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This holds true of the picture given by the attorney from Moses
Lake, Wash., of the Conference on World Cooperation and Social
Progress in 1951. There wers many educational papers on the over-
shadowing problem of international cooperation presented at that con-
ference: one by H. L. Keenlyside, Director General on the Technical
Assistance Administration of the U. N.’s technical assistance pro-
gram; Dr. Selman A. Waksman, Nobel prize winner in medicine, co-
discoverer of streptomycin and incidentally one of the former student
leaders of the LI% while a student at Rutgers, on the. World Health
Organization; by William Green, president of the AFL, on what labor
had done for international cooperation; by M. J. Coldwell, member
of the Canadian Parliament, on the Colombo plan; by Paul R. Porter,
Assistant Director of the ECA on international action against in-
flation and scarcity of raw material, and by Dr. Boris Shishkin, chief
economist of the AFL, on the Marshal plan, delivered after Dr. Shish-
kin has spent 2 years in France in connection with the plan.

V. A fifth assumption of Mr. Earl seems to be (pp. 18-14 of his re-
port) that, when the league grants a citation to a Democratic Socialist,
this presentation carries with it proof of the league’s commitment to a

articular political doctrine advocated by the award winner. Mr.
farl quotes the league’s citation to Premier T. C. Douglas of Sas-
katchewan with a view, I assume, of proving this point.

However, in the course of the last few years, the league has pre-
sented awards to men and women long associated with the Demo-
cratic, Republican, Liberal, and Socialist Parties, and to those inde-
pendent of any party; to stated believers in free enterprise, and to
advocates of d}émocratic social planning. The league has not asked
what politics the receiver of the award had, but what he had accom-
plished in advancing the democratic ideal. No one maintains that the
presentation of honorary degrees by colleges and universities carries
with it a commitment by the university to the point of view of the re-
cipient. The same should be true of an award presented by educa-
tional societies of the type of the league.

V1. A sixth assumption of Mr. Earl seems to be that, somehow or
other, the discussion of socialism and fundamental social change is not.
appropriate to an educational, tax-exempt society, a point of view
again which the United States Circuit Court of Appeals and the
Bureau of Internal Revenue have failed to share with him.

That assumption has likewise long been repudiated by economists

and social scientists and by the great educational institutions of the
country. For whether we like it or not, various types of Socialist.
thought and movements—Utopian, Fabian, Marxian, revisionism,
et cetera—have had a great influence on the intellectual, the economic,,
and political life of the world. They have profoundly affected eco-
nomic thought, historical interpretation, industrial motivations, im-
mediate and far-flung social changes, and political institutions
throughout the world. The Socialist movement is a significant one in
most countries in Western and Central Europe with which the United
States cooperates in opposition to Communist aggression and in de-
fense of democracy. It is difficult, indeed, for a person in public life
today to do his full part in dealing constructively with domestic and
international problems without an understanding of socialism as a
theory and as a movement, and of the differences between democratic
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socialism, capitalism, communism, fascism, and other systems of
thought and action, : . L

.- That organization is doing a service to the community which seeks,
among other things, to promote such an understanding,

.. Courses on varlous aspects of Socialist thought and action have been
given for a half-century in scores of colleges throughout the country,
and have universally been regarded as having a legitimate place in
college curricula.

. VIL. Throughout Mr. Earl’s report there likewise seems to be a
feeling that it is somewhat un-American and uneducational to discuss
the problems of public versus private ownership of enterprises and
services. However, ever since the beginning of this country, the city,
State, and Federal Governments have assumed greater collective re-
sponsibility in the fields of education, health, social security, conser-
vation, et cetera, as a means of meeting certain popular needs, and
there 1s an increasing need for analyzing present-day ventures in
public control and ownership, of studying what types of controls to
avoid in the future, and what types to encourage. Freedom of inquiry
and expression on these controversial problems is of vital importance
to-our evolving democracy.

VIII. Finally, Mr. Earl seems to assume that it is uneducational to
help to form and develop free forums for the free discussion of con-
troversial problems in our colleges and universities, and that, if such
forums are formed, the organization sponsoring them must necessarily
assume responsibility for the opinlons expressed in the student
discussions.

However, the great need of our time is the stimulation of hard think-
ing and courageous expression of opinion on our burning social prob-
lems. America has become great because of the fact that, by and
large, the expression of conflicting points of view on both technical
and social problems has been encouraged, not discouraged, and today
the problem of keeping our social engineering space with onr techno-
logical development makes such freedom ever more important.

Yet, many educators have expressed in recent days a great fear that
freedom was now being unduly restricted in many institutions of learn-
ing. Dr. Martin Essex, chairman of the committee on tenure and
academic freedom of the National Educational Association, recently
declared, after an extensive survey, that many faculty members are
afraid to express themselves freely on the controversial issues of the
day, that freedom to learn is today at a low ebb, and that “we are mov-
ing dangerously toward a sterile education.” In this situation, the
educational activities of the league are more necessary from the stand-
point of our evolving democracy than ever before. It is likewise more
necessary than ever to realize that no organization developing forums
can be responsible for all of the opinions freely expressed therein. If
this responsibility were assumed, freedom of speech in such forum
would be dead.

DETAILED CRITIQUE OF MR. EARL’S REPORT

Commenting more specifically on some of the observations of Mr.
Earl in his report and discussion at the hearings, may I make the fol-
lowing observations: ' ’ o
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- 1. I88: A study organization.—As Mr. Earl states, and -as the LID
proudly proclaims in its literature, the League for Industrial De-
moecracy 1s the successor to the Intercollegiate Socialist Society, popu-
larly known as the ISS. Mr. Earl rightly declares that this
organization, formed as a result of a call by a distinguished group of
writers and publicists, including Jack London, Upton Sinclair, J. G.
Phelps Stokes, Clarence S. Darrow, and Thomas Wentworth Higgin-
son, “the grand old man of Harvard,” had as its object “to promote
an intelligent understanding of soeialism among college men and
women.” It should be added that the society was purely a discussion
and study organization connected with no political party. It always
made it perfectly clear that membership in it in no way committed
the members to a belief in socialism. Such membership indicated
merely that the member wag interested in learning more about social-
ism and other movements for social change, or in promoting an un-
derstanding of socialism among others. The society throughout its -
existence contained within its ranks non-Socialists and anti-Socialists
as well as Socialists. : ‘
That this pioneering educational society was a vital force for good
in stimulating hard and constructive thinking on the social problems
of the day is attested by the number of the former student leaders
who later distinguished themselves for their service to the community
~ in the fields of business, labor, education, and government. On the
completion of the society’s 20 years of activity—16 under the name
of the ISS, and 4 as the League for Industrial Democracy—Prof.
A. N. Holcombe, professor of government, Harvard University, and
later president of the American Political Science Association, wrote :
During the 16 years that I have been teaching economics and political science
at Harvard, no organization has done so much as yours to stimulate a sym-

pathetic interest in contemporary economics and political problems on the part
of students and to direct their private studies into fruitful channels.

Dr. Harry J. Carman, professor of history and later dean of Colum-
bia University and member of the New York City Board of Higher
Education, declared in a letter to the executive director:

I have followed your work for a number of years; first as the Intercollegiate
Socialist Society, and later as the League for Industrial Democracy, and I know
that you have accomplished splendid results in an educational way. Despite
our boasted progress, we are still ignorant, narrowminded, and, above all, in-
tolerant. Anything which will tend to break down these barriers to real prog-
ress, cooperation, and human happiness, is decided worth while, and that, as
I see it, is the kind of endeavor in which the League for Industrial Democracy

is engaged. My heartiest congratulations and hope for your continued success.

Similar statements were made by Profs. Edwin R. A. Seligman, of
Columbia, and John B. Commons, University of Wisconsin, past
presidents of the American Economics Association, and a host of lead-
1ng educators. _

- The fact that the LID began, therefore, as the ISS should in no
way carry with it the inference that the league’s background was
political. It was an educational society, and entirely independent of
any political party, or of commitment to any specific social doctrine.

Articles in 1932 college paper.—Following his reference to the or-
ganization in 1905 of the ISS, Mr. Earl, on pages 3 to 11 of his re-
port, proceeds to the year 1932, and discusses the articles in a small
magazine, Revolt, which appeared for two issues in September-and
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December 1932 and was edited and published by the intercollegiate-
council of the league, not the general society. The LID as such as-
sumed no responsibility for its editorial policy, and neither the league:
nor the intercollegiate council were responsible for the opinions con-
tained in the articles appearing in its pages. The council felt that:
it was performing a useful function in providing a free forum for
the expression of opinion of college students and others on the im-
portant social problems of the day.

The articles were written at a time when the stated object of the.
league differed from the present object and, as has been before stated,,
in the midst of a severe economic depression. - They have no relevancy
to today’s educational activities of the league. Nor has the program.
of action mentioned by Mr. Earl, formulated by a number of students:
at two informal student conferences of the general society, any
relevancy.

League organization and other educational activities—Pages 11-13 %
of Mr. Earl’s report deals with the 1950 conference of the league om
Freedom and the Welfare State. ‘

Mr. Earl quotes here a statement by the executive director of the:
league, and comments on that portion of the refport that states that the
league is organizing branches, conducting conferences, and scheduling-
lectures in the colleges, activities which the United States Court of’
Appeals in the Weyl v. Commission of Internal Revenue decision
regarded as legitimate functions of an educational tax-exempt society.
Mr. Earl, however, seems to look upon these activities as outside the:
scope of those of tax-exempt associations. We join with the United.
States Circuit Court of Appeals and of educators generally in dis--
agreeing with Mr. Earl.

How else, it might be asked, in response to Mr. Earl’s position, can
an educational society carry its information and ideas to the public:
than through the written and spoken word? And what is there non-
educational in the formation of study groups and the enlargement.
of its individual membership through which such information and
ideas may be given circulation? Colleges do not cease to be educa--
tional because they organize classes and student clubs. The very proc-
ess of forming and running a democratic organization on or 5 the
campus for the discussion of important public issues is, moreover, an.
educational process and the league has helped through its college and
city chapters to educate large numbers of young men and women in.
active, constructive, democratic citizenship and leadership.

If all nongroﬁt organizations were to be denied tax-exemption for-
organizing branches, publishing literature and arranging lecture-
trips, few tax-exempt organizations would continue in existence.

The 1950 Conference on Freedom and Welfare State thoroughly
educational.—Following Mr. Earl’s comment on the remarks of the-
executive director at the 1950 Conference on Freedom and the Wel--
fare State Mr. Earl quotes from some of the addresses of the speakers..

In doing this, he applies a technique similar to that used in describ-
ing the 1943 Conference on the Third Freedom—Freedom from Want,
mentioned in previous pages under assumption No. IV, He mentions:
but a few of the articles and addresses presented at the conferences
and selects out of their context a few paragraphs from a few addresses:
which, in his opinion, express an extreme point of view, thus tending

11Ibid., pp. 756 et seq.
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to leave in the minds of the investigating committee an unbalanced
and distorted picture of the conference.

“As participants in this 1950 conference to discuss Freedom and the
Welfare State, the league presented to the luncheon and round table
audiences Senator Herbert L. Lehman, to whom an annual award was
presented ; Oscar R. Ewing, Administrator, Social Security Agency;
G‘reorge Meany, then secretary of the A. F. of L.; Walter P. Reuther,
president, UAW-CIQ; Dr. Eveline M. Burns of the New York School
of Social Work; Corley Smith, economic and social counselor, United
Kingdom delegation to the U. N.; Margaret Herbison, Member of
Parliament and Under Secretary of State for Scotland; Charles
Abrams, housing expert; Prof. Sterling Spero, professor of public
administration of the graduate division for training in public service,
NYU; Norman Thomas, chairman, Post War World Council; John
Roche, assistant professor of government, Haverford College; Bryn
<J. Hovde, then president of the New York School for Social Research ;
Israel Feinberg, vice president of the International Ladies’ Garment
‘Workers, and Toni Sender, labor representative to the U. N. Economie
and Social Council. _

The formal speakers and informal participants from the floor were,
for the most part, men and women who from their positions in educa-
tion, labor, government, and the professions had an intimate knowl-
edge of the issues discussed.

from the conference discussion, Mr. Earl selected a few paragraphs
contained in the addresses of Messrs. Ewing, Reuther, Femberg, and
Thomas, and made the comment that “Both Mr. Ewing and Mr. Reu-
ther seemed to feel that the real threat to America was from ‘reaction-
aries.’” President Reuther did see as dangers to our economy “the
blind forces of reaction,” and maintained that, if reaction led to a
depression, the Cominform would be provided with a powerful weapon
with which to fight western democracy. The quoted paragraphs with
which most Americans, I believe, would wholly or in large part agree,
‘were but a part of addresses which emphasized the positive values of
constructive welfare legislation, and urged a program in behalf of
greater security and abundance. Mr. Ewing reaffirmed in his talk his
belief “with all my heart that our American system is the best that
man has so far devised.” But he declared that it was not perfect and
that it could be made better. He recalled that—
a hundred years ago those who opposed the establishment of free public schools
«called them “socialism” and many people shouted ‘‘socialism” when Congress
set up the Interstate Commerce Commission and the Federal Reserve system,
and passed the Securities Exchange Act and Social Security Act. He concluded
that we must build strongly for the future in the fields of housing, labor legisla-
tion, conservation, utilization of our great sources of energy, ete. .

Why Mr. Earl should think that such remarks were out of place in a
free educational forum given over to the discussion of an important
social problem, whether or not he agreed wholly with them, many of
-us fail to see.

Mzr. Earl quoted the late Vice President Feinberg as ur%ing that con-
sumer purchase power be increased and that labor should have a
greater voice in the formulation of economic decisions. He quoted
Mr. Thomas as advocating more democracy in trade union administra-
‘tion, and the strengthening of civil liberties; as blaming the setbacks
‘in civil liberties on “the whole Communist technique of conspiratorial
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deceit,” on reactionaries, and on those politicians who seek to find an
issue in a “socialism versus liberty.” '

Mr. Earl might not agree with these statements, but he cannot say,
merely because of his disagreement, that they have no place in an edu-
cational conference.

Program for democracy—No advocacy of specific bills.—On pages
14 and 15 of Mr. EarD’s report is a summary of a “program for de-
mocracy in action in 1953” presented for the consideration of the public
by the league’s executive director. The program included, among other
things, suggestions for labor unity; the purging of corrupt elements
from business, labor, and government; a strengthened cooperative
movement, a more consistent foreign policy, and programs }f)or con-
servation, collective bargaining, social security, housing, civil liberties,
and so forth.

It was not an official program of the board or the league’s member-
ship ; was concerned with many developments which required economic
rather than political action ; urged no specific bills before Congress and
provided for no machinery for legislative action. It was similar to
those proposed by individuals in many tax-exempt educational so-
cieties in the field of conservation, cooperation, and labor relations,
and so forth, and presented a summary of issues which are discussed
daily in classes of every American university and regarded as an es-
sential part of their educational curriculum.

Conference on Needed: A moral awakening in America; the Earl
picture an unbalanced one—Pages 16 and 17, in discussing the league’s
conference in 1952 on Needed : A Moral Awakening in America, repeats
Mr. Earl’s same technique of naming only a few speakers, picking a
few paragraphs out of their context, and presented a one-sided picture
of the conference discussion.

It is true, as Mr. Earl states in describing this conference, that both
Walter P. Reuther and James B. Carey, in discussing the activities
of Philip Murray—receiver of a leagu award—vigorously criticized
at this conference certain practices in the steel industry, where a strike
was then being waged; that Dr. Abraham Lefkowitz, an educator,
urged that students be inspired with the ideal of cooperation and
soclal service—points of view which are legitimate in any educational
program. It is also true that at the conference—a thing which Mr.
Earl failed to mention—Wesley F. Rennie, executive director of the
Committee for Economic Development, supported the thesis that
American industrial and business leaders had become increasingly
aware since the thirties of their social responsibility; that Charles
Zimmerman, vice president of the ILGWU, urged labor to get rid of
corruption within the house of labor, while Louis E. Yavner, com-
missioner of investigations in New York City under the LaGuardia
administration ; Rev. John Haynes Holmes of the Community Church,
New York; Sidney Hook, professor of philosophy, NYU ; Dr. George
S. Counts, professor of education, Teachers College; Congressman
Jacob K. Javits; former Congresswoman Helen Gahagan Douglas;
public utility expert Leland Olds; James Rorty, author of Tomorrow’s
Food ; Mark Starr, labor educator, spoke in behalf of higher ethical
standards in our political, educational, and international institutions.
No one, we believe, could attend the various sessions of the conference
without realizing its unique educational values and the wide range of
opinions expressed therein. And no one could read Mr. Earl’s ref-

11Ibid., pp. 766, 767T.
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erences to the conference without realizing how inadequate a concept
any reader' of these references would obtain of the league’s 1952
gathering.

LID pamphlet on public ownership—An educational treatise. —In
previous pages we have dealt with Mr. Earl’s presentation (on pp. 16
t020)" of the executive director’s pamphlet on Toward Nationalization
of Industry, a pamphlet originally written in response to a request
from high school de Eatmg coaches who had scheduled a discussion of
public versus private ownership of basic industries among high schools
throughout the country. Surely, if it is educational for the Founda-
tion for Economic Edueation, a tax-exempt organization, to set forth
the arguments for private enterprise in forest and public utilities,
et cetera, it is educational for the league to set forth the facts which
may support control by the community of specific enterprises. The
Eresentatlon of the contents of this pamphlet, as I have before stated,

Mr. Earl, gives to the committee no. conception of the factual
nature of its contents its careful references to over 40 authoritative
sources, its selective b1b110graphy, et cetera. Its educational char-
acter has time and time again been attested by professors of economics
who have used it for collateral reading in their economics classes.

Mr. Lewis’ pamphlet on Liberalism and Sovietism *—Not a league
pamphlet—In previous pages of this statement, we have dealt with
Mr. Earl’s characterization of Mr. Lewis’ Liberalism and Sovietism,
not a league pamphlet. Of the purpose of this pamphlet, Mr. LeW1s
recently (July 6,1954) declared:

This pamphlet was written some time ago, while the Progressive Party was
shaping up. The pamphlet’s main idea was to prevent liberals from going into
the various Communist infiltrated organizations, whose stated purpose was
liberal.

Since this period preceded the conviction of Alger Hiss, and the revelations
concerning the Rosenbergs, a good many liberal-minded persons tended to fall
for the Communist line that it was all right to cooperate with organizations
with a sound stated purpose, even if such organizations had Communists in im-
portant places in them.

It was this feeling among too many liberals that I wanted to combat, and on
the whole I think I have done so fairly well, if the pamphlet is read in
its entirety.

Other league pamphlets—elsewhere discussed.—I1 have also dealt
with Mr. Earl’s discussion on pages 23-27 2 on Democracy vs. Dictator-
ship, The New Freedom: Freedom from Want, Toward a Farmer-
Labor Party, Forward March of American Labor, and World Coop-
eration and Social Progress.

After commenting on the league’s activities of former years, some
as far back as the early thirties, it is regrettable that Mr. Karl did not
give a fair-minded description of the educational activities of the last
year or so, activities far more relevant to the problem which he poses
than are those of past years. To these activities, Mr. Earl has seen
fit to devote but 10 lines.

The summary of the league’s 195354 activities is, therefore
enclosed.

Gaps in report.—Finally, Mr. Earl’s report is as conspicuous for
what it leaves out as for what it includes.

The Washington State attorney, for instance, has nothing to say
concerning the research activities of the league during the years,
which have been the basis for much of its book and pamphlet, its lec-
tures, and other educational activities.

1 Ibid., pp. 767, 768, . 2 Ibid., p. 771 3 Ibid., p. 773.
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One of the volumes made possible through the efforts of the league
was Social Economic Movements, a college textbook on comparative
economic systems, which was used in past years as a text in some 40
institutions, which was republished in Great Britain, and which was
regarded by Wesley C. Mitchell, late president of the American Eco-
nomics Association and director of research of the National Bureau
of Economic Research, as—
the most comprehensive survey of plans for bettering social organization that I
have ever seen. The book is one that the world much needs and I hope many
people will read.

The book, writes Prof. Louis M. Hacker, dean of the School for Gen-
eral Studies—

is amazingly complete; both trustworthy and a very useful handbook.

Similarly the books made possible by the league on Power Control,
A Program for Modern America, Concentration of Control in Ameri-
can Industry, and its many symposia, have received high praise for
their scholarship and accuracy.

A careful analysis of the league’s conferences, its popular and scien-
tific pamphlets, and so forth, instead of the hop, skip, and jump
method OF research observed in Mr. Earl’s report would give a more
accurate idea of the league’s educational accomplishments.

I, Harry W. Laidler, being first duly sworn, on oath declare that I
have prepared the foregoing statement; that it is true and correct with
respect to those matters stated upon personal knowledge and with
respect to those matters not stated upon personal knowledge, it is true
to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Harry W. LatovLer, Ewecutive Director.
Sworn to before me this 14th day of July 1954.

Mouriesn J. COMBERBATCH,
Notary Public State of New Y ork.
Term expires March 30, 1954.

STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY THE AMERICAN COUNCIL OF
LEARNED SOCIETIES

‘This statement is submitted by the American Council of Learned
Societies in accordance with the procedure established by the com-
mittee and communicated to the council by telephone to its counsel on
July 8, 1954.

In the preliminary reports prepared by the staff of the committee
and in the testimony taken in open hearing by the committee, interest
and concern were expressed in the activities of the council. Without
directly and specifically charging any improper activity, the reports
and testimony strongly implied that this organization, together with
others, has engaged in some kind of conspiracy with the foundations,
and that it has acted as a “clearinghouse” for the development and
propagation of ideas that are in some indefinite way not consistent.
with our form of government.

The fantasy of these suggestions has been fully demonstrated in the
testimony given on behalf of the Social Science Research Council and
the American Council on Education. Presumably, the decision to
dispense with further open hearings records the committee’s judgment
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that the charges and innuendoes contained in the staff reports and in
the early testimony were so completely without foundation as not to
warrant serious consideration. The American Council of Learned
Societies agrees with this conclusion. Nevertheless, serious charges
have been made and publicized. In order to keep the record straight,
the council believes it desirable to avail itself of the committee’s offer
to present a factual picture of the council’s organization and activities.

At the very outset it should be stated that to the knowledge of the
council no individual member of the council, its board of directors, or
staff is now, or ever has been a Communist. No society constituent of
the council is or has been listed by the Attorney General or in any
other way designated as a subversive organization.

On the contrary, it is our belief that one of the most effective ways
to combat subversive ideas and activities is by the spread and promo-
tion of the humanistic studies with which the council is concerned.

ORIGIN AND ORGANIZATION OF THE AMERICAN COUNCIL OF
LEARNED SOCIETIES

The American Council of Learned Societies was founded shortly
after World War I to represent academic societies concerned in the
fields of humanities in joint dealings with comparable groups in other
countries. The council remains today a federative body of humanistic
learned societies, for the purpose of dealing with the interests of those
organizations which extend beyond the scope of any of the particular
constituent societies.

To explain more precisely the council’s area of concern, it is de-
sirable to attempt a definition of “the humanities” as a field of study.
Many such efforts have been made, without any wholly satisfactory
result. It is possible to get some view of what is meant by listing the
constituent societies of the council :

American Philosophical Society
American Academy of Arts and Sciences
American Antiquarian Society
American Oriental Society

American Numismatic Society
American Philological Association
Archaeological Institute of America
Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis
Modern Language Association of America
American Historical Agsociation
American Economic Agsociation
American Folklore Society

American Philosophical Association
American Anthropological Association
American Political Science Association
Bibliographical Society of America
Association of American Geographers
American Sociological Society

College Art Association of America
History of Science Society

Linguistic Society of America
Mediaeval Academy of America

Far Eastern Association

American Society for Aesthetics
American Musicological Society

The humanities are concerned, then, with the things that are speci-
fically human about man—his language, his history, his attempts to
reach beyond knowledge of his tangible world through philosophy
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and religion, and his realization of beauty through literature, music,
and the arts.

The council maintains an office at 1219 16th Street NW., Washing-
ton D. C., with a full-time staff of about a dozen people. The names
and addresses of the staff as well as of the present officers and directors
of the council are attached. In the past, administrative expenses,
including office rent and staff salaries, have run to about $100,000
annually.

ACTIVITIES OF THE COUNCIL

Within the humanistic field, the council’s activities are directed
broadly at the training and development of American scholars, the
provision of new implements of study and research in these disciplines,
and the addition to our humanistic knowledge. Any selection of the
activities of the council for description here can only be illustrative
of the range of its concern.

One further introductory remark is appropriate. In general, the
council’s activities touch directly only a relatively small group of
scholars in institutions of higher learning, libraries, museums, and
the like throughout the country. But, although these programs do
not achieve great public notice, the council has always worked com-
pletely in the open, and has been subject to the fullest scrutiny by
anyone interested. Its activities are reported in Bulletins recording
its annual meetings and the work of the year there discussed. In recent
years it has published a quarterly Newsletter, and of course, much of
the research which the council fosters eventually finds its way into

rint.

P So far as known to the council, none of these activities—all of them
widely. publicized—has ever called forth any question or complaint
as to the propriety or integrity of the council’s operations.

Wartime language program.—Before turning to the council’s pres-
ent-day activities, 1t may be instructive to review the one program in
its history which had a direct impact on large numbers of American
men and women. That was the council’s work in the development of
language training during World War II. It is very proud of its
achievement in preparing the common defense, and this effort also
illustrates the unexpected values which are sometimes derived from
careful research in remote and what some may consider “impractical”
fields of study.

Languages and linguistics, of course, are the basis of all the work
in the humanistic disciplines. They have been of concern to the coun-
cil from its beginning. In 1927, accordingly, the council began the
collection and study of the American Indian languages, then rapidly
disappearing, as an undertaking in the interest of pure linguistic
science. The funds were supplied by the Carnegie Corporation.

Tt soon turned out that these languages could not be fitted satisfac-
torily into the descriptive patterns derived from Greek and Latin
which had been worked out for the study of European languages. The
small group of American linguists engaged in this study began to
develop a completely new and American approach to the study and
description of linguistic phenomena, which, a decade later, became
the new science of American descriptive and structural linguistics.
So rapid were the strides in this field, and so fruitful the develop-
ment, that it can only be compared to the process that took place in
the same period in the much more publicized field of nuclear physics.
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A year or more before the American entry into. World War 11,

members of the council and its staff began to realize that, in the event
of war, there would be an urgent national need for training in Asiatic
languages. Yet teachers, textbooks, dictionaries, teaching materials
to fill that need were not available. The council began to examine
the possibility of applying the new techniques developed in the study
of American Indian languages to the study and teaching of other
languages not in the European tradition, and specifically the lan-
guages of Asia which were destined to become crucially important.
. With funds from the Rockefeller Founation, the council started its
intensive language program. Before Pearl Harbor, this program had
developed a general approach to the problem of teaching Americans
to speak these exotic languages, and had made substantial progress
in the preparation of teaching aids and tools in specific languages such
as Chinese, Japanese, Persian, Siamese, Malay, and Turkish. The
work had progressed to the point that, at the outbreak of the war, the
council was prepared to move into a full-scale teaching operation.
This was done rapidly, beginning with Siamese at the University of
Michigan, and by the summer of 1942, 56 courses were being taught
in 26 institutions, in 22 languages, most of which had never before
been formally taught in the United States.

When, early in 1942, the Armed Forces turned their attention to the

language training problem, the pioneering developmental work done
under the auspices of the council was ready to hand. A fruitful col-
laboration was established, with council staff members advising and
consulting with the various branches of the Armed Forces which
needed people with special language proficiencies. The council staff
was expanded ; in the work of preparing dictionaries, texts, and teach-
ing manuals in a multitude of languages there were at times as many
as 100 people on its payroll. The money was supplied by the Armed
Forces.
- The council participated with the Army in the Army Specialized
Training Program (ASTP) language and area courses; with the Civil
Affairs Training Schools (CATS) of the Adjutant General’s Office;
and with the Language Branch of G-2 in organizing the operation of
classroom instruction and the production of teaching tools.

