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- : o e
i"t(L)L:Inda;lon, as great an organization as any of its kind, to undertake the
1dy of population stabilization in the Far Fast as a program of major

focus, then this would be a very simple world indeed. But this is not a sim-

ple linear world we live in.,
i 1\:‘;]2]6{ tlllle r;searcjl team was still out in the Far Fast, the leaders of
ckefeller I'oundation sounded out opinio wiliticn
back at home. Chester Bam dent, iyt e e
: amard, the president, invited I'rancis Cardi
: C ( s e ardinal
fi)i},l:];in’ Ar]c}:.b]sho[pl of the Catholic Archdiocese of New York, to lunch
: foundation. The cardinal, wise to the wa '

' al, ays of the world, once he
hlaed leamned the subject to be discussed, insisted that the Foundation peo-
Eomcome to lunch at the archdiocese. He wanted the battle on his own
Cumet ground. There he offered his considered opinion that under no cir-
WhGS ai:cesl woluld the Catholic Church in America, the Tar Fast or any

re else in the world look with favor upo i o Sl
iy pon any kind of program involv-
ks - .
o St\&f;thﬁ:n th‘e Ijoundahon, there was a split in opinion among the sen-
o aff. Tx}na;onty_ were opposed to any major program involving family
11. (;]‘:;]ﬂg' 1€ 'pubhc healt}l experts, pre-eminent on the senior staff, sim-
Elyth :: ] nott lbeheve population control was as important as their own,work
it uia th .ﬁe]d's. Furthermore, they warned of the risk involved: the an-
Counttr)iresc)i::'alcil 'b]lrttI:; control they could expect of the strongly Catholic
which they were already operating in the Far I [ i
cultural experts believed increasi upiics would bo.ao ek
! asing food supplies would be casier to a

as ac-
(;(;(l)‘[}lg%l;:]l and of greater I?cneﬁt to underdeveloped countries than any im-
!1 lwq. > ; program involving sexual behavior. Then, of course, there was
;no;]zs 1€ problem of th.c budget. Even in the Rockefeller Foundation
f y spent on population problems would mean money taken a :
rom other efforts. T o
- I‘iiower};er, ther_e “:as a .sph't in opinion and out of deference to Dr. Bal-
t ;c );et oullldatlon s chief expert on I'ar Fastern activities, who wrote
e C[r]]rs, and to Dr. Alan Qregg, director of the foundation’s Division of
ed .tl ciences I!l](l the senior director on the staff, who favored the pro-
%m;n':" ;e lstalf'd:d agree on a very modest project. Demography and
thqtk co olgy in Ceylon was proposed to the board of trustees. But even
ni;edp;glr)osii ,tW:thh carefully avoided mention of birth control, was recog
what it was at the trustees’ meeting. It ( '

112 : t the vehement
sition of John Foster Dulles, n 3 chaim sard. 4

, newly elected chairman of tl
staunch Presbyterian and i i les 1 ot i
an and puritan moralist, Dulles argued i
that the Foundation | i o dots et
‘ 1ad absolutely no business butting i igi
and social customs of anothe X fenty om Duscn ot
s : r people. Trustee Henry Van Duse esi
I ms of ! . ry Van Dusen, presi-
(cc(;;go?]f l:l;;:'cUtmon lhco:oglcal Seminary, added his opposition an(% tlslt:
ject was voted down by the trustees. A i ’

e . 1 s. A negative vote by the
its:zsl;cc% 1(1): a project proposed by the Foundation staff was a rare E\’C)I(ll' in
. message was clear. Family planning, birth control and contra-

JOUN 3RD 4]
ceptives were not to be areas of study or activity by the prestigious Rocke-
feller Foundation.
. The rejection came neither as a surprise nor as a shock to John 3rd.
% As well as anyone, he understood his fellow trustees. They were all accom-
plished, independent and powerful men who had made their mark in the
world and they did not choose to sit unsalaried on the Rockefeller Ioun-
'dation board in order to rubber-stamp the projects of the Rockefeller fam-

ly.
+. The original concept of the Foundation was that of an independent
h prestige that its trustees could

professional charitable institution with suc
“extend their influence for the good of the world by banding together in
' common cause. Yet, internally, the trustces felt the Foundation was still