At the end of the war, the whole enterprise was dropped by the
Army as a part of our sudden demobilization. The council continued
to publish textbooks and dictionaries through Henry Holt & Co., and
to produce new ones slowly as the funds could be found. Among the
casualties of this sudden termination was an almost completed Korean-
English dictionary, which would have been immensely useful a few
vears later, but which, at the time, was still reposing on file cards,
unpublished. : L

American studies.—Most of the council’s current activities are not
so spectacular as the wartime language program just discussed. But
this does not measure their usefulness. .

The improvement of college and university study of the American
tradition and experience has always bulked large in council concerns.
A fair share of our effort and of the funds which we have had avail-
able to aid research and publication have been directed in this field.

Perhaps the largest undertaking in this area is the Dictionary of
American Biography, of which the first 20 volumes appeared from
1928 to 1936 and the first suplementary volume in 1944. Funds for
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this enterprise came from the New York Times, assisted by the large
foundations.

_ The Frqjept envisages a single ready reference for the facts about the
lives of distinguished Americans. Unfortunately, the dislocations of
the war threw the work somewhat off schedule. We have just suc-
ceeded in raising funds for the compilation of the second supplemen-
tary volume, and are now entering upon its production. We hope to
have the whole operation back on schedule before long.

(Of equal scientific importance, but without such wide appeal, is the
Linguistic Atlas of the United States and Canada. Here the attempt
18 to analyze and record the variations and nuances in spoken English
from section to section of the continent. The first six immense volumes,
covering New England, appeared between 1939 and 1944. Continua-
tion of this work proceeds very slowly as the funds for it can be se-
cured. Unfortunately, this may be too slowly, since regional varia-
tions in American speech are beginning to become obscured or to die
cut.

Ewtending humanistic scholarship beyond the West European tra-
dition—~The modern study of humanities began with the Renaissance
and its liberating rediscovery of the great civilizations of classical
antiquity. It was for the study of these classical civilizations of
Greece and Rome that the early humanistic tools and training were
designed. The results of this orientation for the subsequent develop-
ment of the West are so great as to defy description. Nevertheless
it had an unfortunate effect, from the point of view of the study of
humanities, in that traditionally these studies have concentrated on
the classical and Mediterranean civilizations, and the West European
and American traditions derivative from them, to the almost complete
neglect of the rest of human experience. )

Starting from a conference held on December 1, 1928, to discuss
means for the development of Chinese studies in the United States,
the council has taken leadership in correcting this deficiency by cre-
ating in American universities and colleges a better basis for studying
the civilizations of Asia, Latin America, and Eastern Europe, particu-
larly Russia. It has used every means available to it, including the

rovision of fellowships and study aids, to develop Americans trained
in these fields, and to produce the implements—guides, translations,
textbooks, bibliographies, catalogs—without which this kind of study
cannot be carried on. It is not too much to say that there has been no
significant improvement in the study of these areas in any American
university or college, so far as the humanistic fields are concerned, in
which the council has not been in some way involved.

In this broad field of endeavor, a number of lines of activity emerge
clearly. One of the most important of these is the program of trans-
lating significant works of humanistic study from their original lan-
guages into English. In the past, these translation programs have
included works in Chinese, Japanese, Russian, Arabic, Turkish, Per-
sian, and Hebrew languages.

The council’s most recent effort in this field is a near eastern trans-
lation program. The five modern Arabic works which have so far
been published under this program include analyses of the great con-
troversies that pervade contemporary Muslim religion. Five more
volumes are just going to press and about twenty others are in various:
stages of editorial progress.
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Currently also it is bringing to a close a Russian translation series,
which has concentrated on contemporary works. Among the 30 to 40
ublished volumes of this series are Vishinsky’s Law of the Soviet
tate, Berg’s Economic Geography of the U. S. S. R., Glebov’s History
of Russian Music, and others. It has also reprinted about 30 books
in the original Russian, which were otherwise unavailable in this
country. Among these was the 1941 5-year plan, of which only
one copy had previously existed in the United States. These works
have been invaluable, not only to American scholars, but to our foreign
policy officials and intelligence agencies such as the CIA, and they are,
often, the only authentic source materials that are available to scholars
and others interested in these fields.

Another comparable translating venture is the Current Digest of
the Soviet Press. This is a Weeﬁly publication containing sixty to
seventy thousand words of translation of current Russian press and
periodical literature. It was begun by the council, and is now car-
ried on by it jointly with the Social Science Research Council from
headquarters in New York. It has been justly called the biggest hole
thereis in the Iron Curtain.

Language and linguistics—In recent years a grant of funds from
the Ford Foundation has made it possible to take up again some of
the work in language teaching materials and methods which was left
unfinished at the end of the war. The council now has work going
in about 20 languages, including the revised Korean-English diction-
ary. Its ambition is to have a good American textbook on modern
linguistic principles, a satisfactory students’ dictionary, some graded
readings, and a set of phonograph records to be used in teaching for
every significant Asian language, that is, every language spoken by
more than 10 million people.

Meanwhile, the work has been expanded to include the problem in
reverse: i. e., methods of teaching English to speakers of other lan-
guages. This too has required the creation of new techniques and
new materials, the most important of which is a series of textbooks
for teaching English to Koreans, Indonesians, Turks, Persians, Thais,
Serbo-Croatians, Burmese, Vietnamese, Greeks, Chinese, and to speak-
ers of Spanish.

The problem of Mg‘hlg trained and specialized personnel.—~In the
future, no less than in the past, the people of the United States will
not be able to depend upon numbers to maintain its leadership and
security. We are a small numerical minority of the world’s popula-
tion. Our continued progress, our security, even our survival will
depend, as it has in the past, on our ability to utilize our resources of
trained intelligence. An increasing recognition has been given to this
_problem in the laboratorgr and engineering sciences. But the need
1s no less pressing in the fields of humanistic study. The council has
directed, and intends in the future to direct its attention to this weak
spot in the Nation’s armor.

Naturally, officers and staff members of the council have a very
wide acquaintance among scholars and teachers professionally con-
cerned with the humanities. Concerning some of the people the
council has detailed information derived from its special activities.
For instance, its ' work in the development of Asian and Russian studies
has given it, for many years, comprehensive knowledge of the aca-
demic personnel working in those fields. And the many applications
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for its various fellowships, study-aids, and grants-in-aid of research
comprise a-file of the academic and professional careers of many
scholars in all humanistic fields. ) ’

~ Up to 1949 the collection and dissemination of this information was
haphazard and incidental. In that year, however, money was secured
from the Rockefeller Foundation to make more formal investigations
into the supply, potential, and distribution of trained personnel in the.
humanities. Hardly had these studies started when the Office of Naval
Research and the Department of Defense became interested in the
same problems, and asked the council to make a more elaborate investi-
gation of them. With the cooperation of as many of the constituent.
societies as possible, the council gathered detailed professional infor--
mation from some 27,000 scholars and students in the humanities and
social sciences, probably about half of those professionally engaged in
these fields. From these materials, when they had been coded and in-
dexed, the Bureau of Labor Statistics abstracted the statistical infor-
mation required by the Office of Naval Research. The Office was:
supplied with a microfilm of the schedules for its records, and the:
schedules themselves became what is now called the National Regis-
tration in the Humanities and Social Sciences, an imperfect instru-
ment, but still the best accumulation of such personnel information
available,

This kind of personnel work is done in close cooperation with the:
National Science Foundation, which maintains a similar register in.
the natural and physical sciences. Inconjunction with the foundation,
the council compiled and published a book, Classifications for Surveys.
of Highly Trained Personnel, which is now the standard guide on the
subject.

1t is hoped that work in this field can be improved to the point where:
the registration can be a source not only of information about the pro-
fessional competences of individuals, but a basis for analysis of Ameri--
can potential in trained specialists in the humanistic fields, so that.
"gaps in our specialized armament can be discovered and filled and we:
can be prepared for any emergency which the future mi%ht bring.
‘Anyone who participated in the frenzied search for specially trained
personnel in the early days of World War I1 realizes the magnitude o1’
this task. We should never have to face its like again,

THE CHARGES MADE BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

A gainst the background of the factual description of the council and.
its activities presented above, it is useful to examine more directly some-
of the charges made against the council before this committee, either:
in staff reports or in testimony. Other witnesses have sufficiently indi-
cated the giﬁ‘iculty of trying to pinpoint the charges and identify them.
with any precision. Nevertheless, it is easy to see what the grava.
men is.

It is suggested that the council, together with other research
councils, has dominated American scholarship. It isimplied that this
power has been exercised to foist upon America policies and ideas:
alien to its heritage, and indeed subversive of its institutions. The
mechanisms by which this end was achieved are said to be that the
council has acted as a clearinghouse for channeling moneys from the-
foundatiens to students and causes congenial to these subversive ends,.
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and as g recruiting agency to place similarly oriented individuals in
positions of importance in government., .

As for the allegation of dominance there must be more than a little
irony in it for anyone who has visited the offices of the council or read
its financial reports and the reports of its annual proceedings. To
make such a charge demonstrates an almost unbelievable ignorance of
the mode of organization of American scholarship.

The American tradition, as has been pointed out in other statements.
to the committee, places the responsibility for scholarship, science, and
higher learning in private, not governmental, hands. The result has
been a national structure for the cultivation of this field of human ac-
tivity of which Americans have every right to be proud, and whiclr
attests the fundamental soundness of that tradition, ’

It is a truism that Americans are the world’s greatest joiners. Be-
hind this truism, however, is the fact that our fantastic genius for spon-
taneous self-organization is one of the elements that has made this
country what it is, and in particular has preserved vast areas of ac-
tivity from governmental control. ,

This free-enterprise, self-organizing capacity is found in Americamn
business, philanthropy, politics, and social activity. It is found also.
in the fields of science, scholarship, and higher learning. We have
almost 2,000 separate institutions of higher learning, each going its.
own way, without centralized planning or control. In many countries.
abroad, they would be marching in step under the direction of a gov-
ernmental ministry of education.

Much the same is true of the organization of science, scholarship,.
and higher learning outside the universities. Abroad this is usually-
taken care of by a national academy of arts and sciences, such as was.
founded in France by Louis XIV and in Russia by Peter the Great.
and the Empress Catherine. Such academies are governmentally con-
trolled and supported. Their members are selected, of course, for-
scholarly and scientific eminence, but too frequently with at least one:
eye on their conformity with the government.

In the United States we do it differently. Our instinet for private
organization has led to the formation of private associations—profes-
sional, scientific, or learned societies—to pursue a shared interest in
some scientific or scholarly activity. There are literally thousands of
these scieties, of all sizes, interests, and degrees of formality. Most of
them have only local importance. Perhaps a couple of hundred have:
national membership and significance. Practically all of them are
freely open to any person who shares their respective interests and is:
able to pay the usually modest dues.

In general, each of these private scientific or learned societies de--
votes itself to a specific branch of study : History, chemistry, archae--
ology, geology, etc. But sometimes, interests call for activity across:
these artificial lines which separate the branches of learning. Among-
the most important of these 1s the promotion of research and scholar-
ship in the whole field of which the particular branch is a part. For
these limited purposes, the most important of these scientific and
learned societies have joined together in four national groups called.
councils : The National Research Council, based on constituent societies:
in the natural, mathematical, and biological sciences; the Social
Science Research Council, based on societies concerned with economics,,
political science, sociology and the like; the American Council on.
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Education, based on societies as well as institutions of higher learning
concerned with the techniques of college education ; and the American
Council of Learned Societies, based, as has been shown, on societies
concerned with the humanistic studies.

. These councils differ somewhat in size, structure, wealth, and
methods of opration, but they are all distinctly private organizations,
based on private associations and dependent upon private sources ot
funds for their support.

While the four councils are quite separate in every respect, they did,
in 1944, create a mechanism for functioning together whenever that
seems desirable. Two delegates from each of the councils meet ap-
proximately once a year in an informal group (it does not even have
its own stationery, much less a staff) known as the Conference Board
ot Associated Research Councils. This board is quite without power
and is simply a consultative body, which on rare occasions is used to
carry forward enterprises in which all the councils have an interest.

For about a generation these organizations have devoted themselves
to the creation of an American scholarship worthy of the richest and
most powerful nation in history; and not without success. Nothing
like this simple, democratic structure of scholarship and higher educa-
tion exists in any other country. The caricature of it presented in the
preliminary staff studies of this committee is so greatly at variance
with the fact that they might have been written by some ill-informed
foreigner.

So much for the charge of dominance. There remains the charge
that the council acted as a clearinghouse for channeling foundation
funds in the subversive directions identified by the committee staff.
This requires a few words about the finances of the council and its
relation to the foundations. ~

For a few years in the early thirties the Rockefeller Foundation did
make available modest free funds which the council could spend for
research in any way it chose. That practice was preceded and has been
supplanted by a system in which the foundation money coming to the
council is specifically earmarked for projects presented to and passed
on in advance by the particular foundation making the grant.

In the 35 years of its existence, the American Council of Learned
Societies has received and expencfed about $9 million. A little more
than half of this has come from the great foundations. A detailed
analysis of the source of all its financial support since 1937 was pre-
sented in response to the questionnaire distributed by the Cox com-
mittee and is available to this committee.

The money coming from the foundations falls generally into two
categories. 'The first covers general administrative expenses and has
run, as indicated above, to about $100,000 annually in recent years.
Both the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation have
made substantial contributions for these purposes. More and more in
recent years, however, the tendency has been to try to meet these costs
from administrative charges against funds for specific projects. At
the present time the council is receiving no contribution for central
administration from either of these foundations, except as a percentage
charge against funds for specific programs.

The second category of contributions from the foundations com-
prises grants for the support of specific projects for which the council
is responsible. Such projects originate with the council staff, com-
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mittees, or members. © They must, of course be approved by the board
of directors. Thence they are submitted to the foundations for sup-
port. Usually, if the program receives such support, it is adminis-
tered by a special committee appointed by the board of directors for
the purpose.

Such projects or programs may be works of research conducted by
the council itself, such as the Dictionary of American Biography. In
that case, the special committee picks the editor, who in turn selects
the contributors, and the work proceeds under the supervision of the
editor and the committee.

In other cases, the project may be a special fellowship or study aid
program. The council has no such funds at present. In the past, it
has conducted some 25 separately organized and financed programs of
aid to individuals for study, research, or publication in the humani-
ties. From 1926 to 1954 it has made slightly more than 2,000 awards
to about the same number of people. The stipends have ranged be-
tween $100 and $6,000 and have averaged about $1,000. Such fellow-
ship and study-aid programs are short-term operations, extending not
more than 3 years. They are likewise administered by specially ap-
pointed committees who review the scholarly and technical qualifica-
tions of the applicants and make the awards. The names of all in-
dividuals who have received such awards and the subject-matter of
the research are regularly published, were presented to the Cox com-
mittee, and are available to this committee. -

All of the council’s projects, of whatever nature, are presented to
the foundations on their merits and in competition with projects spon-
sored by colleges and universities, other research institutions, indi-
viduals, and even its own constituent societies. Not only are the funds
received from the foundations extremely limited both in amount and
in the freedom with which they may be disposed of, but the council
as a matter of policy does not interpose itself between any foundation
and any other agency or individual in search of funds. Foundation
policies and decisions in such matters are made by the foundations
themselves.

~ Finally, there is the question of recruiting Government personnel.
As has been indicated above, the council’s contacts with scholars in
the humanistic fields and its more recent work on the national regis-
tration in the humanities and social sciences have made it a valuable
source of information about the professional and technical compe-
tence of individuals in those fields of endeavor. Institutions and
agencies in need of such specialized personnel sometimes request in-
formation of this character from the council, and within the limits
imposed by available staff time, the council responds. Such requests
are infrequent, and come predominantly from universities and colleges,
museums, libraries, and the like, and only very occasionally from the
Government. Since the registration has been in usable shape, that
is roughly the last year and a quarter, the council has responded to
about 15 such requests, only one of which came from a Government
agency.

gThey information supplied in response to such requests is in no sense
a recommendation. To the best of the council’s knowledge, it is not
treated as such by the requesting agency or institution. Indeed, where
the reference is to the registration, as 1t has invariably been since that

49720—54—pt. 2—5
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has been completed, the only information given is that supplied by the
individual himself.

The council has assumed that it is not in the American tradition,
in a register designed for employment purposes, to inquire about the
individual’s race, religion, or politics. Any information it might have
on these points might be accidental or untrustworthy. It goes with-
out saying, moreover, that the council has no facilities for investigation
and clearance of individuals on security matters. It is not a proper
body for such work in any case. Where requests for information come
from a Government agency, therefore, the council takes no respon-
sibility for such questions and properly assumes that any individual
who is hired will have to meet the applicable security standards im-
posed by the Government.

CONCLUSION

The body of this statement has been directed, as was no more than
proper, to the assumptions and presuppositions which were implicit
in the reports of the committee staff and some of the friendly testi-
mony which the committee hieard. But the council cannot let this
opportunity pass without saying vigorously and directly that it does
1ot share a number of those assumptions and preconceptions.

It believes that, far from being committed to any particular body
of doctrine, America is a land of boundless experiment, of constant
and relentless search for better ways of doing things, for richer
experience, to make human life fuller and more attractive. Nothin,
could be less American than an assumption that Americans ha
reached the ultimate boundary of thought—political, economic, social,
or cultural as well as physical—in 1903 or 1953, or are destined to
reach it in 2003,

A corollary of this interpretation of our tradition is the belief in
the maintenance of a completely free market in ideas, no matter how
unpalatable they may be to our preconceived notions. The mcment
we have to protect any mature American from any idea whatsoever,
that moment we must stop boasting about American democracy.

The American Council of Learned Societies is concerned with
thought, with ideas, with mankind’s concept of itself and its place in
nature. It believes that the best interests of America require uncom-
promising exploration of any thinking that mankind hag ever done
or is doing. There is no subversion comparable with an interference
in the traffic in ideas.

Ideas are explosive materials. They must not be handled carelessly
nor ignorantly. All the activities of the American Council of Learned
Societies have been directed at creating and fostering in America the
mechanisms through which ideas can be handled understandingly and
without fear. )

To this end it has done whatever it could to develop Americans
trained to participate fully in the pursuit and communication of all
humanistic knowledge and to provide the tools of study, teaching,
and research with which such trained Americans have to work,

The council is proud of its record in these activities. It holds, more-
over, that in the harsh decades ahead, many of our most pressing
problems will lie in the very fields of the humanities with which the
council is concerned. In ifs opinion no work is more important to
the future security and welfare of the Nation.
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VERIFICATION

STATE oF MASSACHUSETTS,
County of Essew, ss:

I, Mortimer Graves, swear and affirm that I am executive director of
the American Council of Learned Societies; that I have read and am
familiar with the contents of the foregoing statement; and that to
the best of my knowledge and belief every statement of fact con-
tained therein 1s true.

MorTiMER GRAVES,
Executive Director, American Council of Learned Societies.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 19th day of July 1954.

My commission expires November 30, 1956.

[sEAL] Karairen T. FLYNN,
Notary Public.

ANNEX TO STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY THE AMERICAN COUNCIL OF LEARNED
SocIETIES OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE oF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES To
INVESTIGATE TAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATEONS

ADMINISTRATION

Officers

C. W. de Kiewiet, University of Rochester, chairman,
Theodore C. Blegen, University of Minnesota, vice chairman.
William R. Parker, New York University, secretary.

Sidney Painter, Johns Hopkins University, treasurer.

Board of directors

Walter R. Agard, University of Wisconsin.
Curt F, Biihler, Pierpont Morgan Library.
Irwin Edman, Columbia University.
Rensselaer Lee, Columbia University.
Roger P. McCutcheon, Tulane University.
Henri Peyre, Yale University.

Robert Redfield, University of Chicago.

B. J. Whiting, Harvard University.

STAFF OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICES, WASHINGTON, D, C.

Mortimer Graves, executive director. Shirley D. Hudson, public affairs officer.
D. H. Daugherty, assistant to the di- Alice M. Harger, bursar.
rector. - Catherine E. Berry.
J. F. Wellemeyer, adviser on personnel FElizabeth H. Cizek.
studies. M. Frances Cochran.
William A, Parker, secretary for fel- Hilda H. Melby.
lowships. Anna Stern.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR S. ADAMS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
COUNCIL ON EDUCATION.

I am Arthur S. Adams, president of the American Council on Edu-
cation. My request to appear before you was made by the authority
and direction of the executive committee of the council, and I shall

resent a statement which that committee has unanimously approved.
e-are deeply concerned that the special committee may obtain a true
picture of the role that philanthropic foundations have played in
connection with education. We believe deeply and firmly in the
importance of education to American principles and institutions.
There often comes to my mind the historical fact that when the settlers
of our country first came to its shores, they addressed themselves to
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building a school building almost before they had provided shelter
for themselves. The whole story of American greatness, to my mind,
has been written in terms of educational opportunity.

Especially in times such as these, there 1s need for a clear and accu-
rate public understanding of what our schools and colleges are trying
to do. I believe that this committee has the opportunity to perform
a great service by assisting the people to gain such a picture. Hence,
although it was the understanding of-many of us that the central focus
of the investigation was to be the activities of foundations, it is grati-
fying that the focus has been broadened to include not oniy the rela-
tionships of foundations to education but also the relationships of
education to the public welfare. This affords a magnificent oppor-
tunity for the committee to present a clear-eyed judicial appraisal
of the importance of education to our society.

Now, let me comment briefly on some of the reasons why philan-
thropic foundations have flourished and multiplied in American
society as nowhere else in the world. It is not because we have a
monopoly of wealth ; great fortunes have been amassed in other coun-
tries. I suggest it is because a climate has been established here, an
atmosphere of freedom which encourages private initiative not merely
for selfish purposes but for the public welfare. Both Federal and
State Governments, from the beginning of our history, have main-
tained the position that it is in the public interest for individuals and
groups of individuals to contribute voluntarily to worthy causes.

Advocates of centralized national planning and action have always
contended that many of these causes could be served more efficiently
by Government. In criticism of private initiative, they have pointed
out that at times it has resulted in duplication of effort, lack of co-
ordination, sometimes even naive support of dubious causes. One can
accept these criticisms in large part and still assert with deep convic-
tion that despite failures and mistakes, private funds, dispensed by
independent agencies, have by and large made an impressive and
creditable record. Both the mistakes and the achievements are symbols
of free enterprise as we in America know it.

Now suppose that the climate in America should change, and it
should become established policy that Government should regulate the
purposes of private foundations, their methods of operation, and the
appointment of their trustees and other personnel. What incentive
would remain for anyone to give to them? It would be much easier
simgly to let the Government collect the money in taxes and take the
total responsibility for the public welfare.

I take it that none of us desire such developments. I urge this com-
mittee to protect the climate of freedom in which we now live. True
freedom means the right to make mistakes as well as to achieve suc-
cesses. Federal control of foundations operating within the broad
limits of public welfare would not last long. Foundations would
simply disappear. Free enterprise of any sort vanishes under Govern-
ment dictation.

Against this background, let us consider briefly the frame of refer-
ence supplied to this committee by its director of research to assist it
in the current investigation. I would respectfully suggest that the
committee scrutinize the document with great care before determining
what guiding principles should be adopted. Several of the basic as-
sumptions are open to serious question. I am confident that the com-



TAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATIONS 1011

mittee desires to approach the study without prejudice in the interest
of truth. The search for truth will obviously be severely hampered if
the committee at the very beginning accepts a series of dubious con-
cepts as the basis for its study.

I suggest, for example, that the committee give special consideration -
to the application of the term “un-American.” The report of the
research director asserts that a political change so drastic as to con-
stitute a “revolution” took place in this country between 1933 and
1936, “without violence and with the full consent of the overwhelming
majority of the electorate.”” He might have added that it was ap-
%roved by the Congress as sound public policy and by the Supreme

ourt as constitutional. Later in the report there seems to be a definite
implication that some, at least, of the changes made at that time wera
un-American.

It is a strange doctrine indeed that the overwhelming majority of
the American people, acting through their own political and social
agencies, can adopt un-American policies. Certainly the American
‘people can make mistakes; they can also rectify mistakes. One may
consider the 18th amendment to have been right or wrong, and its
repeal to be either right or wrong; but surely both the adoption and
the repeal of prohibition were American actions. To take any other
position is to assume that the power resides somewhere, in some group,
to pass judgment on the decisions of the American people made in
accordance with the Constitution, and to declare some of these decisions
un-American. I am confident that this committee desires neither to
arrogate that power to itself nor to confer it upon its research staff.

This matter is closely related to the definition of “the public in-
terest.” The research director has recommended that this phrase be
defined in terms of “the principles and form of the Federal Govern-~
ment, as expressed in our Constitution and in our other basic founding
documents.” What this passage seems to imply, in context, is that &
foundation or other agency operates in the public interest only when
it promotes acceptance of a particular theory concerning government,
called in legal circles, I believe, a strict interpretation of Federal
powers.

If this committee desires to discover to what extent foundations and
other organizations have spent money and energy in promoting a
special theory in constitutional law, it has every right to do so. I
respectfully suggest, however, that if the committee discovers,.as it
well may, that little time and money have been so spent, it should
report the fact in those terms. To report such a conclusion to the
American people as a finding that foundations and educational
agencies have failed to operate in the public interest would be a seman-
tic distortion of the first order. The American people have more than
an impression—they have a conviction—that efforts to control disease,
to alleviate poverty, to advance science and technology, to expand
libraries and museums, and to do many other things having nothing
to do with the promotion of a special brand of political philosophy
contribute to their welfare. Such activities are therefore, in any rea-
sonable definition of the term, “in the public interest.” All of these
areas happen to be among those in which foundations have been es-
pecially active.

T would suggest further that as part of the process of establishing
a reasonable framework for its investigation, this committee consider
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the historic purpose of tax exemption. It would appear that this privi-
lege was originally related to the principle, stated frequently by the
Founding Fathers, that the power to tax is the power to destroy. Tax
exemption was presumably granted to local and State governments
to reinforce their freedom from Federal control. Tax exemption was
presumably granted to churches to reinforce the provision of the first
amendment guaranteeing freedom of religion. Tax exemption was
presumably granted to educational institutions and agencies to rein-
force the constitutional provision against Federal control of education.
Similarly, tax exemption was presumably granted to other agencies,
such as hospitals, charitable and welfare organizations, and philan-
thropic foundations, on the theory that private initiative should be
encouraged in certain broad areas of concern for the public welfare.

A contrary principle, frequently advanced in recent years and seem-
ingly implicit in the report of this committee’s research director, is
that tax exemption not only confers the right but carries along with it
the obligation of Federal supervision and, if need be, control. This
doctrine is itself one of the most revolutionary concepts in the history
of American Government. It could lead to Federal control, either by
direct regulation or by threat of removal of the tax-exempt status, not
merely of foundations but of health services, education, religion, and
the operations of State and local government. It would seem to be
highly important that this committee take a stand on this issue and an-
nounce in clear terms the extent to which it believes Federal control of
tax-exempt institutions and agencies is justifiable. I should think the
committee might question, for example, the assumption implicit in the
report of its research director that the Government should determine
the scope and direction of research and instruction in the social sciences.

‘We come now to the reason why the American Council on Education
has become involved in this investigation. The argument of the re-
search director seems to be this:

1. That beginning in 1933, a political “revolution” took place in the
United States, supported by an overwhelming majority of the elec-
torate, which 1n some of its manifestations seems to the research staff
to be un-American.

2. That the approval of this so-called “revolution” by the electorate
resulted from their indoctrination by the Nation’s educational institu-
tions.

3. That the indoctrination was engineered by a closely knit group of
national organizations, including the American Council on Education.

The flimsiness of this line of reasoning can be demonstrated in many
ways. One is to consider the time factor.

Of the population over 25 years of age in 1932, comprising roughly
88 percent of our potential electorate, more than 60 percent had re-
ceived no formal education beyond the eighth grade. This fact seems
to warrant the inference that more than half the voters completed
their formal education before 1920. Yet the research director, in his
own report, notes that the American Council of Learned Societies was
founded in 1919, the National Research Council in 1916, the Social
Science Research Council in 1923, the American Council on Education
in 1918, and the John Dewey Society in 1936. The assumption that
these organizations engineered a program of mass indoctrination
through the schools that brought about the “revolution” of 1933 would
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seem to be an undeserved tribute to their power, since in 1920 the oldest
had been established only 4 years and the 2 youngest had net yet been
conceived.

Let us approach this matter in another way. The director of re-
search says his procedure has been to reason from total effect to pri-
mary and secondary causes. It would appear that in this instance he
may have omitted the primary causes and have gone far beyond the
secondary. Would he seriously contend that the farmers who roamed
the roads of Towa with pitchforks and shotguns in the early 1930’s, or
the industrial workers who stood in mile-long bread lines, or the
veterans who sold apples on street corners, or the bankrupt business-
man who jumped from 10-story windows did so because of something
in their educational curriculum? Whatever one’s political persuasion
may be, one must concede that surely, the economic forces which
brought the industrial machine grinding to a halt constituted more
important causes for social change than any possible influence of the
little red schoolhouse.

What, then, is the role of education in social change? It would
appear that in a democratic society such as ours, where, as in all
societies, constant changes are required to maintain equilibrium be-
tween the rights of the individual and the protective functions of
government, education serves two essential purposes: first it
strengthens the conviction that necessary adjustments can be made
by peaceful means, and, second, by spreading knowledge, it assists the
people and their leaders to discover what the appropriate adjustments
are. To say that education provides the motivation for change because
it performs these functions is like saying that fire engines cause fires
because they are usually present at the scene and seem to have a
significant role in the proceedings.

It seems apparent, r}r)om some of the testimony previously presented
before this committee, that the director of research and his staff have
done a considerable amount of research in the library. In that process,
they have uncovered, in books and periodicals, numerous statements by
educators advocating specific programs. Individual educators, like
members of other professions, are human and are prone to argue that
their ideas are worthy of immediate universal adoption. It would be
an unwarranted inference to assume, however, that such statements
invariably, or even usually, reflect prevailing beliefs or practices. The
gap between theory and practice 1s as great in education as in other
areas of human activity, such as ethics, and as great as the gap between
in(%ividual opinions and the consensus in other professions, such as

olitics.

P Furthermore professors, as the great historian Carl Becker once re-
marked, are by temperament ({)eople who think otherwise. If all their
ideas were simultaneously adopted, the result would be utter chaos.
Hence, by carefully selecting his excerpts, one can secure evidence from
educational publications for almost anything he may set out to prove.
The only way to find out what educational institutions are actually
doing is to examine them at firsthand, without preconceived ideas.
That is a vast undertaking, which the research staff of this committee
has apparently not undertaken and has certainly had inadequate time
to complete.
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I suggest to the committee, therefore, that it be wary of conclusions
based on the wishful thinking of individual educators as expressed
in books and periodicals. To consider such material as presenting an
accurate picture of educational practice is like judging the accomplish-
ments of a session of Congress Il))y a selected group of bills introduced
- rather than by the sum total of legislation actually passed.

With regard to the American Council on Education itself, I have
brought with me a supply of pamphlets that describe its objectives and
operations and list its membership. You will note that members of
the council are institutions and organizations, not persons. You will
note further that the largest group of members is composed of colleges
and universities. That fact explains why the major interest of the
council has traditionally been and is now in higher education, al-
though it has a general concern with the whole range of education.

The council is thoroughly democratic in organization. Its govern-
ing body is the membership, represented by duly appointed delegates
at the annual meeting. The interim policymaking body is the execu-
tive committee, elected by vote of the members. Membership dues
comprise the major source of income for central operations.

The council has no power to regulate its members in any respect,
nor has it ever attempted to exercise such power. Although the basic
reason for this policy is that it represents a sound concept of service
to education and to the public, a second reason is wholly practical.
Since all authorities on higher education agree that its dominant char-
acteristic is diversity, any effort toward regimentation from a central
headquarters would mean disaster for the organization through the
immediate loss of numerous members. The truth of this statement
is clear from a mere listing of the affiliations of member institutions.
One hundred and twenty-eight are affiliated with the Catholic Church,
61 with the Methodist Church, 24 with the Lutheran Church, 29 with
the Baptist Church, 35 with the Presbyterian Church, and 60 with a
dozen other denominations. Twenty-nine are supported by munici-
palities, 261 by 48 States, and 28 by other public and private agencies.
A final 200 are privately supported, without special affiliation, and are
administered by their individual boards of trustees. The constituent
organization members of the council have a similar diversity of sup-
port and orientation. The most challenging problem of the council,
under these circumstances, is to discover issues on which there is such
agreement among council members as to warrant joint consideration.

Let me say emphatically that the college curriculum is not one of the
matters on which agreement has ever been reached among institutions
of higher learning. The standard educational curriculum apparently
discerned by this committee’s director of research is sheer fantasy.
The idea that such diverse institutions as the University of Notre
Dame, Southern Methodist University, Yale, and the University of
California have adopted or would ever adopt the same curriculum is
simply inconceivable. This diversity, reflected in the freedom of
cholce which every institution exercises with respect to its curriculum,
is, in fact, the distinctive genius of higher education in America.

Yet American institutions of higher learning, and in fact educa-
tional institutions at all levels, do have some ideas in common, and
feel that those ideas should be vigorously expressed. That is why
they have created and now support national organizations such as
the American Council on Education. In serving the cause of educa-
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tion, theése organizations do believe, with great sincerity, that they
render a national service. Unless the members likewise believed it,
there would be no such organizations.

:One of the central ideas that the American Council on Education
is authorized and directed by its members to express is that the in-
dependence of colleges and universities should be maintained at all
costs and against all agencies, including the Federal Government, that
might attempt to dominate them. The basic reason is that they are
opposed in principle and in practice to indoctrination. Although
they approach their goals in many and varied ways, they share the
purpose of preparing students to think for themselves and to continue
the habit of study to the end that they may be well-informed and
effective citizens. The distinctive product of higher education in
the United States is not a person taught to embrace certain prejudices
but a person trained to make intelligent decisions on issues as they
arise. And this, in the expressed opinion of great American leaders,
from Thomas Jefferson to Dwight D. Eisenhower, is a basic pro-
American service.

The plain fact is that the schools and colleges of this country do not
have the power to achieve mass political indoctrination even if they
had the desire to do so. Political indoctrination of the great mass of
American citizens is impossible for any institution or group of institu-
tions so long as freedom of speech and press continue to exist. In-
doctrination requires a negative as well as a positive force to be effec-
tive, as both Hitler and Stalin well know. Not only must a single
doctrine be presented with persistence, but access to all other doctrines
must be denied. The only agency in this country capable of mass
political indoctrination is the Federal Government, and even the Gov-
ernment could not be successful by controlling the schools alone; it
would also have to control the pulpit, the press, radio, television, and
all other media of mass communication. Mass indoctrination is
therefore a theoretical as well as a practical impossibility in America
today. It simply does not exist. It cannot exist so long as any
minority is free to raise its voice.

Let me summarize. The standard educational curriculum postu-
lated by the committee’s director of research is nonexistent. If the
executive committee or staff of the American Council on Education
had any desire to promote such a curriculum—which they do not—
they could not do so, because the council’s membership would literaly
dissolve if they did. If the council cannot promote such a curriculum
itself, it certainly could not effectively participate in an alleged con-
spiracy among national educational organizations to reach the same
objective. The alleged conspiracy, also, is a figment of imagination.

T am at a loss to understand what factual basis there could conceiv-
ably be for the allegations apparently made by the director of research
against the Ameriacn Council on Education. I shall be glad to answer
questions, to the best of my ability and knowledge, about any of the
council’s operations. As I indicated at the outset, we welcome the
opportunity to assist the committee in constructing a true picture of
the part which educational institutions, educational organizations, and
foundations interested in education have played in the development
of American civilization.

The first draft of the above statement was prepared for presenta-
tion to the committee at the direction of the executive committee of
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the American Council on Education, on the assumption that it would
represent testimony offered voluntarily on the council’s initiative.
Subsequently I received a subpena to appear, and therefore felt it
necessary to revise the first paragraph in order to remove any impli-
cation of presumptuousness on the part of myself or the executive
committee. '

I swear that the revised draft above, different in only this respect
from the first draft, of which some copies are still in circulation, is
accurate and true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

ArTHUR S. Apams,
President, American Council on Education.

WasaiNgTON 6, D, C.

Subsecribed and sworn to before me a notary public in the District
of Columbia on this 21st day of July, 1954, by Arthus S. Adams who
is personally known to me.

[sBAL] Evreanor QuiLr, Notary Public.

My commission expires January 14, 1957.

STATEMENT OF H. ROWAN GAITHER, JR., PRESIDENT AND
TRUSTEE, THE FORD FOUNDATION

Berore THE SPECIAL CoMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE TaXx ExeMmer FoUNnDA-
TI0NS, HOoUSE or RePrESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES CONGRESS
Kinepom or DENMaRK, CiTy oF COPENHAGEN,
E'mbassy of the United States of America, ss:

H. Rowan Gaither, Jr., being duly sworn, deposes and says as
follows: : '

1. Tam president of the Ford Foundation.

2. Attached hereto are three documents :

Statement of H. Rowan Gaither, Jr., president and trustee of the
Ford Foundation, to the Special Committee to Investigate Tax Ex-
empt Foundations, House of Representatives, 83d Congress;

Reply by the Ford Foundation to allegations directed specifica ly
against it contained in the record of the committee’s public hearings
to date (supplement A to statement of H. Rowan Gaither, Jr.) ;

History otp the establishment of the Fund for the Republic (supple-
ment of H. Rowan Gaither, Jr.). :

These documents were prepared for submission to the Special Com-
mittee to Investigate Tax Exempt Foundations in connection with the
testimony which I intended to give before that committee at the invi-
tation of its counsel.

‘3. Having been informed that no representative of the Ford Foun-
dation will be heard by the committee, I submit these statements for
the record and swear that they are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, information, and belief.

H. Rowan GAITHER, JT.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 21st day of July 1954.

THEODORE SELLIN,
Vice Consul of the United States of America.
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Tue Forp Founpariox

This sworn statement is submitted on behalf of the Ford Founda-
tion in compliance with a request dated July 2, 1954, from the counsel
for the special committee of the House of Representatives, 83d Con-
gress, to investigate tax-exempt foundations.

The authorized purposes of the committee, as stated in House Reso-
lution 217, are—
to determine if any foundations and organizations are using their resources
for purposes other than the purposes for which they were established, and espe-
cially to determine which such foundations and organizations are using their
resources for un-American and subversive activities; for political purposes;
propaganda, or attempts to influence legislation.

With reference to those authorized purposes, I wish to state:

The Ford Foundation devotes its resources entirely to the purposes
for which it was established. As set forth in its charter, these are to
“engage in charitable, scientific, and educational activities, all for the
public welfare.”

The Ford Foundation has not used any of its resources for un-
American or subversive activities. = -

The Ford Foundation has not used any of its resources for political
purposes, propaganda, or attempts to influence legislation.

The trustees and staff of the foundation are loyal, responsible
Americans. Our operating procedures insure responsible and careful
decisions in hiring staff, planning our program, and making grants.
The Ford Foundation’s entire program 1s almed at advancing the best
interests of the American people.

To aid the committee in completing its investigation and to answer
the general allegations in the record of these hearings, this statement
is primarily a description of the personnel, policies and programs of
the Ford Foundation. In separate supplements hereto, detailed
answers are made to specific allegations against the Ford Foundation
and certain individuals and organizations associated with it. Before
turning to those subjects, however, I must comment on certain pro-
cedures of this committee and on some of the testimony presented to it.

The Ford Foundation, along with others, has been maligned in
public by the witnesses called by this committee in the opening weeks
of the hearings. This testimony has ranged from sweeping innuen-
does to detailed allegations of wrongdoing. We have grave doubts
as to the validity of any of the material charges against American

hilanthropy and eduecation, and insofar as they refer to the Ford
%oundation, we state they are erroneous and baseless. We had hoped,
of course, to have the opportunity of replying to the charges in public
so that the real record of the Ford Foundation would be known to
all those who may have been misled by those charges. We therefore
regard the decision of the committee to discontinue public hearings
and to limit the foundations’ defense to written statements or closed
sessions as a puzzling and unexpected act of injustice. However, we
are ready to cooperate with the committee on the terms which it has
set, because it is imperative, in our view, that the committee now re-
ceive all the information it requires in order promptly to complete its
investigation in every respect. :

To leave this investigation in any sense incomplete would be a re-
flection on the Congress and a disservice to the public. Moreover, it
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would leave the door ajar to repeated investigations with all of their
immense cost in terms of time, money, and effort to the Congress and
to the foundations, and their unavoidable effect on the morale, initia-
tive, and freedom of scientific, educational, and charitable organiza-
tions. Postponing or delaying completion of this investigation for
any extensive period would produce these same undesirable effects.

The second preliminary topic I would like to discuss relates to
certain testimony presented in these hearings by staff members and
by witnesses procured by the staff. These individuals have put before
this committee a theory about foundations which is erroneous and’
which could cause grave damage.

From the record of the public hearings, this theory appears to be
about as follows:

Most trustees of most foundations have had so little time to spare
from other activities that the foundations have been taken over by
staff members, who are running them for their own purposes.

These schemers really make the decisions as to how foundation
money is spent; they have a master plan for society; and they are
intent upon reshaping the country to fit that plan.

To this end they have engineered a giant conspiracy, subverting our
people, our institutions, and our Government to produce the major
political, social, and economic changes of the Fast 50 years.

Their partners in this conspiracy include the faculties and adminis-
trators of American colleges and universities, the members of the
learned and educational organizations of the country, and public
servants in State and Federal Government.

This theory is the sheerest nonsense. I believe this statement will
show that it 1s false insofar as it is applied to the Ford Foundation.
While I do not speak for the thousands of other American founda-
tions, my experience in this field leads me to believe that the theory
is no more applicable to them.

Contrary to the premise of the theory, the trustees and officers of
the Ford Foundation are neither dupes nor plotters, nor are they dele-
lict in their duty. They are respected men of wide experience and
alive to their responsibilities.

In attempting to portray the historic changes of the twentieth cen-
tury as the result of a conspiracy, the theory ignores such factors as
two world wars; an economic depression of global proportions; the
emergence of the United States and Russia as world leaders of con-
flicting ideologies; the rise of nationalism and new nations in the less
developed parts of the world ; and vast scientific and technical change.

A main element of the theory is that the conspiracy has long been
spreading through all levels of American education. If so, one can
only wonder how such a situation has escaped detection by thousands
of local school boards, parent-teacher associations and school teachers.
We think the theory is an affront to the commonsense of the American
people, who have presumably been the objects of the conspiracy and
whose major decisions it is said to have dictated. Contrary to the no-
tion that our educational system has been subverted, we share with
most Americans the view that our public and private schools have
served us well and deserve considerable credit for the advances we as
a Nation have achieved.

Although the overwhelming majority of the press has derided the
conspiracy theory presented in these proceedings, important segments
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of the public may have gained the impression that it has been proved
to the satisfaction of this committee. The other trustees and I are
concerned with this possibility. Accordingly, we hope this commit-
tee will take positive steps to dispel any such impression, because it
carries damaging implications not only for all private philanthropy,
but for all science and education.

PRIVATE PHILANTHROPY IN A FREE SOCIETY

One of the most productive characteristics of American life has
been the practice of voluntary giving for the public good. Since the
very beginning of our history, the American people have recognized
a duty to give to their churches and schools and to charitable causes,
and they have looked upon the right to join together in private action
for the public welfare as an important element in the 1dea of a free
society.

In the past, private philanthropic efforts were devoted largely to
providing education, supporting religion, and alleviating human suf-
fering. ~As the Nation expanded, the role of philanthropy grew with
it. Today private giving is related to every important charitable,
scientific, educational, cultural, religious, economic and social need;
and this breadth of voluntary effort is one of the sources of strength
of our society. -

This is not to say, of course, that private giving offers the only
approach to our problems. Compared to the giant resources of Gov-
ernment, those of private philanthropy are meager. But in a free
society some things, of course, are inappropriate to Government and
must be handled by private means. The function of private giving,
through foundations and otherwise, is something special. And the
principle of private giving, I think, is vital.

The American people, it is estimated, give $5,600 million a year to
private efforts for those causes they wish to support. Of this amount,
however, less than 3 percent comes from foundations. We are thus
dealing here with only a fraction, a small fraction, of private giving.
At the same time, it is, I believe, an important fraction because there
are things that a philanthropic foundation can do more efficiently
than any other institution. The hopes of our people to solve some of
their sorest problems often depend upon the existence of foundations,
even though they represent only 8 percent of our national philan-
thropic effort.

Take for example the vital work of searching out and eliminating
some of the causes of human suffering, whether due to physical or to
social factors. Foundations are particularly able to organize and
conduct these searches for several reasons:

One is that such searches often risk unpopularity and misunder-
standing, and it has often been difficult to obtain initial or continuous
public financial support for them. Frequently only a foundation can
take on this kind of responsibility.

Second, such searches can require coordinated attacks on problems
with multiple causes—juvenile delinquency, for example. Founda-
tions can bring together into common endeavor the needed variety of
persons with special skills and professional training. ]

Third, such searches can be long and drawn out. Sometimes they
fail completely. Because foundations can assume financial risks in
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the initial phases of exploratory research that the general public or
the Government cannot or should not take, they have often paved the
way for more general public support of such endeavors.

The fight against cancer is an example of such pioneering. The
foundations were among the first to support organized research into
this disease. Government participation came later. And finally the
fight was so dramatized that millions of individuals began to make
donations for an all-out attack.

Incidentally, the fight against cancer illustrates the three basic types

of work supported by the large foundations, which are the acquisition,
dissemination, and application of knowledge.
_.Scientists and scholars engaged in the search for new knowledge—
if their findings upset the status quo—must sometimes fight for their
discoveries tooth and nail. And foundations in supporting their
researches must be prepared to join in the fight to defend the principal
of freedom of inquiry.

Man’s right to acquire knowledge and to use it freely is one of our
noblest traditions. It was expressed in our earliest state papers, both
in colonial days and in the early years of the Republic. The suppres-
sion of ideas, and not the free exploration of them, was the great
fear of our Foundation Fathers—as it must be ours. It was the author
of our Declaration of Independence and the Virginia bill of rights
who said :

Here we are not afraid to follow truth wherever it may lead, nor to tolerate
any error So long as reason is left free to combat it.

This committee is conducting its inquiry at a time when reason is
being challenged on many fronts. The basic propositions of our own
national life have never existed in many areas of the world. Even
where they have at one time existed they have now all too often
been driven out. Freedom of inquiry, with all other liberties, is sup-
pressed in a growing number of police states. Education in such
- countries has become a tool of autocratic control; its content dictated

by the state and its use prescribed by the state. _

We have also seen, in a few harried years, man’s technical advances
in some areas of knowledge so outstrip his progress in others that he
stands in greater danger of their misuse. Scientific advances have in-
evitably been followed by new social, economic, and political problems.
Men trained by knowledge and experience to deal with such problems
have got to be brought together in patient, wise, and cooperative
efforts. ,

The great responsibilities of our generation are to preserve our
fundamental beliefs, to encourage progress and to solve in a peaceful
way the social, economic, and political problems which confront us.
Foundations are equipped to assist in these great undertakings.

However, the potential usefulness of foundations at this critical
time in history would be destroyed if the Nation were to forsake its
heritage of freedom and accept the conspiracy theory advanced in
the record of these hearings. This committee has received statements
from earnest and informed men disproving this theory with clear and
open expositions of the achievements and actual methods of their
organizations. On behalf of the trustees of the Ford Foundation, I
join in rejecting this frightened and mistaken theory; we reject also
the related allegations directed specifically against the Ford Founda-
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tion. In this connection, I am submitting, as supplement A to this
statement, a detailed denial of such allegations.

POLICIES AND OPERATIONS OF THE FORD FOUNDATION

The role of foundations has been so distorted in these proceedings,
and their importance so obscured, that it may assist the committee to
know .how one foundation, the Ford Foundation, took its place in
American philanthropy and how it actually conducts its affairs.

. The I:emalnder of this statement describes what the Ford Foundation
is, how it operates and what it does.

The Ford Foundation is a Michigan nonprofit corporation incor-
porated in 1936. The trustees of the Ford Foundation, in addition to
myself, are—

Henry Ford II, chairman ; president, Ford Motor Co.;

Frank W. Abrams, associated with Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey for 42 years
and chairman of its board at the time of his retirement last year;

James F. Brownlee, partner of the New York investment firm of J. H. Whitney

& Co.;

John Cowles, publisher, Minneapolis Star and Tribune and chairman of the board,

Deg Moines Register and Tribune;

Donald K. David, dean, Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration;

Mark Ethridge, publisher, Louisville Courier-Journal and Louisville Times;

Benson Ford, vice president, Ford Motor Co.;

Laurence M, Gould, president, Carleton College, Northfield, Minn. ;

John J. McCloy, chairman, the Chase National Bank of the city of New York and
former United States High Commissioner for Germany ;

Charles E. Wilson, president of the General Electric Co. until 1950 and now
chairman, executive committee, W. R, Grace & Co.; and

Charles E. Wyzanski, Jr., judge of the United States District Court in Boston
and president, board of overseers, Harvard University.

From 1936 to 1948 the income of the Ford Foundation was relatively
small and its grants were made largely to local Michigan charities in
which the Ford family had a particular interest. In the fall of 1948,
the trustees anticipated greatly expanded resources due to the settle-
ment of the estates of Mr. Henry Ford and Mr. Edsel Ford. They felt
that to allocate this money wisely, they would have to begin by iden-
tifying those urgent human problems to the solution of which a foun-
dation might make effective contribution.

To aid them in this task the trustees decided to appoint a study com-
mittee which would draw upon the advice of the best minds of the
country. The committee’s task was to define and examine the most
pressing needs and to recommend a policy and program to the trustees.
I was asked by the trustees to organize and direct that committee.

The study committee agreed at the outset that its purpose was not
to compile a comprehensive catalog of projects which the foundation
might undertake, but to identify the areas where problems were
most serious and where the foundation might make the most sig-
nificant contribution to human welfare. '

This committee was hard at work for many months. We believe
the conclusions and recommendations of the committee were influenced
by the best judgment of our times. Hundreds of leading Americans
were consulted in lengthy personal interviews. Advisers represented
every major segment of American life, and every field of knowledge.
The committee secured the opinions and points of view of officials 1n
State and Federal Government, representatives of the United Nations
and its affiiliated agencies, business and professional leaders, and the



1022 TAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATIONS

heads of many private organizations. Administrators and teachers:
of leading universities and colleges contributed generously of their
time and thought. The views of military leaders and of labor were
sought and obtained. Conferences were held with the heads of many
small enterprises as well as those of large corporations.

Experts were asked for recommendations not only on problems
within their special fields, but on more general problems as well.
Incidentally, experts from the physical and medical sciences who
were consulted by the committee agreed that the most urgent needs .
for foundation action were in the area of the social sciences, even
thou%h attention to their own special fields might thereby be post-

oned.
P I would like to add that this practice of consulting the best avail-
able outside experts has since been steadfastly followed by the founda-
tion in its operations. Each year we obtain the opinions of hundreds:
of consultants and advisers on the various parts of our programs.

The results of the study, including the proposed areas in which the
Ford Foundation would spend its funds, were adopted by the trustees
and were published and widely distributed in September, 1950. The
five major areas of foundation attention announced at that time still
form the basis of its program today. These can be briefly described:
The foundation supports efforts to promote international understand-
ing and peace because without peace civilization may well be doomed.
Tt aids the strengthening of democratic institutions and processes be-
cause they are fundamental to human welfare. It helps programs to.
make our free ecenomy stronger and more stable because economic
health is necessary to man’s attainment of his other goals. It believes:
that education is vital to a free people, and supports its advancement
on all levels. TFinally, it holds that a better understanding of man
will aid his progress, and therefore supports projects to increase such
knowledge.

The trustees I listed are responsible for determining policy to guide:
the foundation in contributing to these objectives and for approving
and authorizing the specific actions undertaken in pursuit of them.
They fully recognize this responsibility and spend a great deal of time
carrying i1t out. All foundation expenditures are made pursuant to a
specific grant, appropriation or authorization by the trustees. The
trustees establish and review the procedures for following up the
results of grants. They select the foundation’s principal policy-
making personnel and review operating procedures, including those:
for the szlection and supervision of other personnel. ' ‘

Formal meetings of the trustees are held at least quarterly, and each
lasts at least 2 days. Prior to each meeting, the trustees receive a com-
prehensive docket setting forth the background of each proposal sched-
uled for consideration at that meeting, including sucﬁ) details as the
history, organization, and operations of the proposed grantee, the
qualifications of the personnel involved, and the comments of advisers
used in the development of the project. Between formal meetings, the
other officers and}fj[ frequently consult with individual trustees to re-
. View new proposals or consider operating matters. Ad hoc committees
of the trustees are established to deal with special program or ad-
ministrative matters from time to time. Such a committee may con-
tinue work on a major grant from its preliminary stage, before it is
ever incorporated in a docket, until the grant has been completed and
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the followup action is taken. In addition, most of the trustees are
members of either the executive or finance committees, which meet
often with the chairman, Mr. Ford, and with me.

The trustees of the Ford Foundation take their responsibilities most
seriously. They feel deeply that the purpose of their effort is the ad-
vancement of the public welfare and that the resources of the founda-
tion are devoted to the public interest.

At the same time, they are responsible for the management of an
organization which is private, independent, nonpolitical and non-
governmental. The philosophy which pervades their actions rests
squarely on the American concept of private initiative and free enter-
prise. They are guided always by the responsibility to act in the public
interest, but as private individuals operating a private organization
they must accept the full responsibility for their decisions. To this
end they have formulated a number of general policies. I would like
to mention four in particular: :

First, the foundation’s funds can be given only for scientific, educa-
tional and charitable purposes. These are its charter purposes and
are the permissible areas of operation for tax-exempt organizations.
All of its private domestic grantee organizations are themselves exempt
from Federal income taxes under section 101 (6) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code. As representatives of the Internal Revenue Service testi-
fied to this committee, no un-American, subversive, or political organi-
zation can receive or retain this exemption privilege. Foundation
operating policy and procedures assure that its funds will not go for
un-American or subversive activities, or for propaganda or for
attempts to influence legislation. After I have described the program
of the foundation, I believe it will be clear that the activities supported
by the foundation adhere strictly to basic American traditions and
principles. It should also be clear that these activities are not prop-
agandistic or partisan even though they involve subjects which are
from time to time in the area of public debate and controversy. Prop-
aganda and partisanship are excluded from research and educational
activities by the high standards of objectivity and scholarship which
the foundation insists upon in its grantees.

Second, the foundation has to have a program so that it can select
from thousands of applications thoge relatively few it can support
with its limited resources. The Ford Foundation endeavors to make
grants only for those projects which clearly embrace one or more of
the program objectives I have outlined. Projects must be sponsored
and conducted by reliable organizations and competent persons. By
its program the Ford Foundation concentrates dollars and efforts
upon what are felt to be important needs instead of scattering its
funds inadequately and wastefully over a large number of projects.

Third, the foundation tries to administer its gifts in ways which
give general strength to its grantees—schools, colleges, and other pri-
vate organizations—in addition to helping accomplish the particular
purposes of its grants. .

ourth, the foundation seeks new opportunities for service arising
from changing needs and conditions. It continuously reexamines its
program and plans. Its arrangements with its grantees are such that
the foundation retains the freedom to change its own program or to
shift emphasis within its program.
49720—54—pt. 2——6
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I believe that the foundation’s adherence to these general policies,
as shown by the detailed record of its operations, answers the allega-
tions of the staff and its witnesses. It also answers the major ques-
tions with which this committee is concerned.