_in a state of transition from the dominance of John 3rd’s father. He had
- served as the Foundation’s first president back in 1913 and then as chair-
*man of the board of trustees from 1917 to 1939, when he had retired at
. sixty-five. Even after that, his presence was felt through the efforts of his
- close associate Raymond B. Fosdick, who served as president of the
* Foundation from 1936 to 1948. With all due deference to the skill and
4 sensibilities of John D. Rockefeller, Jr, the Rockefeller Foundation had
cen a “founder’s foundation.” However theoretically independent, the
: Foundation’s driving force through the years had been mostly Rockefeller:
" Rockefeller money, Rockefeller time and effort, Rockefeller appointees
nd Rockefeller staff. Although this delicate area was not discussed—at
east not openly—it was a matter of concern among some of the trustees
% .and senior staff. John Jr., upon his retirement, was well aware of it, as was
- John 3td, and it was in furtherance of directing the Foundation toward
real independence that John 3rd was passed over when Walter W. Stew-
I art was elected chairman of the board to succeed John Jr. and then again
in 1950 when John Foster Dulles succeeded Stewart.
.. Then, of course, in the background, there was the Kinsey Report.
One of the most controversial series of grants ever made by the Rocke-
feller Foundation was the $400,000 given to Dr. Alfred C. Kinsey of Indi-
ana University between 1941 and 1946 for his case studies of human sex-
ual behavior. When his first book, Sexual Behavior in the Human Male,
¢’ was published in 1948, the unexpected wide popularity and dissemination
% of the data aroused a national debate on the subject of sexual mores. The
august Rockefeller Foundation was drawn into the controversy. Dr. Kinsey
spared no effort to publicize the imprimatur of the Rockefeller Founda-
tion upon his work as a much needed scientific study of human behavior.
‘In addition to that, Dr. Alan Gregg, head of the Foundation’s Division of
~+Medical Sciences, believed so fervently in Kinsey’s work that on his own,
.. 1and contrary to Foundation policy of staying in the background, he wrote
- a glowing introduction to the book, asserting that the Kinsey survey would
'~ break “a conspiracy of silence” about sex. Although Dr. Gregg had the
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Vllt:aal backing of John D. Rockefeller, Jr., he incurred the dist;
pleasure of the more conservative trustees. The controversy raglesctll nbc t dis.
€yonq

the .
a;m];soi;d of trustees and included theologians, socialists and civi ;
e nation. The Foundation’s support of the Kinsey stu:; 252

Y Subss.?

quently was questioned severely i i ' us
a ; y in a congressional investigation ionc:
undations conducted by the Reece Committee in 195.: by wgifcl‘;ar;io

me

the Rockefeller Foundation had given some $89g,000 to Kinsey’s research,
» earch %

Ironically enough, when the F i

il : oundation ended its s i :

iigi;cat;okr}" of Se;hcual Behavior in the Human Fer:‘algliorl?tl?n::g% i
of Kinsey himself, who charged the Foundation h;d succzz%idtht:

public and congressional
pressure. The Foundation’
vel : n’s answer to th =
ement denial. The Rockefeller Foundation, as a matter of polia(;ty"‘v;s E
» OES.;

not support any organization or cause in perpetuity and it had supported

teen v 1
n vears with a total of almost $goo,000 in annual grants. However, the'

f o S
oizfat?]]:nsal tcrftmsrn of th'e Rockefeller's Foundation was not so much
ontent of Dr. Kinsey’s sex study, but rather over the Fol:;;

dation’s responsibility for the cultural effect and impact of the Kinsey Re.

ort. W i : "
Eies o ;‘z;;‘ght does a ta}.\—free private foundation have to finance activi-
e T ge or even to influence the cultural customs of a nation? Th
as survived unanswered to this day. Thus, to the extent OI:1€ bee

lieve 1 i
ieves that the Kinsey surveys did affect and change the sexual mores i

MErica—
tor better or worse—the Rockefeller Foundation deserves its

_share of the credit or blame:.
S : i
Stmctsi} O\;ege ti;{e f?ndamental questions being pondered within the
- ;ed ockefeller Foundation when John 3rd sponsored his
project of demography, leading to the study of sexual behavior and

fami ine i
mily planning in the Far East, and was rejected by the board of trustees. -