HOW A GRANT IS MADE

The board of trustees makes the grants of the Ford Foundation.
The only exception is a very limited number of small grants which I
am authorized by the trustees to make when emergency needs arise
between meetings of the board. I make no recommendation to the
board on grants without first getting the advice of the officers of the
foundation, which is based on extensive staff studies and reports.

The vice presidents and secretary constitute a program committee
which meets several times a week and reports to me its findings on
every grant proposal. This involves not only an appraisal of the
proposed project but a careful inquiry into the qualifications of the
agency conducting it.

If a project is approved by me for recommendation to the board,
it is then fully analyzed in materials supplied to the trustees for their
study well in advance of their meetings. Rejections of important
proposals are also reviewed by the board of trustees.

In voting to support an activity, the trustees specify such terms
and conditions as they think necessary for its efficient execution.

Let me give you an example of the processing of a grant:

At their last meeting the trustees voted to make a grant of $500,000
to the trustees of the University of Pennsylvania for a study of con-
sumer expenditures, income, and savings in the United States. This
action was the culmination of months of study, investigation, and
consultation by the foundation’s staff; of a careful appraisal of the
results of this work by several trustees individually before their meet-
ing; and of discussion and inquiry at the meeting itself.

The proposal had originated 6 months earlier. At a cost of more
than $1 million, the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics had

athered data on consumer behavior in interviews with 12,500 fam-
ilies in 91 cities. The original purpose was to revise and improve
the Consumers’ Price Index. This initial purpose was fulfilled, but
Government funds were not available to finance additional analysis
of the data which would be of great usefulness to economists, sociol-
ogists, and marketing and advertising experts. A general public bene-
fit would also accrue, since economists are generally agreed that a
greater knowledge of consumer behavior would be useful in under-
standing and minimizing fluctuations in the economy as a whole.

The desirability of tabulating and further analyzing the data was
initially brought to the attention of the Ford Foundation by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics in December 1953. In January 1954, mem-
bers of the foundation staff discussed the project in greater detail
with Mrs. Aryness J. Wickens, Deputy Commissioner of Labor Sta-
tistics, and Mr. Robert Behlow, the Bureau’s Coordinator of special
projects. It was decided that Mrs. Wickens would hold a series of
conversations with various universities to explore the possibility of a
cooperative project. As a result, the Wharton School of Finance and
Commerce of the University of Pennsylvania was selected to partici-
pate in the project.
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In April 1954, the Wharton School, with the assistance of the Bu-
reau, submitted to the foundation a detailed proposal on the project’s
scope, general purposes, and uses. They submitted descriptions of the
source of books of basic data to be prepared by the Bureau and of
research studies to be undertaken by the Bureau, the Wharton School,
and faculty personnel of the University of Michigan, Yale University,
and the Carnegie Institute of Technology. They also gave details
of a proposed budget for the project, in addition to many other exhibits
and schedules.

The foundation then sent copies of the proposal to seven independ-
ent, outside experts for their appraisal.

Dr. Neil H. Jacoby, member of the President’s Council of Economic Advisers;
Dean E. T. Grether, School of Business Administration, University of California

(Berkeley) ;

Professor Bertrand Fox, director of research, Graduate School of Business

Administration, Harvard University;

Professor Theodore Schultz, department of economics, University of Chicago;

Professor George Katona, program director, survey research center, University
of Michigan;

Dr. Ralph A, Young, director of research, Board of Governors, Federal Reserve

System ; and .
Professor Franco Modigliani, School of Industrial Administration, Carnegie In-

stitute of Technology.

The consensus of this group was very favorable and resulted in con-
structive suggestions for the conduct of the project.

The validity of the sample used by the Bureau in assembling the
original data was the subject of consultation with three experts on
sample design:

J. Stevens Stock, Alfred Politz Research, Inc.;
Vergil D. Reed, vice president, J. Walter Thompson Co.; and
W. Edwards Deming, Bureau of the Budget and New York
University.
These men all endorsed the sample used.
Conferences were then held with those who would be responsible
for conducting the project:
Dean C. Canby, Balderston, the Wharton School;
Dr. Dorothy Brady, Chief, Division of Prices and Cost of
Living, Bureau of Labor Statistics;
Dr. Irwin Friend, professor of finance, University of Penn-
sylvania; and
Dr. Raymond T. Bowman, professor of economics, University
of Pennsylvania.
The proposed budget was carefully examined, and it was found pos-
sible to provide for nearly all the main points of the project even
though the requested funds were reduced from $688,150 to $500,000.

During April the vice president responsible for economic develop-
ment and administration programs and the staff member who had
assisted him in investigating and preparing the proposal presented
it te the foundation’s program committee, where it was the subject
of a series of meetings. The committee approved it and transmitted it
tome. I reviewed it, approved it, and asked the secretary to summa-
rize the proposal, with my recommendation, for inclusion in the docket
being prepared for the trustees’ May meeting. After this and prior
to the meeting, the proposal was the subject of several discussions be-
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tween individual trustees and various officers of the foundation. At
the meeting, the proposal was repeated by oral summary; and, after
discussion, the trustees voted a grant for the project.

RELATIONSHIPS WITH GRANTEES

The Ford Foundation is almost entirely a grant-making institution.
While it occasionally administers activities (%irrectly, by far the major
part of its program consists of the gift of money to others. From
the outset the trustees adopted the policy of avoiding direct operations
wherever practicable. Among other results, this policy makes a large
operating staff unnecessary. It guarantees a wide and continuing
representation of many different viewpoints. It enables the founda-
tion to take advantage of the specializations offered by various existing
institutions. It retains ﬁexigﬂity for the foundation. Finally, 1t
enables the foundation to strengthen the grantees themselves and to
suﬁ)port that multiplicity of educational and scientific organizations
which isin itself necessary in a free society.

Direct fqmnts.—A considerable part of the foundation’s program
is in the form of direct grants to colleges, universities, or other oper-
ating institutions. Such grants are made after careful consideration
of the merits of proposals and also of the qualifications of the indi-
vidual or organization that would carry it out.

Once & grant is made to support a project, full responsibility is
placed upon the grantee for its effective execution subject to the terms
and conditions of the grant. Within those limits, the foundation
makes no attempt to direct the detailed administration of the project,
influence its course, or control its results. Of course, it follows up
to determine that the funds are properly expended for the purposes
of the grant and to learn what has been accomplished. But discharg-
ing this responsibility is to be carefully distinguished in every way
from the domination or direction of grantees.

“Intermediaries.”’—A formulation sometimes finds it useful to work
through an independent outside agency in administering a program.
There is nothing sinister or mysterious about the use of such agencies—
which are sometimes called “intermediaries”—nor do they constitute
bottlenecks or centers of control. They often take care of the admin-
istration of projects involving several operating agencles, such as a
program of coordinated study by several universities. Their service
~ to foundations provides a practical business solution to a variety of op-
erating problems.

The Social Science Research Council, for example, performs the
valuable function of bringing together individuals of common schol-
arly or technical interest and serves as a clearing house of information.
Many scholarly organizations serve as foundation intermediaries and
fill 2 real need for interuniversity and intergroup organization. Such
agencies are indispensable if rapid development of education and re-
search is to continue.

When the services of an intermediary are needed, the Ford Founda-
tion prefers to support a competent agency that is already .estf.xb'hshed
in the field and let it deal directly with other groups and individuals
in the selection and support of individual projects. Sometimes, how-
ever, qualified intermediary organizations to carry out a particular
kind of program do not exist, and in such cases the foundation coop-
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erates in establishing a new organization to fill the need. Six such
independent grant-making organizations have been established: The
Fund for the Advancement of Education; the Fund for Adult Edu-
cation; East European Fund, Inc.; the Fund for the Republic, Inc.;
Resources for the Future, Inc.; and Intercultural Publications, Inc.

Each of these organizations has its own independent board of direc-
tors, and its own staff. I make reference to these particular inter-
mediaries at this point because it allows me to clear up a confusion
reflected in the views of some witnesses in these proceedings. It is
often assumed that the staff members of these organizations are em-
ployees of the Ford Foundation, which they are not; or that their
detailed administration is my responsibility or that of the foundation’s
trustees, which it is not. The trustees are fully acquainted with their
proposed programs, but these intermediary organizations are respon-
sible for the selection of projects to carry out those programs. They
are not subsidiaries or divisions of the Ford Foundation. Their crea-
tion enabled the foundation to focus the special skills and competence
of their respective organizations on detailed and technical activities
in specific areas. It gave broad representation to new viewpoints. It
tended to decentralize rather than to centralize administration of proj-
ects. And it enabled the foundation to remain a small and flexible
organization. The performance of these organizations has confirmed
the soundness of the trustees’ judgment in establishing them.

EXAMPLES OF FORD FOUNDATION PROJECTS

I turn now to examples of projects the Ford Foundation has sup-
ported since 1950 when it began full-scale operations.

During the period January 1951 to December 31, 1953, we committed
a total of approximately $119 million. Of this sum, about $87,500,000
went to United States institutions operating within the United States,
and another $19 million went to the United States institutions operat-
ing abroad. The amount that went directly to foreign institutions was
$12,500,000. -

Every cent of this money has been spent for one ultimate purpose—
a stronger American society and a stronger free world. Within this
broad purpose the grants made have been directed towards 1 or more
of the 5 program objectives announced by the trustees in 1950. The
full list of foundation grants has, of course, been made available to this
committee and to the general public.

Support of education

The Ford Foundation has spent the largest share of its funds since
1950 in the field of education. Indeed, the support of education in
the broader sense encompasses most of our activities. The foundation’s
assistance for research and training in foreign policy and world affairs,
for the study of human behavior, for work on problems in economic
development and administration, for broader understanding and better
functioning of free institutions, has all, in a sense, been aid to educa-
tion—education directed to the development of the free and self-reliant
mind and the growth of the human spirit.

In its approach to problems of education, the foundation does not
attempt to promote any particular point of view. It is governed by
the belief that in democratic countries there should be no single school
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of thought concerning education and no central point of control, either
in the hands of government or in the hands of some private group. We
believe that our public-school systems must remain under decentralized
control and that our private schools, colleges, and universities must
retain their independence. To whatever extent our schools are drawn
under central control, our democracy is to that extent weakened.

‘We believe also that our dual system of private and tax-supported
institutions of higher education must be preserved. Despite the excel-
lence of our State colleges and universities and the extensive diversity
of their control, we regard the continuance of private colleges and
universities as a most important national obligation.

Within this century the demands made upon these various institu-
tions have been immense. The number of our young people attending
college has increased almost tenfold ; there are today some 21/ million
students in college. The growth of the demands on both elementary
and secondary schools has been no less spectacular.

An enormous burden has correspondingly been thrown upon the
teaching profession, and upon the administrative structure and facil-
ities of our schools and universities. Intensifying thisstrain have been
such other factors as the growing complexity of industrial life, with
its requirements for training in vocational skills, and the dislocations
resulting from the draft.

The trustees’ appraisal of the opportunities for foundation action
in advancing education brought them to the conclusion that two in-
dependent nonprofit organizations should be established to deal with
some of the complex problems in education today. These were cre-
ated in March 1951 and are headed by distinguished boards of direc-
tors. One is the Fund for the Advancement of Education, the pur-
pose of which is to encourage and improve formal or institutional
education, and which is under the chairmanship of Owen J. Roberts,
former Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States.
The other, the Fund for Adult Education, has been established to
support education for those whose formal schooling is finished, and
is under the chairmanship of Clarence Francis, until recently chair-
man of the board of General Foods Corp.

The Fund for the Advancement of Education concentrates upon
five major educational objectives. These are—

Clarifying the function of the various parts of the educational
system so they can work together more effectively ;

Improving the preparation of teachers at all levels of the educa-
tion system;

Improving curricula;

Developing increased financial support for educational insti-
tutions; and

Equalizing educational opportunity.

As of the end of 1953, the foundation had made grants aggregat-
ing $30,850,580 to this fund. The fund, in turn, had disbursed
$22,242,568 for the benefit of hundreds of colleges, school systems, and
teachers throughout all of the 48 States.

As of December 31, 1953, grants of $22,400,000 had been made to
the Fund for Adult Education. After an initial period of surveys and
experimentation, the fund’s program was devoted largely to adult
study and discussion activities involving the collaboration of a great
many voluntary groups and associations.
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Of the foregoing sum, $9 million was granted to help extend and
develop educational television. The fund offered to match money
raised locally for building and operating educational television sta-
tions in about thirty cities and university centers. Stations already
are on the air with fund assistance in Madison, Wis.; San Francisco,
Calif.; East Lansing, Mich.; and Pittsburgh, Pa., and others soon
will be operating. With help from the fund, a center to produce and
exchange program materials for these stations has been established
at Ann Arbor, Mich.

The foundation has felt from the beginning that it should try to
help develop the educational possibilities of standard television.
Through its TV-radio workshop, the foundation supports the pro-
duction of OMNIBUS, a 90-minute television program designed to
demonstrate that commercial television may serve as a cultural and
educational medium and still attract a large audience.

Peace and international understanding

Throughout most of their history, the religious spirit and humani-
tarian motives of the American people have led them to give help to
people abroad. In more recent years, the recognition has grown that
such help is also in our enlightened self-interest, since our own free-
doms and even our survival can now depend on happenings thou-
sands of miles from our shores. Because of this recognition the
American people are carrying unprecedented burdens in an effort to
establish a just peace throughout the world. In this effort the Ford
Foundation feels it can as a private agency play a small but signifi-
cant role.

In its international activities, the Ford Foundation supports three
kinds of projects: foreign economic development, research and train-
iIflfg in overseas problems, and educational activity on international
affairs,

Economic development.—These projects are concentrated in South
and Southeast Asia and the Middle East. The emerging powers in
these areas are important to the United States and to the free world.
Their choice between the democratic forms of government they prefer
and the totalitarian forms which threaten them, depends largely upon
their ability to make political and economic progress. The trustees
have responded to requests of governments and private institutions
in these areas for assistance in the production of food, in improving
the techniques of village industry and in basic education. In India,
for example, aid has been given to the Allahabad Agricultural In-
stitute, which is supported by 5 American and 2 British religious or-
ganizations, to train a group of leaders who can teach better agri-
cultural techniques in the villages. In Pakistan, the foundation has
helped to establish a polytechnic institute and industrial training cen-
ter, to ease the acute shortage of mechanically skilled workers in that
country. In the Middle East, aid has been given the American Uni-
versity in Beirut for creation and support of an experimental farm
and applied agricultural research program.

Owerseas training and research.—The trustees recognized that the
United States, in exercising its responsibilities of world leadership,
has been handicapped by inadequate knowledge of other parts of the
world and by a dearth of trained people. They decided, therefore,
to support research and training projects on foreign areas in Ameri-
can universities for at least 5 years. The University of Michigan,
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for example, received a grant last year under which a number of
graduate students was taken to the Near and Middle East for field
training under faculty supervision. Another examﬁle was the grant
to the Hoover Institute and Library at Stanford University to im-
prove its collection of materials on Asia and the Near and Middle
East. : .

Educational activities on international problems.—If our capacity
to work toward peace is to be increased, there must be a broad base of

ublic understanding of international problems both in the United

tates and abroad. The trustees, therefore, have authorized the sup-
port of a variety of educational activities involving the dissemination
of information and knowledge through voluntary organizations, IE)ub-
lications, and other media. A grant to the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions, for example, enabled it to organize a study group on United
States-Soviet Union relations composed of business and industrial
leaders, scientists and scholars, to analyze the issues in conflict between
the free nations and the Soviet Union. The foundatign also has fa-
cilitated the travel and interchange of scholars and others, such as
4-H Club leadeérs, to increase their general understanding of inter-
national affiairs.

In response to a special opportunity to strengthen an outpost of
freedom surrounded by Soviet-controlled territory, the foundation
has made grants to build a library and lecture hall at the Free Uni-
versity of Berlin, which was established following the war by students
and teachers who fled the Communist-dominated university in the
Soviet sector of the city.

Sometimes our efforts in distant parts of the world are misconstrued.
For example, a well-known newscaster said a few months ago:

The Ford Foundation has allocated 250,000 American dollars to the American
Council of Learned Societies for the study of Telegu. It has handed over a
quarter of a million dollars for the study of Telegu, which is a neglected
oriental language spoken mainly in Hyderabad India * * * If the disturbed
dead could turn in their graves, Old Henry would be whirling tonight.

Actually, only a few thousand dollars of the total grant went for
work on Telegu. But more important than that are the following
facts: Telegu is today the language of more than 30 millions of Indians.
Most of them live in Andhra on the eastern coast of India. It istrue
that the language has been neglected—by us, but not by the Russians.
Telegu-language publications from Moscow are distributed every day.
There is a Russian-Telegu dictionary. There is no comparable English
dictionary. The Ford Foundation believes it is money well spent to
help bridge the language gap between the United States and those
millions of Indians.

Neither the laws of this country nor the articles of incorporation
of the foundation prohibit or limit philanthropic activity abroad, and
such activity is in keeping with some of the finest traditions of Ameri-
can life. Tt is also in line with the policies of the American Govern-
ment, which is carrying on large-scale assistance programs in foreign
areas.

In working abroad, the activities of a foundation must be consistent
with the established goals of our Government ; and our operating pro-
cedures and policies assure such consistency. But a foundation cannot
become a mere tool of Government policy, or it will certainly end by
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compromising both the Government and itself and diminishing the
effectiveness of its own activity.

Operating in countries on the border of the Communist world, as we
do, has its risks. These are sectors where Communist and democratic
ideas are in conflict every day. The foundation has not, of course,
worked in Communist countries, and we would withdraw our support
from a country the minute a Communist takeover appeared inevitable.
But we are willing to enter the fight to help people protect their free-
dom—even though at times the tide seems to be running against them,
even though their country may not do everything exactly to our liking.
The alternative is to leave the battlefield to communism.’

T he strengthening of democraticinstitutions

The Ford Foundation hopes to strengthen democratic institutions
and processes because they are fundamental to the advancement of
human welfare. In considering how to work toward this vitally
important objective, the trustees and their advisers have had to assess
the stresses and strains put upon Amercan democracy by the upheavals
of the first half of this century and especially by the internal and
external threats of communism. In this connection the trustees
decided after many months of careful staff work and consultation to
establish the Fund for the Republic, Inc. This new, independent,
nonpartisan organization, devoted to the problem of achieving security
with freedom and justice, has received $15 million from the founda-
tion. I am submitting a separate report on the details of this fund’s
establishment as supplement B to this statement.

The trustees in analyzing our democratic strengths and weaknesses
were led to a consideration of interracial relations. To increase the
Negro’s opportunity for education, the foundation made a grant of
$1 million to the United Negro College Fund, Inc.

We have been concerned with the need for improving the adminis-
tration of criminal justice. To this end a grant of $50,000 was made
to the American Bar Foundation, created by the American Bar Asso-
ciation.

Three groups seeking to improve the efficiency of Government at all
levels have been supported: The National Civil Service League, the
National Municipal League, and the Public Administration Clearing
House.

Underlying their consideration of this part of the program was an
awareness on the part of the trustees of the need for a widespread
understanding of American ideals and traditions. They therefore
have supported a number of important activities directed toward this
end, in addition to the Fund for the Republic. The Advertising Coun-
cil, Inc., received $50,000, matched by funds from other sources, for a
restatement of our national beliefs and ideals. Through the fund for
Adult Education, $500,000 went to the American Library Association
to provide opportunities and materials for study and discussion of the
basic national documents, ideas and experiences that constitute the
American heritage. Almost 300 groups in 28 States are already par-
ticipating in this program. Again through this fund, over a million
dollars of foundation money went into the development of recorded
educational radio programs. The first of these—a series of 13—
dramatized the life and work of Thomas Jefferson and was broadcast
over 168 stations throughout the Nation. The National Broadcasting
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Co. in cooperation with the National Associa’qio_n of Educatiqnal
Broadcasters adapted a part of the series for television, and the scripts
were also published in book form.

T he behavioral sciences

All the areas of the foundation’s program concern the behavior of
human beings. Clearly, the success of efforts to eliminate war, to
strengthen free societies and to lift civilization to higher levels depends
upon man’s better understanding of himself. We recognize that our
present knowledge of human behavior is inadequate, and that there
are too few people capable of adding to this knowledge or even able to
apply effectively what is now known.

The foundation’s interest in this field is in no sense diminished by
the difficulties which men face in the advance toward knowledge of
human behavior, and by the fact that quick results are not to be ex-
pected. Here again is an area of effort that appears peculiarly appro-
priate to a foundation. Societies make progress when they can invest
substantial resources in the acquisition of knowledge and in the train-
ing of scientists and scholars, and when they have faith that the invest-
ment will ultimately yield worthwhile returns. The foundation shares
the faith of this country in scientific knowledge and education. In
promoting the study of man it has confidence that the institutions and
scholars 1t supports will in the long run contribute to the solution of
many of man’s problems.

The foundation’s program to increase understanding of human be-
havior includes grants to universities and other educational organiza-
tions (1) to improve the competence of behavioral scientists and
scholars; (2) to improve the sciences and disciplines which are con-
cerned with behavior; (3) to improve the methods employed by the
universities and scholars in scientific research and training; and (4)
to strengthen the basic resources of universities and colleges that are
engaged 1n training and research in human behavior.

Economic development

Another major objective of the Ford Foundation is to help keep our
economy viable and stable because economic health is necessary to
man’s attainment of his other goals. In developing this program and
in screening the many worthwhile applications submitted to the foun-
dation, the trustees and officers have sought the advice of numerous
American businessmen and economists. The grant to the Wharton
School described earlier is an example of one of the ways in which
the foundation is attempting to enlll)ance our economic strength by
assisting research and training in our educational institutions.

Another type of activity was the establishment of Resources for
the Future, Inc., an independent agency concerned with the whole
problem of wise use of our national resources. This agency sponsored
the Mid-Century Conference, which was held in Washington last
year, to discuss various aspects of the conservation, development, and
use of our resources. More than 1,500 persons, including the President
of the United States, took part. Here many different views, includ-
ing those of industry, agriculture, labor, consumers, and Government,
converged and often conflicted. The nonpartisan sponsorship of the
conference and the objective methods by which it was conducted show
how a foundation can properly support activities on subjects that
are often controversial.
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Manpower is a critical national resource, and as such is another
subject of interest to the foundation. In the present period of pre-
paredness we must obviously make the maximum use of our man-

ower. The foundation has provided substantial support to Columbia

niversity for the National Manpower Council, established in 1951.

Other projects looking toward economic development and political
stability, particularly in the newer nations of the free world, have
received substantial support by grants to the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology.

_ The foregoing outline of some of the activities of the Ford Founda-
tion suggests the scope and character of our program as of today,
after 315 years of expanded operations. We expect this program con-
tinually to evolve as conditions change. As old problems come nearer
to solution and new problems arise, the foundation must be able to
respond and move in new directions. We will make mistakes, and
may incur criticism. But our usefulness is really at an end if ever we
become more interested in playing it safe than in serving humanity.

CONCLUSION

The Ford Foundation is a young foundation. It took its place
among the large philanthropic organizations with its expanded pro-
gram only in 1950. But even though it is still in the formative period
of finding the most effective ways to serve the public welfare, it has
had the opportunity and privilege to meet thousands of people, in-
cluding representatives of hundreds of private organizations that are
dedicated to the common good. It hastherefore had an unusual oppor-
tunity to observe American private philanthropy in action, and to
become acquainted with the people who run the organizations that
constitute important parts of philanthropy. It has also had the
opportunity to study the benefactions which flow in increasing volume
from philanthropy to education, science, and charity.

The trustees and officers of the Ford Foundation, therefore, have
no hesitancy in defending the institutions and individuals that make
up American private philanthropy. We attach great importance to
tlll)e successful defense of private philanthropy in America because
it is an important exercise of the rights of private association and
private action, and we have seen the collapse of free forms of soclety
where such rights are curtailed. We think the public interest has not
been served through the attacks which within the last 2 years have
twice been leveled on so vital a part of our free and democratic system.

To date the record of this committee, because of its almost complete
preoccupation with alleged shortcomings of foundations, has virtually
1gnored the great contributions of foundations to the public welfare.
To leave the record in this imbalance would be inconsistent with this
committee’s declared purpose of conducting a fair inquiry.

The Ford Foundation respectfully submits that this committee has
an unusual opportunity to render a great service at the time it makes
its report to the Congress : o ) )

First, it can dispel public misunderstanding by denouncing all
irresponsible testimony given in its public hearings insinuating
that foundations have been party to a subversive conspiracy;

Second, it can restate and reaflirm the vital role of private phi-
lanthropy in America and in the free world ;
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Third, it can encourage the maintenance and growth of con-
ditions under which philanthropy can flourish as an integral and
indispensable part of the total American democratic system; and

Fourth, it can testify to all the adherence of the vast part of
American philanthropy to the law, to public policy, and to our
national objectives.

We hope that the committee will choose this constructive course.

SupPPLEMENT A

RerLy BY THE Forp FOUNDATION TO ALLEGATIONS DIRECTED SPECIFI-
caLLY Acainst It CoNTAINED IN THE RECORD oF THE COMMITTEE’S
Pusric HearinGgs To DATE

During the course of this investigation, several statements have
been made attacking purposes, personnel and programs of the Ford
Foundation. These statements or allegations appear in the speech
of Mr. Reece before the House of Representatives on July 27, 1953,
when he presented House Resolution 217, which speech has now been
repeated in the record of this committee; in reports subsequently pre-
pared by the committee staff ; and in the testimony of certain witnesses.

Except for a few miscellaneous criticisms, these allegations follow
two general themes: that certain present or former employees of the
foundation are of “dubious” loyalty, and that certain grants have been
made to individuals or organizations of questionable loyalty or for
questionable purposes.

We believe the record of this committee’s hearings does not sub-
stantiate these allegations. An examination of the press releases of
the committee and the transcript of the hearings strongly suggests
that many of the allegations—having been made perhaps carelessly or
for partisan purposes—have now been forgotten, if not actually dis-
avowed, by their authors.

We recognize therefore that it is not necessary to deal with all these
allegations as if they were well-documented and seriously intended.
Indeed it is impossible to deal with all the innuendoes and implica-
tions, for often the statements are vague and ambiguous; and it seems
unnecessary to bother with those clearly irrelevant to the scope of the
inquiry, as for example the farfetched charge that the Ford, Rocke-
feller, and Carnegie Foundations have violated the antitrust laws.

Nevertheless, we believe that the dignity and prestige of the Con-
gress give even trivial and baseless comments a certain standing once
they become part of the official record. It is our hope, by presenta-
tion of the following information, to set the record right and, insofar
as we are able, to prevent further undeserved injury to the individuals
and institutions concerned.

I. CHARGES REGARDING THE LOYALTY OF CERTAIN PRESENT OR FORMER
EMPLOYEES

We state for the record as follows: :

1. Since the beginning of full-scale operations in 1950, the For
Foundation has hired several hundred full-time, part-time and tem-
porary employees, consultants and advisers. To the best of our knowl-
edge and 1nformation, the record does not contain a single instance
of anyone having been hired in any capacity by the Ford Foundation
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who had ever been a member of the Communist Party or of any other
subversive organization.

2. In the hiring of personnel, the foundation follows the practices
of any well-managed private organization. A careful investigation is
made of the competence, character and integrity of all potential em-
ployees before they are hired. Regular supervision is of course exer-
cised over employees after they are hired, and in no instance to date
has any incident arisen or any information been discovered leading
us to doubt the loyalty of any employee.

3. Based on the foregoing, we believe the officers and staff of the
Ford Foundation are, without exception, men and women of com-
petence, integrity and loyalty.

The foundation has caref}llllly reviewed the allegations which have
been placed in the record of this investigation against various of its
employees. In general the allegations involve no more than legitimate
differences of opinion between the person criticized and the critic.
But by the clever use of innuendo, the suggestion is conveyed that there
is something “dubious” if not actually subversive about the person
with whom the critic disagrees.