It ;
dozif;nhti‘: Z]Céczilged to ] 01113 3rd at the time that the trustees were pre-
. gentlem;;n e goaneer;fatll{v; men, but, fjf course, he was too much of
and Kept s P il o Rl seipoot @ smie
o e .
Du]lt];s, anzriitse;r?;;?tfn the Far East was not lost upon John Foster
affairs. When Dulles nal corporate lawyer and an authority on foreign
special representati e ﬂpp(.Jlnlted by President Truman to serve as his
B e ]o};n ve (z{n negotiating a permanent peace treaty with Japan,
tural affairs John Ecll" to accompany hl_rn as a special consultant on cul-
platned tha't Unitegd S:v’as Imrrfedmte]y intrigued with the task. Dulles ex-
of nations and to e tagf'shpehcy was to draw Japan back into the society
States and Japan t; ah ;S 2 positive relationship between the United
itself was notpto b elp ensure peace in the Far East. The treaty
Wil W & 4 e punitive, like the Versailles Treaty which aidud
Srod o Tod sowed the‘seeds of World War II. Instead it was de-
g elp Japan establish a democratic, up-to-date nation which

T take its place as 2
#.45s nothing more th
§d7% 1ent upon the wil

}sion.
" Plunging into his ¢
]apan during 1951 a

and small, he met witl

1ks of life and from : -
working groups w:

feaders, to hammer ou
Countries. For John D.

inating experience, an

: ture. As did the thou

forces before him, he d

@ pathetic give-an d-take

tions of the American
the divinity of their -
eager to learn of Ame:
The gentle, self-c
‘with the oriental tradi
in the Japanese. Whe
tude of others toward
the Japanese to him. !

% name, and in turn he

they had to offer. It j
crat. All of his life, b
basis” and here in J2
Nor did it escape his
State Department O
_major policy-making
to his father.

John 3rd’s eight:
recommendations fo
* groundwork of what
Japan the strongest ¢
call it “the America
Americans were to
Japanese art and lite
phy and values. In a!
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made him the symb ' i

mad ymbol of all that was wrong with the free enterprise sys-
To top it all came the most
: : spectacular success of muckraking jour-
E:.l:;sm, I:Jl].sso-pqge book called The History of Standard Oil by }I:]E }'?::-
zicne, %nu _lsh.ed in 1904, based on articles she wrote for McClure’s Maga-
5 %?"g:]?:ﬁ?gbm quoz. In contrast to Wealth Against Commonwealth
: s book was sober in tone, well documented ious in in-
tent. Crediting Rockefeller and hi soci e s
is associates for organized effici
charged that the Standard empi It on e
. 1t pire had been built on fraud i
cial privilege or sharp dealin i T
: : aling, and she cited chapter and
disarmed her own critics b itti i
y admitting at the outset that she was bia
! ; ased:
ilhcov;;asdtge daughte‘r of an 91] producer in the west Pennsylvania regi:):ns
is wm?m te?n Illjurt, if not rumed_, by Standard’s early rise to power. There
s i\fl i(s ;Jl'lr t,Ias“.Al}aIn Nevins, the historian, says, a bias that runs
arbell’s History, and many of her accusati ;
i , ations have be

]rflf:(litccsléaN?vedrthe.less the impact of her book was like thunder ac:oss (tzﬁl;
fo lm. o :;; :rl(l;fu(t?:llt]had]been hl}]}l’f.‘ and officers of the company appealed to

: he charges. But he stood fast in hi i
cousness. “Not a word| e i
s Npt a word about that misguided woman,” he

Mi .
foh ]’I)lssR'z‘zil;?gI:;cx:;;)n t;)] \n{ntt:i more articles for McClure’s, picturing

- Ra personally in the mind of the publi
old hypocrite who pl in hi D b vl s Touges
; played golf in his old age so that 1 Id “li
in order to make more money.” ; et Yo Rodictee

: y.” Others took to the attack. Y

remained quict in the face of the s Mkor and b

| : attacks, at peace with his Make i

: ; aker
::EEI (Izor!sill'ence, c.onﬁdent that history, once the true facts were 5]1(22\1;1]5
],‘nes(in‘”; icate him. He .Eailed, however, to read the message between th(;
Je nlc \.tr.:ast outpouring of news stories, magazine articles and books
ool inu(g) usn, unfair advantage and unprincipled competition in busi-
cus«.t‘i()n ustry at the turn 'of the century. There were answers to the ac-
imt;wdiastsgamst S‘tandard Oil and himself, right or wrong, but behind t‘hc
e At a(-)ccusatlo?s was a larger, more momentous charge: that Adam
itk (tal ryfof laissez-faire capitalism, based upon enlightened self-in-
s ulcm 1€ ll_mldallnen tal pressures of supply and demand in the market
ace—upon which the economy of the co i ,

L untry was based—did not in re-
:(jln ?e::}(::li vvir_)]( \:]rell for tth benefit of the people as a whole. That mc:s]1grf:

: iled, was taken up in tl iti ‘ st
movement spread across the ]:mld. 1 gl e i fhes pogotit
e t}J’T’l}(::opgl’)juhit_ n]]ovement rallied under the banner “The people against

: ns,” which translated a half century 1 i B
LS, oo a half y later with the same appeal
ccedZZ]Dgﬁ |;ﬁwer8to tlllc people.” The industrial revolution no soonc; lsﬁ?:
ceeded n 11 {;C}mﬁs ;lfm]?_ thI;: p_eoplc gemanded protection from the eco-
str: ig business. Standard Oil was only one o
: ut
many. There were trusts and monopolies in almost all of m);ior indt:str(;/f
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by the people came politically from the govern-
ment, as an arbitrator of what constituted free enterprise. The government
intervened. Tt outlawed monopolies, trusts and all combinations in restraint
of trade. It set up regulatory agencies to define the limits and boundaries of
frec cnterprise—all for greater good of the greatest number of people. To

this day that struggle continues between the concept of free enterprise and
lation of business, all the way down the cco-

the need for government regu
nomic line to wages and prices. The struggle today remains as it was in

John D. Rockefeller’s day: where to draw the line on who should control
the cconomy of the United States.

So far as John D. Rockefeller’s Standard Oil Company was con-
cerned, the decision was handed down on May 15, 1911, by the Supreme
Court of the United States: “Seven men and a corporate machine have
conspired against their fellow citizens. For the safety of the Republic we
now decree that this dangerous conspiracy must be ended by November
15th.”
Standard Oil was found guilty of being a combination and a conspir-
acy in restraint of trade and in violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act of
18go. The trust had been established, the first of its kind in the country,
back in 1879, when the state of Ohio passed a law forbidding any corpora-
tion of Ohio from owning stock in a company located in another state. In
response, as practical means of continuing to do business as before,
Rockefeller had the company counsel draw up a new legal instrument by
which the majority of stockholders gave their stock “in trust” to three in-
dividuals, who then legally could own controlling stock in companies in
various states. The number of trustees Jater was increased to nine and still
later, when Ohio and other states outlawed such trusts, Standard joined
several hundred other companies in moving their corporations to the state

of New Jersey, which welcomed the businesses and taxes they brought in

Dy specifically allowing New Jersey corporations to hold stock in out-of-

state businesses. Later, Standard Oil of New Jersey changed its legal form
from a trust to a holding company, but the practical effcct was the same.
The Supreme Court ordered Standard Oil of New Jersey to divest it-
self of all its subsidiaries, not to operate any Jonger as a combination or a
single enterprise and to transfer back to the stockholders of the original
subsidiaries all the stock they had exchanged for shares in Standard of
New Jersey. The action was directed against the corpor

holders.