Without exception, we reject the insinuations made in the record
of the hearings of this committee to date that certain Ford Foundation
employees are disloyal or subversive. Based on our investigations we
believe these insinuations are erroneous and without substance. We
are forced to the conclusion that the purpose in giving circulation to
the allegations and to the material offered in their support was to cast
doubt upon the loyalty of men against whom no real evidence was
available, and thereby to reflect doubt upon the purposes and character
of the Ford Foundation.

In reaffirming the foundation’s confidence in the loyalty and com-
petence of the men involved, it is not intended to say that all they
have ever said or done, or all they may say or do in the future, neces-
sarily represents foundation policy. They are men of standing and
ability. Like all citizens, they have their views on public issues, and
as free citizens they have the right to express them. If the committee
wishes to question any of these persons further, we are certain they
would be happy to provide whatever information is requested, and the
committee should feel free to call upon them directly.

Case No. 1: Mr. Bernard Berelson
Allegation.—On pages 90-91 of the transcript * of these hearings,?
the following statement appears:

Bernard Berelson is the director of the Ford Foundation’s behavioral sciences
division, which has just been allotted $3,500,000 for the creation of a center for
advanced study in behavioral sciences which will consider social relations in
human behavior. Berelson, while on the faculty of the University of Chicago,
served on a committee to welcome the Red Dean of Canterbury, the Very Rev-
ered Hewlett Johnson, world renowned apologist for communism who sports
a Soviet decoration for his work in behalf of his Kremlin masters. The welcom-
ing committee for the Red Dean of Canterbury was organized under the aus-
pices of the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship, an agency which
has been cited as subversive and Communist by the Attorney General of the
United States.

1 References to the transcript of hearings throughout are to stenographie transeript pre-
pa,relx!inléy Ald%rson Reporting Co., Washington, D. C
. p. 36.
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Mr. Berelson joined the staff of the foundation in July 1951. At
the present time he is the director of the behavioral sciences program
of the foundation.

Mr. Berelson is a social scientist of national reputation, who in the
course of his career has been research director of the bureau of applied
social research at Columbia University and dean of the Graduate
Library School at the University of Chicago. He is a past president
of the American Association for Public Opinion Research. He is the
author of several books and numerous articles of acknowledged scien-
tific merit.

In connection with the reference made to him in the record of these
hearings Mr. Berelson states that:

(a) He is not nor has he ever been a member of or in any way affil-
iated with the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship.

(&) He is not and has never been a member of any organization
cited by the Attorney General as subversive.

(¢) He has never served on any welcoming committee for the Dean
of Canterbury sponsored by the National Council of American-Soviet
Friendship or by any other organization.

In connection with the incident mentioned, he states:

I recall signing a petition at the University of Chicago sometime between
1949 and 1951, asking the State Department to reconsider its adverse ruling
on the Dean of Canterbury’s application for a visa to enter this country, and
to grant the dean such a visa.

I was not endorsing the dean’s views, but merely expressing my belief that
the United States in cases such as this should not place itself before the world
in the ridiculous posture of appearing fearful of ideas with which we as a
Nation do not agree.

This is the closest I ever came to “serving” on any committee concerning the
dean and I have never seen or heard the dean.

Case No.2: Dr. Philip E. Mosely

Allegation—~On page 91 of the transcript of these hearings,' the
following reference appears:

The Bast European fund was established by the Ford Foundation, is financed
by it and deals with issues relating to the Soviet Union and its European satel-
lites, and particularly with the settlement and adjustment of Soviet refugees
who have come to the United States. The president of this fund is Dr. Philip
. Mosely, who is also director of the Russian Institute at Columbia University.
Some years ago Professor Mosely made the following evaluation of the Soviet
Union in a pamphlet he wrote for the Foreign Policy Association, also supported
by foundations: “Over the long run, great numbers of people will judge both
tlie Soviet and American systems, not by how much individual freedom they
preserve but by how much they contribute, in freedom or without it, to develop
a better livelihood and a greater feeling of social fulfillment.”

Garet Garett, editor of American Affairs, said that this is straight Commu-
uist Party ideology: “It means only that pure Communist ideology may be
thus imparted by Columbia University’s Russian Institute through the Foreign
Policy Association.”

Dr. Mosely, who is an eminent scholar and authority on the policies
of the Soviet Union, has been president of the East” European fund
since January 1952. The fund is an independent corporation estab-
lished and financed by the Ford Foundation. One of its purposes is
to help refugees from the Soviet Union to make reasonable economic,
social and cultural adjustments to American life. S

Dr. Mosely’s special knowledge has been drawn upon repeatedly
by our Government. For example, in 1951-52 he appeared at the
request of the Attorney General of the United States as a g)npc;pal
expert witness in an action brought before the Subversive Activities

1Tt . o0
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Control Board to compel the Communist Party of the United States
to register as a Communist-action organization under the Subversive
Activities Control Act. The report of the Subversive Activities Con-
trol Board in this case, Senate Document No. 41, 83d Congress, 1st ses-
sion, dated April 20,1953, reads in part as follows:

REPORT OF THE BOARD

Dr. Philip E. Mosely, professor of international relations at Columbia Uni-
versity and director of the university’s Russian Institute, was petitioner’s prin-
cipal witness for the purpose of establishing that respondent’s (Communist Party
of the United States—CPUSA) views and policies do not deviate from those
of the Soviet Union. Dr. Mosely has had a distinguished and active career in
the field of international relations, and for more than 20 years has devoted
his research primarily to Russian political and diplomatic history. While 8o
doing, he has had occasion to analyze carefully the publications and other
documents issued by respondent and the Soviet Union. He is eminently quali-
fied to testify as an expert on evidence relative to the “nondeviation” criterion
of the act.

Dr. Mosely’s testimony traced the continuing stream of international ques-
tions upon which both the Soviet Union and the CPUSA have announced a posi-
tion. He enumerated some 45 international questions of major import, extend-
ing over the past 30 years, with respect to which there was, as revealed by
his testimony, no substantial difference between the position announced on
each by the Soviet Union or its official and controlled organs and that announced
by the CPUSA or its official and controlled organs.

In connection with his appearance in this case, a list of some 88
major publications by Dr. Mosely on subjects relating to Soviet policy
was submitted to establish his qualifications as an expert.

With reference to the allegations made against him in the record
of this investigation, the original source of the single criticized sen-
tence, quoted out of context and twisted out of its original meaning,
is Dr. Mosely’s Face to Face with Russia, No. 70 of the headline series
of the Foreign Policy Association, Inc., published on August 20, 1948,

The sentence quoted cannot be understood except in the context of
the four preceding sentences and the single sentence following it in the
original pamphlet:

As we have seen, most of the problems we face in dealing with the Soviet
Union are not direct Soviet-American problems, but are rather problems in
third areas. The problem of Iran is not solely whether Soviet influence will
dominate there, or whether British-plus-American influence will balance Soviet
pressure. It is whether Iran can develop its resources and reshape its social
and political structure to survive in the modern world. The same problems,
written even larger, confront India, China, Indonesia, and the Arab East.

Over the long run great numbers of people will judge both the Soviet and
American systems, not by how much individual freedom they preserve, but
by how much they contribute, in freedom or without it, to develop a better
livelihood and a greater feeling of social fulfillment. The shape and purpose
we give to our dealings with peoples in the non-Soviet world will determine
whether American leadership continues to be acceptable to them (pp. 51-52).

The point of view expressed in these two paragraphs is that which
underlies the point 4 program to assist the economic and social devel-
opment of the underdeveloped countries and thereby to influence their
political orientation in a way favorable to the free world and there-
fore to the interests of the United States. )

In addition to the direct allegation against Dr. Mosely quoted
above, reference was made (p. 92, Reece hearings transcript)’ to the
fact that Dr. Mosely heads the Russian Institute at Columbia Uni-
versity, of which Philip C. Jessup and Ernest J. Simmons were iden-
tified "as board members. If the implication is that Dr.” Mosely is

11bid., p. 36.
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somehow suspect because of his association either with the institute
or these two men, or both, we believe it is pertinent to note that the
institute is being used as a center to train United States Army, Air
Force, and Navy officers as well as State Department personnel. It
seems to us unlikely that such functions would be entrusted to the
institute if the Government had any question relating to its security.

Case No.3: Mr. Bernard L. Gladieux

A number of allegations have been made concerning Mr. Gladieux
in the record of these hearings (pp. 92-96, Reece hearings transcript).!
These are enumerated and specifically refuted in a statement which
Mr. Gladieux has prepared and signed under oath. He has asked
that the committee accept this statement, which is being submitted
herewith, as part of its record. Mr. Gladieux has also stated that if
the committee wishes to ask him to appear and testify, he will be glad
to comply.-

Mr. Gladieux has been a member of the staff of the Ford Founda-
tien continuously from November 1950, until the present. He was
originally employed on the basis of an outstanding record of service
as a Government official and on the highest recommendation of respon-
sible people. The foundation believes that Mr. Gladieux’s statement
speaks for itself. We have had close contact with him during his 314
years of service with us, and there is nothing in his record of service
to make us doubt his character, his integrity, or his complete loyalty.
Based on the foregoing, we believe that the accusations which have
been made against him in the record of the hearings before this
committee are false.

Case No. : Mr. Robert Moynard Hutchins ?

Concerning the allegations made in these hearings about Mr.
Hutchins, there is little to add to what is already a matter of public
record. He has been a leading figure in American education and pub-
lic life for nearly 30 years. Hgis views on such matters as civil liberties,
academic freedom, and the right of universities to carry on their work
without political interference are well known.

The foundation feels it is unnecessary to repeat what Mr. Hutchins
has already stated, before the Cox committes and on other public
occasions, with respect to such criticisms of his views and actions as
are in the record of this investigation.

Mr. Hutchins served the foundation as an associate director from
late 1950 until May 1954. No action or statement of his during that
time would lead us to have the slightest doubt of his deep and complete
devotion to the ideals and interests of our country.

II. CHARGES MADE REGARDING DUBIOUS GRANTS

We state for the record as follows:

1. As a matter of policy and patriotism as well .as for reasons of
scientific integrity, the foundation would not make a grant to a sub-
versive individual nor to a subversive organization.

2. The record of the foundation shows that of the hundreds of
grants it has made, it has never given money to any organization on
the Attorney General’s list of subversive organizations and that it has
never made a grant to any individual known by it to be subversive.

171bid., pp. 36, 37, 38.
d 38

2 Ibid., p. .
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3. The foundation’s policies, program, and operations are controlled
by its trustees, who are men of the highest patriotism, with broad
managerial experience and national reputation. Foundation grants
are carefully investigated before they are made, and are subsequently
reviewed and evaluated.

4. Our practice of regular public reporting exposes foundation
grants and policies to constant public scrutiny.

5. The entire program of the Ford Foundation is devoted to the
welfare of the erican people. In this positive and constructive
sense, it is totally pro-American and actively antisubversive.

Case No. 1: Alleged subversive and wun-American propaganda
activities

In the record of these hearings (pp. 70-71, Reece hearings tran-

seript) ! it is stated that—
- Important and extensive evidence concerning subversive and un-American
propaganda activities of the Ford Foundation which was available to the (Cox)
committee of the 82d Congress was not utilized. Thus the Ford Foundation—
which ig the wealthiest and the most influential of all foundations—was not
actually investigated. In fact, the hearings on the Ford Foundation constituted
merely a forum for the trustees and officers of this foundation to make speeches
instead of answering specific questions regarding the many dubious grants
‘made by them.

The above statement must also be read in light of another made at
the same type (pp. 64-65, Reece hearings transcript),? in which the
procedures of the Cox committee are referred to as follows:

The usual jurat was omitted. As a result of this, neither the Congress nor
the people know whether these officers and trustees were telling the truth * * *
In view of these circumstances, much of the testimony has no more validity than
common gossip, and no proper investigation has taken place. ’

The witnesses for the Ford Foundation before the Cox committee
were Messrs. Henry Ford, IT, Paul G. Hoffman, Robert M. Hutchins,
and H. Rowan Gaither. These are not men whose veracity changes
with place and circumstance. The suggestion that because they were
then not under oath their statements had “no more validity than
common gossip” is contemptible.

In the Cox investigation, the foundation was not asked to testify
or submit information under oath. Had it been asked to do so, 1t
would have readily complied. In that investigation, as in the present
one, the foundation has cooperated to the fullest with staff and com-
mittee members. It has answered all questions and has provided
without exception whatever information has been requested.

With reference to the statement that the Cox committee had “im-
portant and extensive evidence concerning subversive and un-Ameri-
can propaganda activities of the Ford Foundation,” we remind this
committee of the following :

1. In answering the Cox committee questionnaire, the Ford Founda-
tion stated that it had not made grants to any organization listed as
subversive by the Attorney General or, insofar as it could discover, to
any individual who had ever been cited or criticized by the House Un-
American Activities Committee or the Senate Subcommittee on In-
ternal Security (answers D-10 and D-14 to Cox questionnaire).

171bid., p. 30. N
3 Thid., p. 28. -

49720—54—pt. 2——T
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2. In its final report, the Cox committee came to the following con-
clusion : ‘
* * * Tt seems paradoxical that in a previous congressional investigation in 1915
the fear most frequently expressed was that the foundations would prove the
instruments of vested wealth, privilege, and reaction, while today the fear most
frequently expressed is that they have become the enemy of the capitalistic sys-
tem. In our opinion, neither of these fears is justified. (H. Rep. 2514, 82d
Congress, 2d sess., p. 10.)

It is impossible to believe that the Cox committee would have come
to such a conclusion had there been any important and extensive evi-
dence of the kind alleged. '

Case No. 2: The Fund for the Republic

A number of statements have been made in these hearings (pp. 57,
58-59, 74, 103-105, 110, Reece hearings transcript) * to the effect that
the creation of the Fund for the Republic by the Ford Foundation was
an affront to the Congress; that its purpose is to investigate the Con-
gress and interfere with the investigation of subversive activities in
this country. Such criticisms are baseless.

Full public information has been made available from the start de-
scribing the actual purposes of this important undertaking. Supple-
ment B attached summarizes the materials previously made available
to this committee regarding the origins and purposes of the Fund for
the Republic. .

The counsel to this committee has indicated that the Fund for the
Republic would be asked to make a further statement in its own behalf
covering its operations to date. The foundation will provide any
further information which may be reasonably required by the commit-
tee in order to aid it in disproving the charges which have been made
against the fund.

Case No.3: The television program Assembly VI and the employment
of Mr. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.

Mr. Schlesinger was once employed by the TV-Radio Workshop, at.
that time an agency of the Fund for Adult Education, a grantee of the
Ford Foundation. He was hired by them to narrate Assembly VI, a
television series reporting on the United Nations General Assembly
meetings in Paris, November-December, 1951. It has been suggested.
{pp- 10g7—108, Reece hearings transcript) 2 that Mr. Schlesinger’s em-
ployment as narrator for these television films was improper because-
of his viewpoint on certain }Il)olitical questions. It should be noted
that even in the criticism of his views, no statement is made that Mr.
Schlesinger or his viewpoint is subversive or in any way disloyal.

‘ In any case, Mr. Schlesinger was not employed because of his.
political opinions, nor did his employment by the TV-Radio Work-
shop signify endorsement of his personal views by the Workshop. Mr.
Schlesinger is a well-known author, a Pulitzer prize winner in history,
and is a highly competent .radio and television commentator. These:
are the reasons why his services were used. :

The program which Mr. Schlesinger narrated was broadcast over
the NBC television network and consisted of 12 weekly one-half hour
programs, beginning November 10, 1951. The series received favor-
able public comment from critics and listeners all over the Nation. A
careful review of the scripts of these programs will reveal no evidence:
whatever of a lack of objectivity on the part of Mr. Schlesinger. More--

11bid., pp. 26, 27, 40, 41, 42.
3Thid n 41.
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over, except for the statements in these hearings, the foundation has
never heard criticism from any source alleging bias of any kind in
these programs. .

Case No. }: Fellowship grant to Moses Finley (Finkelstein)

On page 110 of the transcript of these hearings,! the following alle-
gation is made:

Another example of the kind of grants the Ford Foundation makes was re-
vealed in the testimony of William M. Canning, a former member of the faculty
of the City College and of Xavier University, who said under the oath at the
hearings of the Internal Security Subcommittee that Moses Finkelstein, a City
College teacher and later a professor at Rutgers University under the name of
Finley, was a member of the Communist Party and that recently this man
received a grant from the Ford Foundation.

Mr. Finley was one of 988 winners of faculty fellowships given by
the Fund for the Advancement of Education, a grantee of the Ford
Foundation, to enable younger faculty members in colleges throughout
the country to improve their competence in undergraduate teaching.
The fellowships covered compensation as well as travel and tuition
costs. Thetotal of these awards to date has been $5,950,000, plus travel
and tuition costs. Mr, Finley’s fellowship was for the academic year
1951-52, and amounted to $4,000. He received in addition $660 in
travel expenses.

The Fund for the Advancement of Education, at the time of estab-
lishment of the faculty fellowship program in April 1951, appointed a
committee on administration to administer the program. Itschairman
was President Victor L. Butterfield of Wesleyan University. Other
members of this committee were—

Chancellor Harvie Branscomb, Vanderbilt University

President Mary A. Cheek, Rockford College

Dean Fred C. Cole, Schools of Arts and Sciences, Tulane University

Dean Paul A. Dodd, College of Letters and Science, University of California at

Los Angeles
Dean Eldon L. Johnson, School of Liberal Arts, University of Oregon
Chancellor Arthur H. Compton, Washington University (St. Louis, Mo.)
President Arthur G. Coons, Occidental College
President Albert W. Dent, Dillard University
Dean William C. DeVane, Yale College, Yale University
Dean O, Meredith Wilson; University of Utah
Dean Francis Keppel, Graduate School of Education, Harvard University
Dr. Nathan M. Pusey, then president of Lawrence College
President Goodrich C. White, Emory University
Dr. Payson S. Wild, Jr., vice president and dean of faculties, Northwestern

University .

All applicants are required to have assurance by the institutions in
which they are employed of their reemployment for the following
academic year, and their applications have to be fully recommended
‘by their employing institutions. L

Newark College of Rutgers University was the sponsoring institu-
tion for Mr. Finley, whose project involved research in the legal history
and economics of the business practices of ancient Greece. ]

Rutgers University endorsed him “without reservation” on the appli-
cation for the fellowship. In addition, endorsements were received
from several outstanding scholars of law, ancient history and Greek
and Latin, testifying to Mr. Finley’s abilities as a teacher and scholar.

"The fellowship to Mr. Finley had been granted prior to the hearings
of the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee in which Mr. Finley was

1 Ibid., p. 42.
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cited. Obviously, if such charges had been known at the time the
grant was made, they would have been carefully investigated.

It is our understanding that there was no adverse information
known to Rutgers University, the National Selection Committee or
the Ifund for the Advancement of Education regarding Mr. Finley
at the time of his selection. The point of view reflected in the alle-
gations which have been made in this instance would hold these non-
governmental organizations culpable for a grant to an individual about
whom no adverse information was known or available to a private
agency at the time of the grant. This view is taken despite the fact
that careful procedures have been established to assure an intelligent
and objective administration of the fund’s fellowship program; de-
spite a national selection committee made up of eminent educators
from all over the country; and despite the fact that the alleged error
in the selections constitutes only a minute fraction of 1 percent of the
total number of fellowship awards.

The foundation feels this is not a reasonable standard by which to
judge Rutgers University, or the Fund for the Advancement of Edu-
cation or the Ford Foundation. '

Case No. §: Alleged “grant to a person who wants to abolish the
United States”

~ On page 111 of the transeript of these hearings * the following state-

ment appears:

Another dubious grant of a different character was made to Mortimer Adler
who received $600,000 from the Ford and Mellon Foundations to set up the Insti-
tute of Philosophical Research. Professor Adler is such an ardent advocate of
world government that according to the Cleveland Plain.Dealer, October 29,
1945, he said: “We must do everything we can to abolish the United States.”

Mr. Mortimer Adler is president and director of the Institute for
Philosophical Research, which is supported jointly by grants made in
June 1952, from the Fund for the Advancement of Education, a Ford
Foundation grantee, and the Old Dominion Foundation. The grant
to the institute by the Fund for the Advancement of Education was
to provide assistance in clarifying basic philosophical and educational

issues in the modern world. :
Mr. Adler has described the facts about the statement attributed
to him as follows:

“In QOctober, 1945, I lectured at a small Catholic girls college in Cleveland,
Ohio, the name of which I have now forgotten. The lecture was on the neces-
gity of world government to procure world peace.. In the course of the lecture,
I said that just as our Founding Fathers were willing to abolish the separate
and independent status of New York, Virginia, Massachusetts, etc., in order to
form the more perfect union of the United States of America, so we, in our day,
must be willing to abolish the separate and independent status of the United
States in order to form the more perfect union of a world federal republic, con-
stituted along democratic lines. I went on to say that the citizens of other inde-
pendent states, such as England, France, and Russia, must be equally willing
to abolish the separate and independent status of their states. Since I thought
such willingness was very unlikely, I predicted that we would not see world
government or world peace in our generation.

The next morning the Cleveland Plain Dealer reported the speech under the
‘headline: “Adler Says: Abolish the United States.” Several weeks later the
story from the Cleveland Plain Dealer, with headline, was reprinted in the
«Congressional Record as the result of some Clevelander’s sending the clipping
from the Plain Dealer to his Congressman. . :

Ibid., p. 42.
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Mr, Adler also has stated that the theme of his Cleveland speech was
in substance identical to that of his book, How To Think About War
and Peace, which was published in 1943 and received generally favor-
able reviews. Mr. Adler’s views on world federalism are widely
known, and, whatever one may think about that point of view, we
have never heard of any serious suggestion that it is subversive.

Case No.6: Alleged “Grant to promote socialism”

The foundation in these hearings (pp. 111-112, Reece hearings
transcript) * has been criticized for having made a grant to the Adver-
tising Council, Inc., because that organization published a pamphlet,
The Miracle of America, which allegedly contains Socialist propa-
ganda. L

The Ford Foundation in July 1951, made a grant of $50,000 to the
Advertising Council, Inc., of Washington, D. C., to help finance a
series of discussions by a group of prominent men of varied back-
grounds to be known as the American Round Table. The purpose
of these discussions was to develop a clear-cut statement of the beliefs
and ideals of our free American society. . oo .

The Advertising Council is a public-service organization main-
tained by American business and the advertising industry to provide
free national advertising in support of major public-service pro-
grams. It is an organization with a magnificent record of service
to the American Government during and since the war.

Some of the wartime campaigns of the council, carried on in co-
operation with the Government, were: Air-gunner recruitment; Army
nurse recruitment; care of the wounded; Christmas packages for men
overseas; reduction of industrial accidents; metal-scrap salvage; and
victory gardens. ) )

'The postwar campaigns have included the following : Armed Forces
blood-donor campalgn; better schools; civil defense; ground observer
corps recruitment; fight tuberculosis; get out the vote; help for hos-
pitals; jobs for veterans; our American heritage; religion in Ameri-
can life (“Go to Church” campaign) ; and highway safety.

The members of the council are eminent ericans, The last six
chairmen of its beard have been:

Stuart Peabody, assistant vice president, the Borden Co. (present chairman)

Philip L. Graham, publisher, the Washington Post and Times-Herald, Wash-
ington, D. C.

Howard J. Morgens, vice president, the Procter & Gamble Co.

Fairfax M. Cone, president, Foote, Cone & Belding

Samuel C. Gale, vice president and director of advertising and public service,
General Mills, Inc.

Charles G. Mortimer, president, General Foods Corp.

President Eisenhower, in 1953, on the 10th anniversary of the
council, wrote as follows :

The Advertising Council and the business concerns associated with it need
no praise from me. The results of your work are obvious. The various Gov-
ernment departments whose programs you have done so much to forward
have reason to be grateful to you. Your combined efforts have been worth
many millions of dollars to our Government. And I like to think that the
public spirit which has motivated you will continue to grow under this admin-
istration,

. With reference to the charges contained in the record of these hear-
ings regarding the Advertising Council, Mr. T. S. Repplier, president,

1 Ibid., p. 42.
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issued a publie statement on July 29, 1953, reprinted in the Congres-
sional Record of Friday, July 31, 1953, which stated in part: :

. Representative Reece mentions the council’s public policy committee and
states that several members of this committee have Communist-front affiliations.
So far as we know, all members of this committee are Americans of. unques-
tionable loyalty. The committee was set up as one of the checks and balances
of the Advertising Council. All new programs are passed upon by the council’s
board ; but as an additional check, they must also secure a favorable vote by
three-fourths of the public policy committee. This committee was deliberately
chosen to represent all phases of American life, including the major religions,
‘business management, labor, medicine, education, social service, and so forth.

In regard to the council’s booklet, The Miracle of America, it is dismaying to
read that the Congressman regards this as a “rewrite of the British Labor-
Socialist Party platform.” The booklet has been praised editorially by such
non-Socialist publications as Banking, published by the American Bankers Asso-
ciation, Business Week, the Houston Chronicle, the Chicago Tribune, and others.
It was reprinted in its entirety in Our Sunday Visitor, a Catholic publication.
The Army reprinted 55,000 copies for installations in the United States and
abroad. The United States Chamber of Commerce distributed the booklet to
all member chambers and urged its local use. About 140 leading American
companies have purchased the booklet in bulk for distribution to their employees,
including General Motors, General Electric, General Mills, Republic Steel,
Standard Oil of California, Union Carbide & Carlson, Western Electric,
and many other prominent American corporations who are scarcely prone to
promote socialism.

It would seem that after 11 years of free service to'the country in war and
peace, the Advertising Council might be spared these accusations, which could
only arise from inaccurate information.

Case No.7: Alleged grant to “pro-Communist India”

On pages 112 and 113 of the transcript of these hearings® the fol-
lowing statement is made:

The Ford Foundation has singled out India for some of its largest grants and
is spending millions of dollars in that nation. Is there some special significance
to singling out India for large Ford Foundation grants, in view of the fact that
the head of the Indian Government is more sympathetic to the Soviet Union than
toward the United States, and that he wants the United States to recognize Red
China and admit that Communist nation, which is slaughtering Americans in
Korea, to the United Nations? I am greatly concerned with what is being done
with the Ford Foundation millions in India. That nation is a potential ally of
the Soviet Union, and if the Ford Foundation projects in any way are fostering a
pro-Soviet attitude in India, the consequences may be disastrous for the future
of America. The stakes are very high, for if India should definitely become a
Soviet ally, the power of the Kremlin’s block would be immeasurably increased.
My fear of what the Ford Foundation might be doing in India is increased by the
fact that in the case of China the activities of the Rockefeller Foundation in that
nation helped, instead of hindered, the advance of communism.

As we interpret this statement, activity by the Ford Foundation
in India is criticized on two grounds: (¢) Because the head of the
Indian Government disagrees with certain policies of the American
Government; and () because Ford Foundation projects may have
the effect of encouraging a pro-Soviet attitude in India.

With reference to the wisdom of giving American assistance to
India despite the fact that India at times disagrees with some Ameri-
can policies, Mr. John Foster Dulles, the Secretary of State, in testi-
mony before the House Foreign Affairs Committee on April 5, 1954,
gaid:

* * * Freedom accepts diversity. The Government of India is carrying on a
notable experiment in free government. It provides a striking contrast with

the neighboring experiment being conducted in China by the Communist police-
state system.

2 1bid., p. 42.
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We believe that it is important in the United States that India’s 5—§7ear eco-
nomic plan should succeed, and that to continue to help in this islegitimately in
the enlightened self-interest of the United States.

The New York Times on Monday, June 14, 1954, reported a speech
of Gov. Thomas E. Dewey of New York, which is pertinent in this
context, in part as follows: : :

Governor Dewey warned yesterday against listening to the critics of leaders
in other free nations. These critics, he said, tear down the leadership of these
free countries “just because their governments are not like ours.”

- The Governor emphasized that “we ourgelves are far from perfect,” and that
“we had better grow up fast enough to extend to othiers, from France to India
and from Indonesia to Britain, the same tolerance of their difficulties which
we ask them to extend to us.”

As to the fear that Ford Foundation projects may have the effect of
encouraging a pro-Soviet attitude in India, perhaps it will be most
helpful to the committee if we describe the nature and objectives of
our activities in that country and the policies and procedures which
have been established to insure that projects are soundly conceived and
properly administered.

One of the five major objectives of the Ford Foundation,
as announced by the trustees in 1950, is to contribute to the mitigation
of international tensions—in short, to peace. The interest of the
foundation in the possibilities for highly useful work in India began
following a visit and firsthand inspection by a number of foundation
officials in the summer of 1951. At the time that newly independent
. county was in the fourth year of its drive to raise food production and
develop its resources so as to provide a more nearly adequate existence
for its 375 million people. Indian leaders were keenly aware of the
threat to governmental stability, and perhaps even to national inde-
pendence, which continued economic distress would produce. Founda-
tion assistance to Indian development began in late 1951.

India is a country of some 500,000 villages, in which live nearly 85
percent of the population. Much of the activity of the foundation
therefore has been concentrated on problems of village and agricul-
tural improvement. The most important projects which have been
supported include the following:

1. Development projects, 1 in each of 15 major states in India. Each
project includes about 100 villages. Trained Indian extension workers
go into the villages and work with the people to improve agricultural
practices, literacy, and public health. Full financial responsibility for
these projects was assumed by the Indian Government during 1953,
and the Indian Government is now actively engaged in expanding this
program to include the whole of India.

2. Thirty-four centers to train a total of four to five thousand village
extension workers per year. These are the grass roots teachers needed
for the village development program.

3. Three public-health training centers to train 300 public-health
workers annually in the methods of village health work. These trained
workers in turn will teach the men who will go into the villages to help
improve health conditions.

4. Publication of a farm journal for the increasing number of vil-
lage farmers who are able to read.

5. A study of secondary education in India looking toward improve-
ment in teacher training.
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6. Assistance on the problem of creating new employment oppor-
tunities in agriculture and industry.

7. A number of grants to American colleges and universities for
research on India. Cooperation is being encouraged between Indian
and American scholars and academic institutions. Fellowships and
foreign travel grants have also been made available for Americans to
study in India. Through these arrangements it is hoped that knowl-
edge and research on Indian problems will be advanced in both India
and the United States.

The foundation program in India was most-carefully developed.
After an initial on-the-spot survey, discussions were held with a large
number of American experts in government and in private life. Over
a period of several months, meetings were held to obtain advice and
guidance from the many voluntary American organizations with long
experience in the area. Only then was an appropriation of funds
made.

Once established, the program has been administered with care so
as to insure effective use of the funds provided, and to guarantee it
would in no way prejudice the foreign policies of this country. Views
are regularly exchanged between foundation officials and United
States Government agencies concerned in the giving of technical assist-
ance in India. A resident representative is maintained by the founda-
tion in New Delhi who follows the day-to-day progress of programs,
and consults regularly with officials of the Indian Government and of
the American Embassy.

III. MISCELLANEOUS ALLEGATIONS

In addition to the above allegations regarding the staff and certain
grants of the Ford Foundation, other miscellaneous charges have been
made.

Case No. 1: Report of Norman Dodd, committee research director

In the report presented to this committee by its research director,
Mr. Norman Dodd, in the opening week of hearings, the following
statements appear (pp. 131-132, Reece hearings transcript) :*

Finally, I suggest that the committee give special consideration to the Ford
Foundation, This foundation gives ample evidence of having taken the initia-
tive in selecting purposes of its own. Being of recent origin, it should not be
held responsible for the actions or accomplishments of any of its predecessors.
It is without precedent as to size, and it is the first foundation to dedicate it-
self openly to ‘“problem solving” on a world scale.

In a sense, Ford appears to be capitalizing on developments which took place
long before it was founded, and which have enabled it to take advantage of—

The wholesale dedication of education to a social purpose;

The need to defend this dedication against criticism ;

The need to indoctrinate adults along these lines ;

The acceptance by the executive branch of the Federal Government of
responsibility for planning on a national and international scale;

The diminishing importance of the Congress and the States, and the
growing power of the executive branch of the Federal Government; and

The seeming indispensability of control over human behavior.

We have studied these comments. We are frankly at a loss to un-
derstand what they mean and what criticism is intended. It is true
that the foundation, like any private organization, has taken initia-
tive in selecting purposes of its own. Avowedly, the trustees have
dedicated the program of the foundation to the solution of human
problems.

1 Ibid, p. 60.
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On the other hand, we have never had the slightest interest in dis-
couraging any responsible criticism of the educational system and we
are not involved in any attempt to indoctrinate adults, encourage
national and international planning by the Federal Government, di-
minish the importance.of Congress, or establish control over human
behavior. ’

Following the introductory eomments quoted above, Mr. Dodd con-
tinued with these words (pp. 132-133, Reece hearings transcript) :?

Asg if they had been influenced directly by these developments, the trustees
established separate funds for use in the fields of education, national plan.
ning, and politics. They set up a division devoted to the behavioral sciences,
which includes a center for advanced-study,.a program of research and train-
ing abroad, an institutional exchange program, and miscellaneous grants in aid.

Supplementing these major interests are such varied activities as: a TV-
radio work shop, external grants, intercultural publications, and an operation
called the East European fund, which is about to be terminated.

‘When it is considered that the capital resources of this foundation approach,
or may exceed, $500 million, and that its income approximates $30 million each
year, it is obvious that before embarking upon the solution of “problems,” some
effort should be made by the trustees to make certain that their solution is in
the public interest.

To correct the more important errors of fact in the first paragraph
above, the Ford Foundation has established several separate funds,
including two in the field of education, but it has not established
funds, nor indeed has it supported any projects, directed toward na-
tional planning or politics. )

As to the third paragraph, quoted above, the trustees have decided
to concentrate the work of the foundation on certain problems for the
very reason that their solution is judged to be of the greatest import-
ance to human welfare. If Mr. Dodd’s comment is meant to suggest
that the Ford Foundation trustees do not carefully measure founda-
tion activities in terms of their contribution to the public interest, he is

wrong.
The concluding portion of Mr. Dodd’s comments on the Ford Foun-
dation (pp. 133-134, Reece hearings transcript)® reads as follows:

It is significant that the policies of this foundation include making funds
available for certain aspects of secret military research and for the education of
the Armed Forces. It becomes even more significant when it is realized that the
responsibility for the selection of the personnel engaged in these projects is known
to rest on the foundation itself—subject as it may be to screening by our military
authorities.

In this connection, it has been interesting to examine what the educational
aspect of these unprecedented foundation activities can be expected to produce.
The first example in a pamphlet in which the Declaration of Independence is dis-
cussed as though its importance lay in the fact that it had raised two, as yet un-
answered, questions:

1. Are men equal? and do we demonstrate this equality?

2. What constitutes “the consent of the governed”? and what does this phrase
imply in practice?

By inference, the first question is subtly answered in the negative. By direct
statement the second is explained as submitting to majority rule—but the restrice-
tion of the majority by the Constitution is not mentioned. Only an abridged
version of the declaration is printed. It is interesting that this should omit the
list of grievances which originally made the general concepts of this document
reasonable.

After a review of the list of our grants, we have concluded that
Mr. Dodd’s reference to the support of “secret military research” must
be based on a misinterpretation of the grant by the Ford Foundation
to the Rand Corp. The Rand Corp. is a nonprofit research institution

11bid, p. 50.
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engaged primarily in research on problems of air warfare and other
defense matters under contract with Government agencies. The presi-
dent of the Ford Foundation was one of the organizers and is now
chairman of the board of directors of the Rand Corp. ’

To enable Rand to carry on a program of unclassified research in
the public interest, the trustees of the Ford Foundation on July 15,
1952, made a grant of $1 million. The financial arrangements were
made in such a way that the grant also added to the general financial
and organizational strength of Rand. To repeat, the research being
financed under our grant is entirely of an unclassified character. -

The Ford Foundation takes no part in the selection of Rand person-
nel. Because of the nature of the primary work of Rand, its employees
engaged in classified work are presumably cleared under the usual
security procedures and regulations of the Government. o

Regarding Mr. Dodd’s reference to education in the Armed Forces,
the foundation, through the fund for the advancement of education,
has made funds available for a project for this purpose. It may be
helpful to summarize the information on the nature and origin of this
particular project which the fund has furnished us: '

In the summer of 1951, at a time when there was some discussion in
the press of education in the Armed Forces, the Secretary of Defense
invited the Fund for the Advancement of Education to provide expert
counsel on the so-called I and E (information and education) program
of the Armed Forces. :

Because of the importance of the problem and as a matter of na-
tional service, the fund employed two consultants to prepare a report
and recommendations. ‘ :

At the same time, an advisory committee was appointed, composed
of—

Harvie Branscomb, chancellor of Vanderbilt University

Leonard Carmichael, president of Tufts College

Henry T. Heald, chancellor of New York University

Lester Markel, Sunday editor of the New York Times

Milton C. Mumford, vice president of Marshall Field & Co.
James J. Reynolds, Jr., vice president of American Locomotive Co.
John Mayer, vice president of Mellon National Bank & Trust Co.

As a result of the consultants’ initial reports, the fund was asked
to undertake the preparation of several kits of materials for the infor-
mation and education program, and several additional consultants,
under the direction first of William Litterick, former director of re-
search at Stephens College, and then of Dean John Bartky, of the
Stanford University School of Education, were added to the project
in a Washington office.

These consultants were selected and appointed by the fund; their
work does not involve the use of any classified material whatsoever.

Mr. Dodd makes reference to a pamphlet on the Declaration of Inde-
pendence which was prepared in connection with this project. He
states that only an abridged version of the declaration is printed and
criticizes the pamphlet in certain other respects.

The pamphlet in question is part of a kit of materials on the Decla-
ration of Independence for use in discussion groups among the troops.
The materials were actually prepared in final form by armed services
personnel from data given them by the fund’s project personnel. The
kit contains four items : two large wall posters, one reading “The Decla-
ration of Independence,” and the other reading “All Men Are Created
Equal—Consent of the Governed,” a pamphlet entitled “You and
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Your USA—The Declaration of Independence,” which reprints this
document in its entirety; and a second .pamphlet entitled “You and
Your USA—Group Leader’s Guide—The Declaration of Inde-
pendence.” o '

The purpose of these materials is to assist in stimulating a thought-
ful discussion on this historic document by our men in the service.
Their intent is to encourage each man to think through its meaning for
himself. The mistaken suggestion that these prepared materials some-
how give a biased interpretation of the meaning of the Declaration of
Independence is best refuted by an examination of the material itself,
and copies are submitted as exhibit 1 hereto.!

Case No. 2: Testimony of Mr. Aaron M. Sargent

Mr. Sargent in his testimony asserted that there is “not a single
restrictive clause” in the articles of incorporation of the Ford Founda-
tion; that the foundation and the funds it has helped to establish have
“unlimited power to administer and receive funds” for “whatever a
self-perpetuating board says is charitable or welfare”; and finally, he
asserts that in determining what is charitable or welfare “there is no
control whatsoever” (pp. 849-850, Reece hearings transcript).?

As a corporation organized under the provisions of the General
Corporation Act of Michigan, the foundation is subject to the laws
of that State. The foundation’s activities are also subject to review
by the Bureau of Internal Revenue because of its exemption from
income taxation under section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue Code.
The foundation is, moreover, subject to all the normal police and
investigatory processes of such organizations as the Federal Bureau
of Investigation so far as violations of law are concerned. The policy
of the foundation to make full public reports on all its activities sub-
jects it to general public scrutiny. Its financial statements are audited

y independent public accountants. In view of these various legal
and other safeguards it is hardly accurate to suggest that, in carrying
out their responsibilities, the trustees of the Ford Foundation are
subject to “no control.”

If Mr. Sargent intended to propose additional restrictions upon the
functions of foundations and the powers of their trustees, he did not
specify what he had in mind. We cannot believe that even he was
proposing to substitute Government control for the basic concept of
trustee responsibility.

At other points in his testimony, Mr. Sargent made the following
statements:

The Ford Foundation used its financial power to attempt to resist the will of
the people of Los Angeles in connection with a pamphlet known as the E in
UNESCO (p. 850, Reece Hearings transcript).

Mr. Paul Hoffman, the president of the Ford Foundation, personally appeared
before the Los Angeles Board of Education and sought to prevent the removal
of these pamphlets out of the Los Angeles city schools by the action of a duly
constituted board of the city of Los Angeles, and in so doing he engaged in
lobbying, an activity prohibited to the Ford Foundation. * * * He did it as
president of the Ford Foundation and used the power of the Ford Foundation
as a leverage in the case (pp. 850-851).° )

He was there using the weight and prestige of the Ford Foundation to try and
influence a city board of education in support of this proposal (p. 864).*

The Ford Foundation has never attempted to “resist the will of the
people of Los Angeles” in connection with a UNESCO pamphlet or
any other matter.

1 Not printed in record, included in committee file.
2Thid.. n. ]79. 3Thid. n. 279 4 Thid.. n. ]RA.
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Mr. Hoffman on August 25, 1952, upon request, appeared as a pri-
vate citizen before a hearing of the Los Angeles School Board to
protest the banning of certain UNESCO publications from the Los
Angeles public schools. Mr. Hoffman made it explicitly clear at the
beginning of his statement that he was appearing purely in a private
cag;city and not as an officer of the Ford Foundation.

r. Hoffman is the father of seven children and he has been a resi-
dent of and prominent civic leader in the Los Angeles area for many
years. Under the circumstances, it seems not unusual that he should
have been asked to appear to give his personal views on the matter
under discussion and, in view of his great personal interest in the
Los Angeles school system, that he should have accepted the invita-
tion. Surely, his assumption of the duties of the presidency of the
Ford Foundation did not divest him of his rights to express his
personal opinions.

SurpLEMENT B

Hisrory oF THE EstapLIsHMENT oF THE FUND For THE REPUBLIC

A complete statement of the background and establishment of the
Fund for the Republic, Inc., was furnished to this committee on March
11, 1954, in response to a request from the committee counsel. That
statement included full texts of all those portions of the minutes of
all meetings of the Ford Foundation board of trustees concerning the
fund, together with related material in the dockets for such meetings,
and various press releases. This statement digests those materials
and is submitted to facilitate the incorporation of such material in the
record.

The grant to the Fund for the Republic was designed to implement
a specific part of the Ford Foundation’s broad five-point program.
This program had been developed: by a study committee which had
been established in 1948. During the many months of its work, the
study committee reviewed existing materials and consulted with hun-
dreds of American leaders in all parts of the country as a basis for
recommending those areas in which the foundation could make the
greatest contribution to the public welfare. The committee’s study
was considered by the trustees over a period of time, and in September
of 1950 the trustees published their report outlining the expanded
program for the foundation.

In that report, the foundation recognized the following facts: First,
that one of the major problems of any democratic society is how to
secure greater allegiance to the basic principles of freedom and democ-
racy in an ever-changing world. There is real danger that the gap
between profession and pursuit of the ideals of American freedom
may widen under the tensions and pressures of the international crisis.
Second, that the spread of communism represents one of the most
critical threats to the American public welfare. And third, that some
of the measures taken to deal with the threat of communism in them-
selves pose grave problems concerning traditional American freedoms.

After the adoption of the foundation’s expanded program in 1950
there followed a period of intensive planning and reexamination of
these problems and of ways in which the foundation could help solve
them through scientific study and educational activity. The results
of these efforts supported the trustees’ earlier decision that it was ap-
propriate and important for the foundation to attempt to deal with
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these problems, and by the time of the trustees’ meeting of October
4, 1951, they had decided that a new and separate agency should be
established for this purpose. The importance and complexity of this
area of American concern necessitated, in the opinion of the trustees,
the formation of an independent corporation directed by distinguished
Americans who could specialize in making a concentrated attack upon
threats to democratic processes. In October 1951 the trustees specifical-
ly stated that the purposes of the new agency were to be those set forth
in the President’s report to their meeting. This report said in part:

The stated objectives of the fund shall be to help promote within the United
States security based on freedom and justice. In this endeavor the fund would
take into account: :

(a) The danger to the national security from the persistent Communist
attempt to penetrate and disrupt free and peaceful societies ;

(b) The danger to the national security arising from fear and mutual
suspicion generated by international tension;

(¢) The danger to the national security arising from fear and mutual
suspicion fomented by shortsilghted or irresponsible attempts to combat
communism through methods which impair the true sources of our strength;

(d) The need to understand and vindicate the spiritual and practical sig-
nificance of freedom and justice within our society which are enduring
sources of its strength ; and

(e) The need to dedicate ourselves anew to the demonstration within
America of a free, just, and unafraid society at work.

After this meeting, the trustees and the staff continued to consider
more detailed aspects of the organization and program of the agency
which was to be established. Fourteen months after the trustees had
originally decided to create the fund, and 5 years after the trustees had
first announced their interest in dealing with the problems for which
the fund was created, the fund for the Republic, Inc., was finally
incorporated on December 9, 1952, An initial appropriation of $1 mil-
lion was made to enable the fund to begin operations.

The fund began with a board of directors made up of prominent
and public-spirited citizens as follows:

James Brownlee, partner, J. H. Whitney & Co., New York City

Malcolm Bryan, president, Federal Reserve Bank, Atlanta, Ga.

Huntington Cairns, lawyer, Washington, D. C.

Charles W. Cole, president, Amherst College, Amherst, Mass.

Russell L. Dearmont, lawyer, St. Louis, Mo.

Richard Finnegan, consulting editor, Chicago Sun-Times, Chicago, I1L

Erwin N. Griswold, dean, Harvard Law School, Cambridge, Mass.

William H. Joyce, Jr., chairman, Joyce, Inc., Pasadena, Calif.

Meyer Kestnbaum, president, Hart, Schaffner & Marx, Chicago, Ill.

M. Albert Linton, president, Provident Mutual Life Insurance Co., Philadelphia,
Pa.

Jubal R. Parten, president, Woodley Petroleum Co., Houston, Tex.

‘Elmo Roper, marketing consultant, New York City

George N. Shuster, president, Hunter College, New York City

Eleanor Bumstead Stevenson, Oberlin, Ohio

James D. Zellerbach, president, Crown-Zellerbach Corp., San Francisco, Calif.

Each of the directors of the fund had been approved by each of the
trustees of the foundation. I feel sure that the members of this com-
mittee would recognize the board as a distinguished group of loyal
Americans. )

Following its organization, the fund first concentrated on detailed
‘development of its program and method of operation. A planning
committee of the fund’s board of directors was established under the
informal chairmanship of Dean Griswold. Mr. Paul Hoffman was
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elected chairman of the board, and Mr. Bethuel M. Webster was
selected as counsel to the fund. By February 28, 1953, the directors
of the fund had progressed sufficiently in their planning of the fund’s
program and operations to be able to present to the foundation a
proposal requesting -further foundation support in the amount of
$14 million. Included in that proposal was the following statement:

The directors see a pressing need for a clear statement in contemporary terms
of the legacy of American liberty. They believe that such a statement is one of
the most valuable contributions the fund can make in the near future.

A major factor affecting civil liberties is the existence of communism and
Communist influence in this country. The directors propose to undertake
research into the extent and nature of the internal Communist menace and
its effect on our community and institutions. This research would be carried on
concurrently with the study of the legacy of American liberty mentioned above.

The fund’s proposed program was presented to the foundation’s
trustees by four of its directors and its counsel. The directors were
Messrs. Hoffman, Griswold, Joyce, and Parten. The fund’s repre-
sentatives discussed their plans in detail with the foundation’s trustees.
In a later executive session, the trustees again reviewed the entire
matter. They concluded that the foundation should support the fund
by making a grant $14 million. This sum was to support the fund’s
operations for a period of 5 to 10 years; that is, the grant was made
to support a program of from $1,500,000 to $3 million a year. The
%rant' was not payable until the fund had been specifically ruled by the

reasury Department to be exempt from income taxation under sec-
tion 101(6) of the Internal Revenue Code. The fund was ruled exempt
on January 20, 1954. After reviewing the matter at their next meet-
ing, the trustees of the Ford Foundation approved the final payment
of the grant, which payment was made on February 16, 1954.

I do not wish to discuss the details of the fund’s program to date,
since I understand the committee is going to obtain that information
from the fund’s distinguished chairman, Mr. Paul G. Hoffman. How-
ever, I would like to discuss one of its activities, which was used as
a basis for criticizing the foundation for establishing the fund. I refer
to the fund’s proposal to study some aspects of legislative investiga-
tions. In our preliminary thinking about the fund, it was apparent
that a study of legislative investigations was an appropriate activity
for the fund. Shortly after its establishment, the fund made a grant
of $50,000 to the American Bar Foundation to support such a study
by a special committee of the American Bar Association. This com-
mittee is headed by Mr. Whitney North Seymour and made up of
eminent members of the bar. Such a study is appropriate, it is needed,
and I hope the trustees of the fund take the necessary action to see the
need is filled. Asthe Supreme Court of the United States said in U. 8.
v. Rumley in 1952, and fquote:

There is wide concern, both in and out of Congress, over some aspects of
the exercise of the congressional power of investigation. .

I need hardly labor the point. The President of the United States
has similarly expressed concern over some of these problems and it is
clearly in the national interest and in the best American tradition that
a philanthropic foundation give support to students of the subject.
I would like to point out that the critics of such a study did not even
wait to see whether the study would be fair, would be objective, or
even whether it would be made. Instead, through distortion of the
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facts, they suggested that the entire $15 million:of eur grant to the
fund was somehow going to be used to attack Congress as.a whole, or:
its investigating powers in particular. - This was not true; and it
‘would have been clear that it ‘was not true to anyone who had sought
to determine the truth before he spoke.

The trustees of the Ford Foundation are proud of their act in
creating the fund for the Republic.: The problems which the fund
was created to help solve are increasingly crucial ones. . The threat of
communism concerns every American. - The need for restating and
defending the basic traditions of American freedom, especially in the
light of tensions, events, and implications in the present world situa-
tion, similarly becomes more pressing. :

I am sure that when this committee reviews the facts it will agree
with the trustees of the foundation. that the creation of the fund was
appropriate and patriotic, and that the fund’s activities constitute &

promising start on a vital and noble task.

STATEMENT OF PAUL G. HOFFMAN, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD,
THE FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC, INC.

I expected to testify on June 29 at the request of the special commit-.
tee. day or two before the 29th I was told that the hearings had
been terminated or suspended, that my engagement was canceled.
I am sorry I have thus been kept from testifying in person as to
the purposes, program, and activities of the fund for the Republic and
from answering questions.

I submit this statement not because the transscrigt of hearings con-
tains evidence concerning the fund—for none has been offered so far
—but because Representative Reece’s speech of July 27, 1953, now a
part of the record of the investigation, contains references to the fund,
and to me personally, which, in the interest of accuracy and fair-
ness, require comment.

- Mr. Reece said :

The Members of this House were amazed when they read just recently that
the Ford Foundation * * * had just appropriated $15 million to be used to
“investigate” the investigating powers of Congress, from the critical point of
view (transcript 57). .

No Congressman * * * could fail to be alarmed at the fact that $15 million

* » * was to be expended to attack the Congress for inquiring into the nature
and extent of the Communist conspiracy * * * (transcript 58).

The Communists have their own agency to smear the committees of the
TUnited States Congress and to defend Communists hailed before them. It is
called the Civil Rights Congress and has been listed by the Attorney General
as Communist and subversive. To give it liberal respectability, Mr. Paul Hoff-
man, former president of the Ford Foundation, was made chairman of this
king-sized civil rights congress endowed by the Ford Foundation. The Fund
for the Republic, as this Ford Foundation agency is named, has announced
that it will make grants for an immediate and thorough investigation of Congress
(transcript 58-59).

* * » the previously mentioned Ford Foundation grant makes available $15
million for investigating congressional methods of inquiries into communism
and subversion. * * * (transcript 74).

* * * 3 grant of $15 million, to protect the civil liberties of Communists and
to investigate the Congress of the United States * * * is really peanuts to the
Ford Foundation. * * * Here is the last of the great American industrial for-
tunes * * * being ‘used to undermine and subvert our institutions, $15 million
being set aside to investigate the Congress of the United States * * * (tran.
seript 103) .1 . ‘

1 8ee ibid., pp. 25 et seq.
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The declaration that the fund for the Republic is a “king-sized civil
rights congress” (and thus subversive) —*“given liberal respectability”
by my appointment as chairman—would be actionable as slander but
for the fact that it was uttered by Representative Reece on the floor
of the House. But I pass that, not without feelings of chagrin and
shock that the privilege of the House should be so abused.

The documents and data requested by the special committee have
been supplied; and it is hoped that the committee will refer to this
body of information rather than to the Reece speech for the facts.
The plain truth is that there is no basis whatever for the charge that.
the Fund for the Republic was established to attack the Congress.
The facts pertinent to the charges are as follows:

In December 1952 the fund approved a grant of $50,000 to Ameri-
can Bar Foundation, a tax-exempt organization, to finance seven dif-
ferent studies bearing on individual rights as affected by national
security proposed and to be conducted by a special committee of the
American Bar Association. A description of the grant is contained
in materials submitted to your counsel and staff. One of the seven
proposed studies was—The extent to which Congress should limit the
scope and regulate procedures of its investigations—a topic con-
cerning which many Members of Congress have manifested interest.
In a speech in the House on August 1, 1953, shortly before his resigna-
tion from Congress to become president of the Fund for the Republic,.
former Representative Clifford P. Case, of New Jersey, described his
personal familiarity with the plans of the ABA committee, pointed
out that the ABA committee was approaching its task with full appre-
ciation of the importance of the congressional investigating process,
and made it a matter of record that he himself had introduced the
chairman of the ABA committee to the Speaker and to the minority
leader of the House of Representatives—both of whom expressed inter-
est in, and offered suggestions concerning, the study and plans out-
lined by the ABA committee chairman. :

Your counsel and staff have been supplied with the statement of
William J. Jameson, president of the American Bar Association,
printed in the January 1954 issue of the ABA Journal, describing the.
study which is being made with the fund’s grant. In an editorial in
the July 1954 issue the ABA Journal it is said:

The American Bar Asgociation will welcome at its annual meeting in August '
the forthcoming report of its special committee on individual rights as affected
by national security headed by the highly respected, highly competent Whitney
North Seymour, of New York City. Mr. Seymour is already nationally recog-
nized as an outstanding lawyer in the field of civil liberties. His committee will,.
no doubt, have proposals relating to procedures for our investigating agencies.
These proposals will be based upon the sober second thought of the capable,.
qualified lawyers whose loyalty to our American institutions is unimpeachable..
Congress and the public are much in need of such sound advice today. Our
people recognize that we need investigating procedures and procedural standards.
which will be fair as well as effective. In such fair procedural standards we will.
find security both for our lives and our liberties.

Meanwhile, as your committee knows, the Congress itself, aware
of abuses and of the need for satisfactory procedures, is looking for
the answer to a serious problem.

The notion suggested by Mr. Reece that $15 million was to be ex-
pended “to attack the Congress for inquiring into the nature and
extent of the Communist conspiracy” is met by the fact that the Fund
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for the Republic itself has just about completed one phase of an in-
quiry into the nature and extent of the internal Communist menace.
The consultants on this project—an undertaking in which I have been
greatly interested since before the establishment of the fund—are
Prof. Arthur E. Sutherland of the Harvard Law School, Prof.
Clinton Rossiter of Cornell, and Father Joseph M. Snee, S. J., of
Georgetown. Briefly, the study about to be completed consists of
the preparation of a comprehensive bibliography of materials con-
cerning communism in the United States and a definitive digest of
public proceedings in which communism was involved. The bibli-
ography and digest, together with microfilm copies of the principal
records of public proceedings, will be reproduced in such form as to
be widely available to interested persons throughout the country. The
directors of the fund take some satisfaction in the fact that in one of
the fund’s first endeavors it is making available for the first time in
convenient form basic information of incalculable value not only to
the Government and to the Congress but to all persons and agencies
engaged in fighting the Communist menace.