The decision was hailed throughout the land. It became a le
dent and landmark case in the business world, governing the extent to
which other giant corporations could grow before their very size would be
deemed in restraint of trade. Nevertheless, considering what the trust
busters, the populists and the popular press set out to do, the results of
that landmark decision were ironical. Tor one thing, it certainly helped

The protection demanded

ation, not its stock-

gal prece-
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make John D. Rockefeller a far richer man than he had been before.
Where he once owned one fourth of the Stock in Standard Qil of New
Jersey, after the decision he became the owner of one fourth of the out-
standing shares in thirty-three different oil companies. Then for the first
time these oil companies went public. The value of their shares, which
had been deliberately undercapitalized for so long, now soared skyward. In
the first month of 1912, Standard of New Jersey stock almost doubled;
Standard of New York more than doubled; Atlantic Refining tripled.
Standard of Indiana went from $3,500 a share in January to $g,500 in Oc-
tober. John D. Rockefeller's estimated wealth rose from $200 million in
1901 to more than $goo million in 1913!

Nor did prices go down. They went up, along with the new demands
for gasoline, thanks to Henry Ford’s Model T, the first mass-produced au-
tomobile which the common man could afford. Dividends went up, way
up, in the first year, and they stayed up. Nor did the dissolution bring
about much more competition between the thirty-three new companies.
Their management remained the same as before, men trained in Rocke-
feller methods. They obviously saw the advantages in not invading the ter-
ritorial domain of others. Today, sixty years later, those companics are in-
dividual behemoths of American industry, comprising approximately 5o
per cent of the oil industry in the United States, and the extent of their
competition, cooperation and enlightened sclf-interest is still debatable.
John D. Rockefeller’s legacy of organization, efficiency and order lives on.

However, at the time of the dissolution of Standard Oil, John D,
Rockefeller had become a whipping boy, a symbol of the hardhearted
mogul of big business. Ida Tarbell’s portrait of John D. was taken up and
enlarged upon in the political arena. Theodore Roosevelt denounced him
as a lawbreaker. William Jennings Bryan stumped the country demanding
that he be put in jail. Leo Tolstoy cried out that no honest man should
work with him. Ie was called a pirate, a buccaneer and a robber baron. A
Congregationalist minister denounced a $100,000 gift from Rockefeller as
“tainted money” and unwanted. The pundits of the country debated in the
press whether or not it was right to accept such money. The minister, of

course, did not know that his Church had spent two years pleading for

that gift. Nor did John D. divulge that fact. It was not long before some-
one described John D. Rockefeller as the most hated man in America, and
the public believed that, too. All of his philanthropies—the greatest exam-
ple of giving of a private fortune in the history of America, totaling more

than $500 million—were suspect. People believed and said aloud at the

time that he was giving only in atonement for his sins and a sense of guilt.
Some believe that to this day. His son and his five grandsons would suffer
the same suspicion of all their endeavors in the years ahead. Yet the truth
is that old John D. and his children and his children’s children after him
felt no guilt, no need for atonement at all.

/

Philanthropy

“What a delightful habit you are forming!”

“I am sure it is a mistake to assume that the possession of money in great
abundance necessarily brings happiness,” John D. Rockefeller wrote in his
Reminiscences. “The very rich are just like all the rest of us; and if they
get pleasure from the possession of money it comes from the ability to do
things which give satisfaction to someone besides themselves.”

This was a distillation of many years of thought and experience, writ-
ten in 1gog. By then he had been an abundantly wealthy man for a long,
long time. In 1872, just two years after the incorporation of Standard Oil,
for instance, he had written his wife, Laura, apropos another subject, “You
know we are independently rich outside investments in oil—but I believe
my oil stock the very best . . .”" He recognized, as have others, that there
is only so much one can spend on oneself before the mere expenditure of
money for things “soon palls upon one.” After all, how much more can
one eat than the next man? How many clothes, how many houses, how

‘many “things” can a man buy before such possessions cease to give him
pleasure? “As I study wealthy men,” concluded Rockefeller, “I can see but
.one way in which they can secure a real equivalent for money spent, and

that is to cultivate a taste for giving where the money may produce an
effect which will be a lasting gratification.”

Getting and giving were an integral part of his everyday life. It was
the ethic he lived by; the Protestant Lithic. At first, when he started to
work, he gave nickels and dimes to various causes espoused by his own

“Church. Year after year his ledgers show as his income grew he gave more

and more money to more and more causes, cutting across denominational,
ethnic and color lines.