In his speech of July 1953 Representative Reece said “some large
foundations must answer” the following question:

Have they financed studies regarding the excellence of the American Constitu-
tion, the importance of the Declaration of Independence, and the profundity of
the philosophy of the Founding Fathers? And, if not, what is their excuse for
neglecting the study of the basis of the American Republic? (Transeript 68-9.) *

I am happy to say that it has been the purpose of the Fund for the
Republic since it was established to reexamine, with a view to greater
understanding and wider application, the sources of strength in our
society as expressed in the Declaration of Independence, the Constitu-
tion, and in our free institutions, and that projects suggested for this
purpose are being considered and advanced as rapidly as circumstances
permit.

In conclusion, I want to emphasize that the officers and directors and
staff and resources of the Fund for the Republic are devoted ex-
clusively to the purposes and program of the fund itself. The fund is
a tax-exempt membership corporation engaged in research and educa-
tion. Itsfinancial resources consist of $15 million granted by the Ford
Foundation but administered by the fund’s own board of directors.
‘The Fund for the Republic is completely independent of the Ford
Foundation—except that it is obliged by the terms of its grant to en-
gage in activities consistent with its tax-exempt status.

STATE oF NEW YORK,
County of New York, ss:

Paul G. Hoffman, being duly sworn, says:

I am chairman of the board of directors of the Fund for the Republic, Inc. I
have read and know the contents of the foregoing statement, and the same is true
to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

PAuL G. HOFFMAN.

Sworn to before me this 21st day of July, 1954.
RoOSE BERLIN,

Notary Public, State of New York, No. 31-5288500.

11Ibid., p. 29.
49720—54—pt. 2—8
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STATEMENT OF JOSEPH.E. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, CARNEGIE
: ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE

INTRODUCTION -

_ The Special Committee To Investigate Tax Exempt Foundations has
now ended public hearings without giving the foundations themselves
an opportunity to testify. This would have been a violation of fair
procedure in any case, but it was rendered extraordinarily so by virtue
of two facts. First, the bulk of the testimony presented in the hear-
ings had, apparently by design, been hostile to the foundations. Sec-
ondly, a month after the hearings closed, the staff was permitted to in-
troduce extensive material attacking certain foundations, including
the Carnegie Endowment, with inadequate opportunity for challenge.

Under the circumstances it is important to give a short summary of
the history and record of the endowment before commenting on state-
ments made concerning it. '

THE RECORD OF THE ENDOWMENT

The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, which is entirely
separate from all the other organizations created by Andrew Carnegie,
was established by him in 1910 with a trust fund of $10 million. He
directed that the principal of the fund should remain intact and that
the income should be administered by his trustees “to hasten the
abolition of international war.”

This objective is spelled out in the endowment’s charter as follows:
“to promote the advancement and diffusion of knowledge and under-
standing among the people of the United States; to advance the cuuse
of peace among nations; to hasten the renunciation of war as an instru-
ment of national policy; to encourage and promote methods for the
peaceful settlement of international differences and for the increase of
international understanding and concord; and to aid in the develop-
ment of international law and the acceptance by all nations of the
principles underlying such law.” From the beginning these objectives
have been the basis for the work of the organization, for its educational
activities and for the research which it has undertaken and supported.

These facts furnish the explanation for several differences between
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and other founda-
tions to which this committee has directed its attention. In the first
place, the endowment has a specific set of objectives toward which
all its efforts are directed. Secondly, it has comparatively limited
resources; the endowment’s income on its fund has never reached
$600,000 a year and is now slightly over $500,000. In this connection,
it should be noted that a tabulation based on the questionnaires sub-
mitted 2 years ago to the Cox committee placed the endowment below
30 other foundaitons in terms of net worth.

A third distinction, arising in part from the relatively limited
resources of the organization, is that the endowment is not primarily
a fund-granting foundation. Although in former years a fair pro-
portion of the endowment’s funds were expended in grants, it has
always carried on operations of its own. Today the endowment func-
tions almost exclusively by carrying out—through its own staff or
through contracts—specific programs authorized by the endowment’s
trustees.
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The objectives spelled out in the charter as the focus of the endow-
ment effort in the pursuit of peace were defined by trustees named
by Mr. Carnegie and working in consultation with him. ‘He was
inspired to establish this institution by admiration for the policies of
President William Howard Taft, and his principal associates in its
formation—men whose vision and leadership have most influenced
its activities—were Elihu Root and Nicholas Murray Butler. - Among
the other distinguished Americans who made up the original board
of trustees and assisted in charting the course for the endowment were
John W. Foster, John Sharp Williams, and Joseph H. Choate. The
high caliber of the original board has been maintained throughout
the years. Trustees have included leaders of both major parties in
the United States and eminent citizens from all sections of the country.
One President, Dwight D. Eisenhower, and one Presidential nominee,
John W. Davis, have been trustees. There were also five Secretaries
of State: Messrs. Foster and Root, Robert Bacon, Robert Lansing, and
John Foster Dulles. Trustees who have served as Senators included
Mr. Root, Mr. Williams, Mr. Dulles, George Gray, and Robert A.
Taft. The board has been characterized by the faithful attendance
of its members at meetings, despite a wide geographical distribution,
and by their profound and active concern with the endowment’s work.

The record shows that the trustees of the endowment and its staff
have for 43 years conscientiously pursued the purpose for which Mr.
Carnegie established the organization. In doing so.they have had
repeated occasion to applaud the wisdom of Mr. Carnegie who, not
pretending to a clear knowledge of the future, gave the trustees
appropriate discretion in these words:

Lines of future action cannot be wisely laid down. Many may have to be
tried, and having full confidence in my trustees I leave to them the widest
discretion as to the measures and policy they shall from time to time adopt,
only premising that the one end they shall keep unceasingly in view until it is
attained, is the speedy abolition of international war between so-called civilized
nations.

I can speak from personal knowledge only of the years since July
1, 1950, when I became the endowment’s presidernt, and all of my
statements as to its activities before that date are based on its records.
Moreover, none of the members of the senior staff concerned with
recommending policy to the trustees and carrying out their decisions
was with the organization before the end of World War II. The
history of the endowment prior to that time, however, is a matter of
record in year books which were widely distributed from the begin-
ning. Despite the international wars which have engulfed the world—
and which have frustrated, in a manner which Mr. Carnegie could
not have foreseen in 1910, the efforts to achieve peace—the endow-
ment’s record is one in which the trustees and staff take pride.

A few examples taken from this record may serve to illustrate the
methods by which the original instructions of Mr. Carnegie have
been carried out. |

People in many foreign nations have learned about the American
principles of liberty through the endowment. The texts of our Con-
stitution and the Declaration of Independence were translated into
several foreign languages and widely distributed, and the teaching
of American history was financed in the universities of England,
France, and other nations. - :
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The endowment pioneered in the “exchange of persons” and so
helped to launch the mounting flow of exchange students, teachers,,
technicians, and agriculturalists which today is actively supported by
the United States and other governments and by private organizations..

Nearly 20 years in the writing, James T. Shotwell’s monumental:
Economic and Social History of the World War was completed by the:
endowment in 1937 and distributed to governments, libraries, and.
universities throughout the world. Over 250 authors, researchers,.
and editors of many nationalities collaborated in the preparation of
this comprehensive analysis in some 150 volumes of the effects of the:
First World War. This study remains a major contribution to the:
world’s knowledge of the effects of war, both immediate and long-
term, on governments and on the economie and social life of bellig--
erents and neutrals.

From the beginning the trustees and staff of the endowment have:
devoted a very substantial part of their efforts to increasing public-
knowledge about and understanding of international relations. Like-:
Mr. Carnegie, they have been convinced that in those countries where:
public opinion is the basis of official policy, policy can only be con-~
sistently wise when it rests upon informed public opinion. It is this.
conviction which has determined the endowment’s educational ac-
tivities.

These activities have been very diverse. Among them has been:
the distribution abroad of important collections of books on Ameri-
can history, government, law, economics, and literature in major-
cities of Europe, Asia, and South America. A similar activity for a.
similar purpose was the fostering of international relations clubs:
on college and university campuses, chiefly but not exclusively in the:
United States. The point of view which has underlain these edu--
cational activities is well expressed in a statement made about the:
international relations clubs in 1941, and in slightly different form.
many times before: ’ :

The purpose of the endowment in undertaking this work is to instruct and
to enlighten public opinion. It is not to support exclusively any one point of”
view as how best to treat the conditions prevailing throughout the world but-
to fix the attention of students on those underlying principles of international
conduet, of international law and of international organization which are es--
sential to a peaceful civilization.

Over a 20-year period the endowment spent $184,000 toward cata--
loging and reorganizing the Vatican library’s priceless historical col-
lection, thus making it readily available to scholars for the first time.

The active leadership and support of the endowment was the chief”
force behind the research, publication, and development that took-
E}ace in the field of international law in the first half of this century.

arnegie fellowships in this field have helped train many persons for-
their present positions of responsibility in American public and aca-
demic life.

Canadian-American relations, an example to the world of peaceful’
international cooperation, were the subject of a 25-volume history
prepared and published by the endowment. This work formed a.
model for subsequent studies of friendly relations among other na--
tions.

Turning now to the period on which I can report from personal
knowledge, there are four current programs to which the endowment.
today devetes the greatest part of its funds.
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First, in the new building at First Avenue and 46th Street in New
York, there is an international center which was designed to provide
convenient, well-equipped facilities for organizations presenting pro-
grams on world affairs. Since its opening in June 1953, there have
been more than 750 pro%rams in the center attended by more than
30,000 persons. Fulbright scholars have held discussions in the cen-
ter; the Christian Science Monitor Youth Forum meets there; stu-
dents from Africa have arranged an exhibit of native art of the Gold
Coast; Columbia University has scheduled some of its bicentennial
-events there. ;

Second, there is a program on universities and world affairs. On
‘the basis of experience in trial surveys at 8 universities and in
regional conferences attended by representatives of more than 200
«colleges and universities, the endowment has encouraged American
institutions of higher learning to conduct self-surveys and appraisals
of their activities bearing on world affairs. One hundred colleges
and universities have survey committees cooperating in the program:
each committee is appointed by the president of the university and
reports to him. Each university committee reviews its program and
activities in its own way and makes recommendations looking toward
a more effective use of the university’s resources. The endowment
makes no recommendations. It acts as a clearing house for the ex-
change of information between cooperating institutions and in compil-
ing results of the survey in a series of eight volumes to be published
next year.

Third, there is a publications program. Primary emphasis is on
International Conciliation, a periodical now published five times a
year. Each issue is devoted to a study of some problem of interna-
tional organization, selected particularly from fields in which infor-
‘mation is not easily available. A special number each fall presents
background information on issues before the current session of the
United Nations General Assembly.

In two series of books and pamphlets, the endowment has under-
taken studies of various organs and activities of the United Nations.
‘Subjects have included the International Court of Justice, the Security
‘Council, the General Assembly, and disputes brought before the United
Nations. Other publications have dealt with a variety of topics such
as institutes of world affairs and current research in world affairs.

Finally, there is a series of studies now in progress in representative
-countries throughout the world concerning their national policies and
-attitudes toward international organization, particularly in regard to
the United Nations. Arrangements for the studies vary from one
country to the next. The normal patern is for some leading private
institution to assume responsibility for the study in its country. The
studies will be published in a series of some 20 volumes.

In undertaking these studies the endowment has assumed that inter-
national organization is here to stay in some form or other and that
it is and will remain an important factor in international life. We
are trying to find out, if we can, why these countries joined the United
Nations, what they expected to get out of joining it, what they have in
fact got out of it, and what they think may be the future. We also
hope that these studies will help in preparing for the proposed confer-
«ence to review the United Nations Charter. In addition, we hope to
-encourage research in the field of international organization in general.



1060 TAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATIONS

Today the endowment distributes over four thousand copies of its:
annual report to libraries, colleges and universities, newspaper and
radio stations, organizations and individuals concerned with interna--
tsional relations, and to all the Members of the Congress of the United.

tates. ' : . :

We believe the activities which are summarized above, and described’
in greater detail in those reports, are in kéeping with the purposes for-
which the organization was founded and are in the public interest.
The story is one which the trustees and staff of the endowment are glad.
to submit for the records of this committee.

STATEMENTS CONCERNING THE ENDOWMENT

I turn'now to specific statements concerning the endowment, made:
either in the hearings of the special committee or in memoranda pre-
pared by the committee’s staff. which have been brought to our atten-
tion. In considering these statements and the following comments.
thereon, it is important to bear constantly in mind the distinction.
between facts and inferences which witnesses or staff drew from them.

1. Alleged aid to individuals and organizations with leftist records:
or affiliations

The associate staff director of the committee referred in the hearings
to testimony before the Cox committee which he alleged showed that
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace gave grants to 15
“individuals and organizations with leftist records or affiliations”
transcript, p. 1022).* This misleading statement must not stand.
unchallenged. It is true that the Carnegie Endowment made at one:
time or another grants or payments to 1 organization and 14 indi-
viduals that, in the language of the counsel for the Cox committee, had
been “cited or criticized by the House Un-American Activities Com--
mittee or by the McCarran committee * * *” (Cox committee hear-
ings, p. 583). Tohavebeen “cited or criticized,” however, is not proof’
of “leftist records or affiliations” and there was no reference by any
member of the Cox committee or its counsel, or by me, to “leftist.
records or affiliations.” Furthermore, the record of the Cox committee:
hearings contains no shred of evidence, nor even an allegation, that any
of the work performed with endowment funds had a “leftist” character.

My testimony before the Cox committee showed that grants made
by the endowment to the Institute of Pacific Relations, the only orga-
nization involved, ceased in 1939, years before any question was raised
about the activities of that organization (Cox committee hearings,
p. 581). Moreover, the chairman of the present committee indicated
that * * * up until the late forties the IPR had an excellent stand-
ing * * * (transcript, p. 1192).2

Of the individuals named who had been “cited or criticized,” Alger
Hiss constitutes a special case. With regard to him, there is nothing
to be added to the detailed testimony of John W. Davis and Henry
M. Wriston on his connection with the endowment (Cox committee
hearings, pp. 569-572, 183-184). As to the other 13, the officers of
the endowment did not, according to its records, have at the time the
payments were made any knowledge of the citations or criticisms, and
indeed most of the payments took place before any such citations or

11bid., p. 472.
2 1bid., p. 541.
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criticisms had been published. Furthermore, the total received by
these 13 people amounted to $3,701.67, less than one-fiftieth of 1 per-
cent of all endowment expenditures.

2. “4A propaganda mackine”

- At the hearing on May 11, the committee counsel made the following
statement :

* * * we suggest that a proper subject of inquiry for the committee is whether
or not propaganda is desirable for a foundation which operates as a fiduciary
manager of public funds. The case of the Carnegie endowment we will be glad
to introduce evidence later to show that they were consciously produced, a propa-
ganda machine. We are anxious to get the facts * * * (transcript (ibid., p. 52),
May 11, pp. 137-138).!

This statement must presumably be read in the light of the definition
of propaganda given the previous day by the research director:

Propaganda-action having as its purpose the spread of a particular doctrine
or a specifically identifiable system of principles, and we noted that in use this
word has come to infer half-truths, incomplete truths, as well as techniques of a
‘ecovert nature (transeript, May 10, p. 87).2 . . )

Using this definition, the answer to the counsel’s charge is that the
endowment is not and never has been “a propaganda machine.” Nor
~ has it ever disseminated “half-truths” or “incomplete truths,” or used
“techniques of a covert nature.” » S

. Certainly it is a fact that the endowment has advocated world peace
and international understanding, but what reasonable person would
disapprove these ends or characterize the activities of the endowment
in pursuit of them as “the spread of a particular doctrine or a specifi-
cally identifiable system of principles”?

Moreover, if, as seems to be the case, the research director included
the Carnegie endowment as one of the foundations engaged in educa-
tion for international understanding which are “discrediting the tradi-
tions to which (the United States) has been dedicated” (hearings,
May 10, p. 45),? he is drawing an inference for which there is not a
shred of evidence. The methods of the endowment have been truly
educational and not propagandistic, and its whole tradition has been
as American as George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, and Dwight D.
Eisenhower.

To understand the endowment’s approach to its task, one must look
to its history, placing its educational activities on behalf of interna-
tional peace and understanding in historical perspective. -

Today, to be in favor of peace, is like opposing sin. People differ on
the best way to attain the goal but not on the general aim. This was
not clearly so in 1910. War was respectable in many quarters and
was regarded as an ordinary instrument of national policy.

In working for peace and international understanding in the early
days of the endowment the founders were neither pacifists nor advo-
cates of the doctrine that peace could be attained by mere altruism or
by emotional fervor. They believed, on the contrary, that the road
to real peace was through the development of law, through research,
and through education of the peoples and leaders of the world in terms
of hard realities.

Unfortunately, war came in 1914. That war itself, however, gave
the peoples of the world a drastic and expensive education on the im-

11bid., p. 52.
21bid., p, 17.
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portance of peace. As Nicholas Murray Butler told his fellow trustees
1n 1920:

*# # + Jt is no longer necessary to discuss (the desirability of international
peace) with anybody. The elaborate moral arguments and pleas that were heard
for a hundred years before the outbreak of the Great War were made so much
‘more effectively, so much more convincingly, by the war itself, that they now
sound like pleas in a dead language. We are now confronted with the problem
of how most wisely to insure the maintenance of international peace and how
most effectively to carry forward an ordered civilization.

Butler saw that the war had underlined the importance of interna-
tional relations and shown that what concerned each nation con-
cerned all. As a matter of fact, the peoples of the world would never
again be able to remain apart. IndI()aed, they would be increasingly
drawn closer together due to an event 7 years before the endowment
was founded, the successful experiment of Orville and Wilbur Wright
at Kitty Hawk.

During the interwar period the endowment’s activities both in re-
search and in education were primarily addressed to the problem de-
fined by Dr. Butler: “How most wisely to insure the maintenance of
international peace and how most effectively to carry forward an
ordered civilization.” The problem was an immense one, and the out-
break of war in 1939 showed that the solution was not yet at hand.

Since the end of World War IT the United States has embarked
on a new phase in foreign policy. One of its major decisions was to
work through an international organization, and subsequently also
through regional organizations, to achieve peace, which is the goal
of the endowment. The policy of participation in international or-
ganizations has had the overwhelming support of the United States
Senate, with votes of 89 to 2 for the United Nations Charter, of 72 to 1
for the Rio Treaty, and of 82 to 13 for the North Atlantic Treaty.
This policy has been of a bipartisan character and clearly reflects a
belief that membership in these international organizations is in the
national interest of the United States.

The endowment has pursued a program of research and education
in relation to these organizations. The effort has been directed to-
ward making them better understood and toward the problem of
improving these still far from perfect instruments.

In charging that the endowment has been “a propaganda machine,”
the staff of this committee must have overlooked the objectives as-
signed as early as 1911 to the Division of Intercourse and Education:

To diffuse information and to educate public opinion regarding the causes,
nature, and effects of war, and means for its prevention and avoidance.

To cultivate friendly feelings between the inhabitants of different coun-
tries, and to increase the knowledge and understanding of each other by the
‘several nations.

A comparison of the research director’s definition of propaganda
with these objectives and with the activities of the endowment must
surely lead fair-minded persons to conclude that the endowment has
steadily pursued those goals by methods which are educational in the
best sense. If in a few instances in the past the endowment strongly
advocated particular means for the advancement toward peace, these
-efforts were, like all other endowment activities, thoroughly American
in character; they were without exception in support of projects en-
-dorsed by the incumbent President of the United States. This is
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true, for example, of the World Court, which was endorsed by Presi-
dents Harding, Coolidge, Hoover, and Franklin D. Roosevelt.

In support of the argument that the endowment has engaged in
propaganda, Mr. Dodd referred specifically to the international rela-
tions clubs and the internationaf} mind alcoves. The endowment’s
support of the international relations clubs was not propagandistic
either in intent or in fact. The statement quoted above (p. 5) to the
effect that the “purpose of the endowment in undertaking this work
is to instruct and enlighten public opinion * * *” is exact, and it
was adhered to. As to the international mind alcoves, these were
started during World War I. The phrase “international mind” had
been coined by Dr. Butler in 1912 in a statement, framed copies of
which were hung over each alcove:

The international mind is nothing other than that habit of thinking of foreign
relations and business, and that habit of dealing with them, which regard the
several nations of the civilized world as friendly and cooperating equals in aiding
the progress of civilization, in developing commerce and industry, and in spread-
ing enlightenment and culture throughout the world.

The endowment sent collections of books to libraries in small com-
munities throughout the United States to interest the general reader
in foreign affiairs and in other lands. No library received the books
except upon request. These collections were given the name Inter-
national Mind Alcoves. It is also to be noted that the State library
commissions or State librarians of 34 States were at their own request
placed upon the list of recipients of alcove collections; through their
offices the books were sent by mail to inaccessible small communities.

What should be stressed in this regard is that the ‘books did not
emphasize any one point of view. They were small collections of books
on one particular subject, which in this case was international relations
rather than, say, engineering or English literature. Not by the widest
stretch of the imagination could such action be called propaganda.

As to the international relations clubs, the first of these were estab-
lished under the leadership of the endowment just prior to World
War I, and the largest number came into being in the period between
the wars. The clubs were formed purely for educational purposes.
They were helped by the endowment through the sending semiannually
of collections of books and pamphlets dealing with important inter-
national questions and by arranging for occasional speakers on request.

It should be noted that most of the clubs were set up at a time when
there was little or no formal teaching of international relations on col-
lege campuses throughout the United States. To encourage interest
in the study of foreign relations in colleges is not propaganda but
education.

3. Committee staff memorandwm : “Summary of activities of Carnegie
Corporation of New XYork, Carnegie Endowment for Interna-
tional Peace, the Rockefeller Foundation”

Section IT of this summary of activities, the only part which relates.
to the endowment, is an amazing document which, were it not to be-
come part of the record of a congressional committee would not require:
even the following brief comments.

To one familiar with the work of foundations, it appears to be con-
fused, disorganized, inaccurate, and full of inconsistencies. It assumes
a relationship between the Carnegie Endowment and the Rockefeller
Foundation which did not in fact exist. It appears to imply that there



1064 TAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATIONS

is something discreditable or not in the public interest in research
study and education in international relations and international or-
ganization, entirely disregarding the fact that no organization can
work effectively for international peace (which is the precise pur-
pose for which the endowment was founded) without intensive atten-
tion to the whole field of international relations including present and
potential international organization.

Diligent efforts to disentangle the charges against the Carnegie En-
downment suggest that there are four:

(@) That the endowment has consistently worked for world
peace; ’ '
(6) That the endowment has been of service to the United
States Government ; ’
§c That the endowment has engaged in propaganda;

d{ That the endowment has supported not only subversive
and leftist organizations and individuals, but certain other or-
ganizations disapproved by the authors of the memorandum.

With respect to (¢) and (b), we feel indebted to the memorandum
for showing that the endowment has consistently sought to carry out
the wishes of Mr. Carnegie, and that it has been of service to the United
States Government in times of both peace and war. If the endowment
is criticized on these counts, I can only assume that the committee staff
is critical of American efforts toward world peace and of patriotic
service to the United States. ‘

Moreover, it simply is not true that the endowment “has not spon-
sored projects advocating other means” for achieving peace than in-
ternational organization (ibid., p. 876), or that it has sought to
“achieve peace through a world-government arrangement” (ibid.,
p. 889). '

The propaganda charge has been answered on pages 10-14 of this
statement (ibid., p. 1057). I am more confused than ever, however,
as to what the staff means by propaganda, and am left with the impres-
sion that there is no conceivable foundation activity—at least in the
field of international relations—which staff members would be willing
to call educational. .

The final charge relating to alleged support of subversive in-
dividuals or organizations has also been dealt with above (pp. 8-9 of
this statement, ibid., p. 1056-57).

The memorandum also speaks disparagingly of certain other insti-
tutions which the endowment has at one time or another assisted or
cooperated with. I refer to such organizations as the Council on For-
eign Relations, the Foreign Policy Association, the Commission to
Study the Organization of Peace, and the Institute of International
Education. These can speak for themselves. As president of the
Carnegie Endowment I can say that I believe our cooperation with
them promoted the purposes of the endowment and was in the public
interest.

CONCLUSION

It is clear that I have a very different view from certain members
of the committee’s staff as to foundations and their role in American
life. It isevident that these staff members are unhappy about changes
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during recent decades in American attitudes toward foreign relations
and in our country’s position in the world. They appear to feel these
changes should not have occurred, that the changes resulted from cer-
tain tendencies in research and education, and that foundations are
primarily responsible. I have the impression that they go so far as
to believe that governmental intervention of some kind in the work of
the foundations would be a corrective. :

My own outlook in relation to the particular work in which the
endowment is active is quite different.” I believe the changes which
have occurred in American policy and attitudes in the international
field have resulted from democratic adjustment to the problems created
by modern social and political upheavals, new inventions, and two
world wars. One of our major problems has been to protect our na-
‘tional security in a world of new power relationships and at the same
‘time to seek roads toward a lasting international peace. I rejoice that
this country has been able to grapple with these problems as they
:arose by the orderly procedure of constitutional government. The
education of the public and its leaders is vital to the success of such
-a procedure.

As a relative newcomer to foundation work, I express the belief
‘that foundations by their promotion of research and of education,
‘both formal and informal, in the field of international relations have
made a valuable contribution in the public interest during these past
40 years not unlike in importance the contributions of foundations in
other fields. ,

I have examined the record of the Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace with some background of training in the appraisal
of historical evidence. To me this record shows that the endowment,
within the limits of human fallibility and of time, resources, and cir-
.cumstance, has endeavored to carry out Andrew Carnegie’s original
intention. The goal has been to rid the world of war. That inter-
national peace, founded upon freedom and justice, is in the national
interest and is a prime objective of the Government and people of the
“United States is beyond and above all dispute.

Josepa E. JorNsoN.

I, Joseph E. Johnson, being first duly sworn on oath, declare that
T have read the foregoing statement; that it is true and correct with
Tespect to those matters stated upon personal knowledge, and that
with respect to matters not stated upon knowledge, it is true to the
best of my knowledge and belief.
Josepa E. JorNsoN.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 3d day of August 1954.

Evrizaser S. GROVER,
Notary Public, State of New Y ork.
Term expires March 30, 1954.
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STATEMENT OF THE ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATION AND THE
GENERAL EDUCATION BOARD, BY DEAN RUSK, PRESIDENT

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

New Yorx, N. Y., August 3, 1954.
Hon. B. Carrorr RExcE,
Chairman, Special Committee To Investigate Taw-Ezempt
Foundations, :
House of Representatives, Washington,D. C.

Dear Mr. Caamrman: I have the honor to transmit herewith sworn:
statements on behalf of the Rockefeller Foundation and the General.
Education Board about certain matters raised before the Special Com-
mittee To Investigate Tax-Exempt Foundations of the 83d Congress.

We had expected that our organizations would be given the same.
opportunity to present our case before the committee that was afforded.
to our critics. When the committee announced on July 2, 1954, that
no further public hearings would be held, we immediately sent a tele-
gram to the committee, reading as follows:

The Rockefeller Foundation and General Education Board have been informed’
that the congressional Special Committee To Investigate Tax-Exempt Founda-
tions decided today to terminate its public hearings. We have not commented.
upon the issues thus far raised because we expected to appear and have an.
opportunity to reply in public hearings.

We must assume that the committee’s decision means that it will not sub-
mit a report to the Congress containing any material adverse to our two foun-
dations on which we are not fully heard. This is fundamental in view of the-
nature of the charges and innuendoes made against our foundations by com-
mittee staff and other witnesses. These charges and innuendoes are not Sup-
ported by the facts.

We shall avail ourselves of the committee’s Invitation to submit a sworn:
written statement on issues raised before it for inclusion in the permanent
record of the Congress and in any official publication of the proceedings of the-,
committee. We note that the committee expects our statement to be made:
public; we fully agree in view of the wide publicity already given to adverse
testimony. The record of our two foundations over the past half century testj-
fies convincingly to their integrity, patriotism, and devotion to the public
interest.

We received from you on July 3, 1954, the following telegram in.
reply.

Re your telegram.: The Rockefeller Foundation and all others who were ex-
pected to be called as witness will be given ample opportunity to make state-
ments for the record just as they might have done in open hearings and will also-
have opportunity to give full information which may be necessitated by the-
presentation to the committee for the record of further data by the committee-
staff. All statements by witness or the staff which are presented for the record
will be made available to the press.

The accompanying statements, which are submitted pursuant to our-
telegram quoted above, consist of a foreword by John D. Rockefeller-
3d, chairman of the boards of trustees of the 2 organizations, a state-
ment in behalf of the 2 organizations by the undersigned as president
of both, setting forth comments and principles which are applicable:
in respect of both organizations, and separate supplemental statements
by each organization, dealing with certain specific grants which were-
referred to in the public hearings or in committee staff reports.

We wrote to you on June 4, 1954, requesting to be advised as to the:
particular grants, out of the more than 41,000 made by these 2 founda-
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tions, which would, in the opinion of the committee, call for discussion
by us. In reply, counsel for the commitee informed us by telephone
'tﬁ’at we ourselves would have to determine this from the testimony
received by the committee and that we would have opportunity to sub-
mit materials, subsequent to testimony, on any matter on which we
would need more time for research in our records. Your telegram of
July 3 also mentioned giving us an “opportunity to give full informa-
tion which may be necessitated by the presentation to the committee
for the record of further data by the committee staff.

We respectfully submit that the committee has presented us with
formidable dilemmas. ‘

The first has to do with the subjects we should cover in our reply.
‘We find in the present record of the committee no prima facie case of
any instance of wrongdoing on our part. Were we to undertake to
make a full statement on all matters commented upon before the com-
mittee we would have to range over most of our tens of thousands of
grants and deal with a full half century of the social, economic, and
political history of the United States. Yet we have been asked to
reply promptly and briefly. In the attached statement we have tried
to state our position on a series of issues which seem to us to be the
most relevant and important. Even so, we are not able to discuss, in
a brief statement, the large numbers of grants which would substanti-
ate our view. More important, we have no assurance that we have
dealt with all of the issues which might seem important to one or
another member of the committee.

A second concern relates to the future procedures of the committee.
Are we to know what information comes to the attention of the com-
mittee or its staff which might be critical of our two foundations?
Will we be given full opportunity to know about and to reply to mate-
rial vghich might influence the committee toward conclusions adverse
tous?

We believe, and the chairman has so stated, that the committee does
not wish to inflict injury upon established institutions such as ours.
We suggest that the committee insure this by affording the foundations
an opportunity to be heard on the draft of any report which the
committee proposes to submit. We see no other way to insure that
we are responslive to the real issues in the minds of the committee which
would have been disclosed had public hearings not been terminated.

‘We hope that the committee will find the attached statements useful
in its d%iberatiforllls. ’
espectiully yours
’ Deax Rusk,
President, the Rockefeller Foundation and General Edu-
cation Board.

FOREWARD BY JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER 3D, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARDS OF

TRUSTEES, THE ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATION AND GENERAL EDUCATION
BOARD

One of the basic factors that give our American democracy its
strength is the sense of responsibility on the part of the individual for
his fellow “eitizens and His commmumty. - Philanthropy, whether it be
on an individual or foundation basis, is an important expression of
this fundamental. The giving of the individual will always be para-
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m(funt, but foundations have come to play an increasingly important
role. E : : '

The wise distribution of philanthropic funds is more difficult than
is commonly supposed. Fully appreciating this fact, my grandfather
established the Rockefeller Foundation and General Education Board
in order to provide the continuing wisdom and insights of a group
of distinguished and experienced men. To them was given broad
discretion.

The charter of the Rockefeller Foundation provides that its funds
shall be spent for “the well-being of mankind.” This gives great
latitude as to the fields of program, but no latitude as to the purpose
or objective—man’s well-being. Thus, in considering program or
individual projects the primary concern of the trustees is to make
sure that the action taken will effectively advance the interests of
man or, differently expressed, the public interest. An important
guide toward this end has been the founder’s statement that, “The
best philanthropy involves a search for cause, an attempt to cure
evils at their source.”

While my grandfather never participated in the affairs of the
foundation or the General Education Board once they were formed,.
he followed with great interest for nearly 25 years their programs:
and progress. To him, to my father who was chairman of both
boards until 1940, and to the other members of our family, the
achievements of these two foundations have been a source of genuine
satisfaction. We feel a deep sense of gratitude to their trustees and
officers who have rendered such devoted service over the years.

The trustees of both the Rockefeller Foundation and the General
Education Board have noted the expressed desire of the members of
the special committee to investi%ate tax-exempt foundations to carry
out their responsibilities in such a way that their report will make-
a constructive contribution insofar as the future of foundations is
concerned. The trustees feel confident that the statements which are-
submitted herewith will be received and considered in this spirit.

I. InTrRODUCTORY COMMENTS

The Rockefeller Foundation and the General Education Board are-
two foundations established and endowed by John D. Rockefeller in
1913 and 1903, respectively. In accordance with the usual practice,.
this statement is presented by their president as an authoritative
expression of the views of the two corporate bodies. It is verified
by him under oath, as are the separate supplemental statements of the-
two organizations. :

The connection of the incumbent president with these two founda-
tions dates from his election as a trustee of the Rockefeller Founda--
tion in April 1950, and as a trustee of the General Education Board
in December 1951. As to events prior to those dates, this statement-
and the supplemental statements are necessarily based not upon the

resident’s personal knowledge of the activities of the 2 organizations-

ut upon his information and belief, derived from the extensive rec-
ords of the 2 foundations and from discussions with present and’
former trustees, officers, and staff. In the case of 2 foundations which
are 41 and 51 years old, a considerable number of important partici--
pants are no longer alive and others are widely scattered.
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Among the criticisms of the Cox committee’s investigation of foun-
dations 1n 1952, advanced as reasons for a second investigation, was
the fact that foundation witnesses were not sworn when testifying
before that committee. It was said on the floor of the House that—
as a result of this, neither the Congress nor the people know whether these
officers and trustees were telling the truth.

We protest this statement and we do not know what the speaker
- meant when he added :

For the sake of the foundations, this error should be rectified.!

We have no objection to testifying under oath. The omission of
an oath was not at the request of the Rockefeller Foundation or the
General Education Board but was the decision of the Cox committee,
with the apparent consent of all committee members then present.
Had the witnesses who testified in behalf of our organizations been
under oath, their testimony before the Cox committee would have
been the same, with the understanding which was clearly implicit
throughout those hearings that as to facts not within their personal
knowledge they were testifying upon information and belief. We
have no double standard for testimony, depending upon whether it
is sworn or unsworn.

We affirm unequivocally the integrity, patriotism, sense of responsi-
bility and devotion to the public interest of all those, whether trustees
or officers, who have over the past half century made the decisions
which carried out the trusts laid upon the Rockefeller Foundation
and the General Education Board. There is no trace of Communist
infiltration into either of these foundations. In the course of the

resent investigation, it has been stated or implied by witnesses be-
gore the committee that they are in some way involved in an extra-
ordinary catalog of offenses, ranging from aiding and defending
Communist practices in the schools to violation of the antitrust laws.
Although it is hard to believe that the committee has taken seriously
the great majority of these charges, we shall try to be responsive and
at the same time, to furnish information about the actual roles of our
two foundations over the past decades.

We comment in this and in 2 supplementary statements, 1 for the
Foundation and 1 for the Board, on what seem to us to be the more
important issues raised before this committee. If we do not respond
to every expressed or implied charge, it should be understood that
we do not concede them. We are confident that the committee will
agree that we would not show a proper respect for the Congress were
we to assume that the committee itself has embraced all of the bizarre
innuendoes presented in the testimony.

The record of this investigation suggests to us that foundations are
not the only institutions under scrutiny here and may, in fact, be
serving as an indirect channel for criticism of important segments of
our national life, such as our educational systems, our scholarly or-
ganizations, and many established polices of the Government itself.

Our 2 foundations can state our own actions and why we have made
the grants we have made, now amounting to more than $800 million.
We can also state the basis of our confidence in the institutions and
organizations to whom we have made these grants. We should re-
gret, however, being placed in the position of speaking for those for

1 Congressional Record, July 27, 1953, p. 10190. See also ibid., 'p. 28 et seq.
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whom we are not accredited spokesmen. Our school systems, our
colleges and universities, and our research and scholarly organiza-
tions are able to speak for themselves and we would not wish their
position to be prejudiced by any failure of our own to present their
views adequately. :

We feel strongly about some of the fundamental issues which have
been raised before this committee; some are of greater moment to
our free society than is the position of any particular foundation; if
we speak forcefully, we believe that we owe the committee a duty
to do so.

IT. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

A. PUBLIC RESPONSIBILITY AND FREE ENTERPRISE IN PHILANTIIROPY

The Rockefeller Foundation and General Education Board have
always acknowledged that their funds are held as a public trust. Our
trustees recognize a heavy public responsibility, arising from the vol-
untary action of John D. Rockefeller in committing substantial pri-
vate funds to a public purpose, from the policy and laws of the State
of New York and of the United States which permit the two founda-
tions to act corporately for a public purpose, and from the important
privileges granted to educational, religious, and charitable institu-
tions by certain Federal and State tax laws.

Though dedicated to the public interest, the Rockefeller Founda-
tion and the General Education Board retain many of the essential
attributes of private, independent organizations. They are nonpo-
litical and nongovernmental in character. In each case their policies
and decisions are in the hands of a board of trustees of responsible
citizens, who contribute time and a lively interest to their activities
and who select officers and professional staff to carry out their policies.
The foundation and the board hold and invest their own funds and
decide how to spend them for the purposes for which they were cre-
ated. They are private in that theg are not governmental; they are
public in that their funds are held in trust for public rather than
private purposes. As social institutions, they reflect the application
to philanthropy of the principles of private initiative and free enter-
prise, under public policies which have long recognized the benefits
of such activity to a free society.

Most of the discussion of the free-enterprise system in America has
focused upon its accomplishments in lifting the figures of national
production and the general standard of living to levels never before
attained in any other country. With Government controls limited,
the release of the energies behind individual initiative has been given,
we believe deservedly, a large measure of the credit for these extra-
ordinary results. Less attention has been paid to the reliance we
have placed upon the philanthropic impulse of private citizens. This
has been left in large measure free from Government control and has
been given positive encouragement through the tax laws. The result
has been an impressive voluntary outpouring of wealth for charitable,
educational, scientific, and religious purposes, transforming material
wealth into opportunities for pursuing the enduring values of the
mind and spirit.

The voluntary association of private citizens for the carrying out
of public tasks is‘deeply reoted in our traditiop and-saves us from a
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dismal choice between leaving many tasks undone or handing them
over to an all-pervasive Government. It has been argued that the
favored tax position of schools and colleges, foundations, and a large
number of charitable activities rests upon the propositions that they
do what Government itself would otherwise have to do from public
funds and that independent organizations can do many of these tasks
better than could Government. While there is evidence that such views
have had a strong influence, a more fundamental basis for the public
policy on the matter appears to us to be the ilnportance in a free so-
ciety, of encouraging the widest diversity of individual and group
effort in order that citizens may share directly in the privileges and
responsibilities of free institutions.

President Eliot of Harvard, speaking in 1874, long before our
foundations were established, said:

* » * Tn England and the United States, the method of doing public work
by means of endowments managed by private corporations, has been domesti-
cated for several centuries; and these are the only two nations which have suc-
ceeded on a great scale in combining liberty with stability in free institutions.
The connection of these two facts is not accidental. The citizens of a free State
must be accustomed to associated action in a great variety of forms; they must
have many local centers of common action, and many agencies and administra-
tions for public objects, besides the central agency of Government. * * * To
abandon the method of fostering endowments, in favor of the method of direct
Government action, is to forego one of the great securities of public liberty.’

These are among the basic considerations which have led the Con-
gress, the legislatures of the 48 States, and the courts to shape the
laws and public policy in such a way as to encourage private philan-
thropy. The principles involved were brought to our shores by the
first settlers and have been reflected in official attitudes throughout
‘our history. The Congress has affirmed its support of this policy by

recent increases in the permissible deductions for charitable contri-
butions made from individual and corporate incomes. One of the two
recommendations of the Cox committee was the following:

2. That the Ways and Means Committee take cognizance of our finding that
the maintenance of private sources of funds is essential to the proper growth of
our free schools, colleges, churches, foundations, and other charitable institu-
tions. We respectfully suggest that the committee reexamine pertinent tax
laws, to the end that they may be so drawn as to encourage the free-enterprise
system with its rewards from which private individuals may make gifts to these
meritorious institutions.®”

We conclude that the underlying public policy is firmly established
and represents not only a traditional attitude of long standing but the
present policy of Federal and State governments.

We wish to emphasize that the Rockefeller Foundation and General
Education Board have conformed to all applicable laws and author-
itatively expressed public policies, and will continue to do so. This is
our duty as citizens, and was clearly the wish of our founder. We shall
be attentive to the views of responsible critics, but we do not expect
to treat criticism as legislation or to accept the adverse witnesses who
have testified before this committee as exponents of public policy. Our
trustees would violate their trust if they should fail to bring to bear -

2 Charles W. Ellot. Exemption From Taxatlon of Church Property and the Property
of Educational, Literary, and Charitable Institutions, American Contributions to Civiliza-
tion and Other Essays and Addresses (New York: The Century Co., 1907), pp. 340-341.

30U, 8. Congress (82d Cong., 2d sess.), House Select: Committee To Investigate Founda-
tions and Other Organizations * * * (final report * * * Washington, D. C.: U, 8. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1953), p. 18.

49720—54—pt. 2——9
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upon its performance the full extent of their experience and judgment
and should substitute therefor the least common denominator of
divergent views from every quarter.

Where public interest and private initiative are subtly merged, as
in the case of an endowed foundation, how is the public interest safe-
guarded? In the case of the Rockefeller Foundation and the General
Education Board, continuous effort is made to do so along several lines.

First, and most important, the trustees and officers in the perform-
ance of their duties are infused with a deep sense of public obligation.
Having been entrusted with decisions to spend funds for the public
good, they bring to their tasks the best of their judgment and skills, a
disinterested rather than a partial view, and as much imagination and
insight as their capacities permit. Their decisions cannot hope to win
universal approval, and occasional mistakes may occur, for these are
inevitable accompaniments of risk bearing. In judging the record of
these trustees and officers, it is not reasonable or proper to use, as a test,
one’s agreement with each individual decision. The fair test is the
seriousness and general competence of the attempt, on the part of
trustees and officers, to discharge faithfully their difficult duties.

Second, we appraise our own judgments through the advice and
counsel of many others who can contribute the wisdom of experience
and special knowledge. This is a continuous process, systematically
pursued by the officers, involving consultation with hundreds who give
generously of their time and thought to the problems presented. Some
of it is reflected in a more formal arrangement when competent in-
dividuals are invited to serve the foundation on boards of consultants
on such matters as medicine and public health, agriculture, or legal
and political philosophy. ,

Third, we respond fully to our obligation to conform to all relevant
laws, to make regular reports to public authorities to whom such
reports are due, and to use our best efforts to furnish information
requested by any official body. '

Fourth, the Rockefeller Foundation and the General Education
Board keep the public informed as to their activities through regular
publications which are given wide circulation.

Publications

In their long series of annual reports, the foundation and the board
have sought to tell in plain terms both what they were doing and why.
The policies of the trustees, the thinking which led to the develop-
ment of those policies, and the methods of the officers in applying those
policies, have been regularly disclosed. Grants have been listed, with
a statement of their purpose and amount. These annual reports, sup-
plemented frequently, in the case of the foundation, with brief reports
entitled “The President’s Review,” have been given the widest dis-
tribution, both in the United States and abroad, to the press and to
leading libraries, as well as to individuals and institutions on ex-
tensive mailing lists. In the last few years the foundation has also
issued quarterly reports at the end of each calendar quarter cover-
ing grants made during that period. Since 1914, the general educa-
tion board’s annual reports have been equally complete and detailed.

In addition to these regular reports, special volumes are published
where it is felt that they would meet a scientific, scholarly, or gen-
eral interest. Recent examples are the volumes Yellow Fever, edited
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by Dr. George K. Strode; The Story of The Rockefeller Foundation,
by Mr. Raymond B. Fosdick; Crete: A Case Study of an Under-
developed Area, by Dr. Leland G. Allbaugh; and The Sardinian
Project: An Experiment in the Eradication of an Indigenous
Malarious Vector, by Dr. John A. Logan. To these are added a large
number of technical articles arising from the research of the founda-
tion’s own staff in such fields as virus diseases and agriculture.

Our heavy correspondence and press clippings every year bear
witness to the attentive reading of these reports and the widespread
interest they have aroused. )

In his report to the committee, its director of research charges that
the foundations have not reported the purpose of certain grants “in
language which could be readily understood.” * In our case, the rec-
ord of careful and full reporting makes it evident that any allegation
of attempted concealment or distortion is without substance.

B. THE TAX EXEMPTION PRIVILEGE

The American Governments, Federal and State, from their earliest
days have used the tax laws as effective and versatile instruments for
the encouragement of voluntary private philanthropy. This en-
couragement has taken a variety of forms: Exemption of philan-
thropic enterprises from income tax, exemption of bequests to philan-
thropic organizations from estate and inheritance taxes, exemption of
inter vivos gifts to such organizations from gift taxes, permission to
deduct contributions to such organizations from income otherwise sub-
Ject to tax.

Although tax privileges in one or more of these various forms
doubtless have an important influence on the organization of founda-
tions today, it should be noted that the tax element played no signifi-
cant part in the creation of the Rockfeller Foundation and the General

-Education Board by John D. Rockefeller. In 1903, when the General

Education Board was founded, there were neither income nor estate
taxes, and although the 16 amendment, authorizing a Federal income
tax, had become part of the Constitution before the incorporation of
the Rockefeller Foundation in May 1913, the first income tax law
under the new amendement was not enacted until the following Octo-
ber, and the tax which it imposed was at too low a rate to have an
appreciable influence.

The statement has been frequently repeated in the course of this
investigation that a large part (sometimes placed at 90 percent) of
the funds distributed by tax exempt foundations represent money
which, but for the tax-exemption privilege, would belong to the Gov-
ernment. As to our two foundations this assertion is not correct. For
example, the ordinary annual income of the Rockefeller Foundation
in recent years has averaged around $15 million. Dividends received
from corporate stocks held by the foundation account for 91 percent
of thisamount. We are advised that if the Federal income-tax exemp-
tion were withdrawn, the tax payable by the foundation on the basis
of the above figures, under the present corporate income-tax structure,
would be about $865,600, or at a rate of between 5 and 6 percent rather
than 90 percent. This is due in part to the 85 percent dividend receipts
credit, in part to the costs of operating the foundation’s programs in

+ Stenographic transcript (hereinafter cited as transcript), ibid., p. 49.
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public health and agriculture, costs which would clearly be deductible
In arriving at taxable income, and in part to the right to deduct, in
any event, in arriving at taxable income, contributions made to other
tax-exempt organizations not in excess of 5 percent of the donor’s net
income. These figures do not take into account capital gains (as in
1952) or losses (as in 1951) resulting from the sale of investment
Becuritles.

~ Nor can it be supposed with any certainty that a repeal of the exist-
ing income-tax exemption of foundations would result in any signifi-
cant increase of the public revenues. True, a fund which had been dis-
tributing all or the major part of its income in grants might not be
able to deduct more than a limited percentage of this total in com-
puting its income subject to tax, though it might well be held that the
usual limitation is inapplicable to a corporation whose sole aythorized
activities consist of clll)aritable operations and grants. In any event,
the removal of the exemption might serve to influence some boards of
trustees, as a matter of provident discharge of their trust, to discon-
tinue grants and substitute direct operations in such fields as scientific
research, health, or public welfare, on such a scale that the clearly
deductible costs of operation would exhaust the income, leaving noth-
ing against which tﬁe tax could be assessed. Although the benefits
which could be derived from such direct operations might be of great
significance, there would be a corresponding loss’ of flexible and stra-
tegic financial reserves available for the support of research and
scholarship in established institutions of learning—particularly
where uncommitted funds are needed to follow up on promising new
leads in scientific and scholarly investigation. Even though it would
be possible to discourage the grant-making function of foundations by
changes in existing tax laws, these changes would not insure additional
funds for the Public Treasury and might, in fact, work against the
public interest.

It should further be noted that under their present status the funds
of the Rockefeller Foundation and the General Education Board are
a part of the general stream of enterprise which produces taxation for
the support of the Public Treasury. As has been indicated, their
funds are invested largely in corporate stocks and other types of se-
curities.® The Rockefeller Foundation pays substantial taxes through
the corporations whose stocks it holds. We are advised that during
1952 the foundation’s share of corporate taxes, based upon its own
holdings of corporate stocks, amounted to afpproximately $12,785,000.
Our two foundations also pay other taxes; for example, the transpor-
tation tax on the travel of staff, the tax included in rent and on sup-
plies, and social-security taxes on payroll to name a few. When the
foundation or board makes a philanthropic gift, such funds or the
income therefrom go quickly into the payment of salaries and travel,
the purchase of equipment and supplies, and a wide range of similar
uses which are tax yielding in character. Apart from money which
goes directly into the Public Treasury as taxes, both the Rockefeller
Foundation and the General Education Board have contributed sub-
stantially (over $75 million) to tax-supported institutions and agen-

5 The recommendation has been advanced before this committee that foundations should
mnot hold more than 10 percent of the stock of any one corporate enterprise. OQur founda-
tions voluntarily adopted this principle some years ago and at present have reduced all of
their holdings below this level with the exception of one company, our stock in which (22

percent of the shares outstanding) resulted from a gift. We are planning to make a similar
reduction in this holding.
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cies, such as State universities, public boards of education and boards
of health. These contributions have been much larger than any
income tax we might have paid had we not been tax exempt.

In broader terms, the activities of such agencies as endowed foun-
dations make an important contribution to the economiec structure upon
which Government finance must rest. If, for example, the support of
economic research makes it possible for both business leadership and
Government to understand more clearly and more accurately the surg-
ing processes of our productive system and, on the basis of such knowl-
edge, to make decisions which level off the peaks and troughs of the
business cycle and sustain a high and steady national production, the
benefit to the public purse is obvious. It is even more obvious that the
virtual elimination of yellow fever, the sharp reduction in malaria
and hookworm, have direct economic benefits as well as those which are
measured in terms of the physical welfare of human beings.

The Rockefeller Foundation and General Education Board are large
net contributors to, and not charges upon, our national wealth and
Public Treasury. We believe that we clearly pay our way.

What has been said is not intended to depreciate the value of the
exemption from Federal and State income tax of activities of a charit-
able, educational, or religious nature. The need for more, rather than
less, private enteprise in such fields adds importance to the encourage-
ment which legislatures have given through such exemptions to the
prospective donor. The importance of the exemption should not, how-
ever, be unduly exaggerated in terms of dollars, nor should the fact
of exemption be made an excuse for characterizing foundation funds
as Government funds, or for restricting such funds to fields in which
Government itself operates, or for projecting Government into fields
which are better left to the private citizens of our richly diverse
society.

. C. INTELLECTUAL SURVEILLANCE

Much of the testimony heard by the committee bears directly or in-
directly upon a fundamental and sensitive problem of foundation
?cti(\iity—t at of foundation control over studies aided by foundation

unds.

The implied premise of much of the criticism of foundations to be
found in the testimony is that foundations should be held responsible
for the views expressed by those who receive foundation grants. This,
in turn, rests upon the premise that the power of the purse means con-
trol over the product. The criticism fails because of the errors in its
premises. :

The product to be expected from a foundation grant of the type so
frequently criticized in testimony is an intellectual product. The exer-
cise of control would frustrate the principal object of the grant, namely
the unimpaired thinking of the scientist or scholar. If the answer
were to be determined in advance, there would be no need to make the
grant or conduct the study.

It should be noted that one of the committee’s witnesses, Dr. Thomas
Henry Briggs, testified :

It should go without saying that a foundation should never “attempt to influence

findings and-conclusions of research and investigations either through designation
of personnel or in any other way.” ®

¢ Transcript, p. 271, ibid., p. 102.
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Under our general practice, we consider that our responsibility 1s
to make a sound judgment at the time a grant is made, a judgment
which encompasses the importance of the purpose for which the grant
is'requested and the capacity and character of the individuals and
institutions who are to make use of it. But having made the basic
judgment that the recipient has the capacity and character to carry out
the study, we exercise a minimum of further control. Ordinary pru-
dence and the obligations of our trust require that we insist upon
financial accounting, to assure ourselves that funds are used for the
purposes for which they were appropriated. Where a second grant
to a particular undertaking is up for consideration, some assessment
of the work done under the first grant is necessarily involved. Fre-
quently, those who are working under foundation grants are visited
by one or more officers of the foundation while the grant is still cur-
rent, primarily to keep us informed as to what is going on in the field.
If the foundation should discover that an improper use were being
made of its funds, such as for subversive activities, the foundation
would undoubtedly intervene.

Subject to the foregoing, it has been our consistent policy not to
attempt to censor or modify the findings of scholars and scientists
whose work we are supporting financially. This long-standing policy,
which we believe to be wise, rests both upon principle and upon very
practical considerations.

The following are among the more important of these :

1. For the foundation to exercise intellectual supervision over its
grantees would require the foundation itself to formulate an officially
approved body of doctrine in almost every field of human knowledge.
This is not our role, and is quite beyond our intentions or our capacities.

2. In most cases, the foundation could make itself responsible for
scholarly or scientific conclusions only if it, with its own staff, sub-
stantially repeated the studies in question as a basis for its own find-
ing. This, too, we could not undertake except where our own staff
isengaged in research, as in virus diseases and agriculture. :

3. The role of surveillance would add enormously to the staff and
overhead costs of the foundation and consume philanthropic funds
for unnecessary and socially undesirable functions. :

4. The foundation is almost never the sole contributor to the
recipient of a grant; in fact, in the vast majority of cases it is a minor-
ity contributor. We see no basis in principle for the foundation to
assert a right of control taking precedence over national governments,
state legislatures, departments of education, boards of trustees of col-
leges and universities, faculties, other private donors, publishers, etc.
For foundations to attempt to exert such authority would lead to the
confusion of responsibility.

5. No institution, schoYar or scientist of character would accept a
grant which is conditioned upon intellectual control. To any scholar
worthy of the name, nothing is more important than his intellectual
freedom. ‘

6. The foundation necessarily makes a grant before the results of the
studies financed by the grant can be known. It is difficult to see how
this order of procedure could be reversed. )

The considerations outlined above seem to be conclusive against
the exercise of intellectual control by a private foundation over the
recipients of its grants. We believe that a free society grows in
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strength and in moral and intellectual capacity on the basis of free
and responsible research and scholarship. We shall continue to sup-
port vigorously this concept which lies at the heart of free institutions
and we will oppose any effort by government to use the tax-exempt
status to accomplish indirectly what could not be done directly under
the Constitution.

D. CONGRESSIONAL JURISDICTION

We respect the heavy responsibility which rests upon the Congress
for carrying out the onerous tasks placed upon it under the Constitu-
tion, but we submit that there are wide areas in the life of our people
which were not intended to be subject to congressional regulation and
control. 'We have welcomed the statements of the chairman and of
other members of the committee which indicate that this important
principle is receiving the committee’s attention.

However, the committee has heard considerable testimony maintain-
ing that foundations have contributed too much toward an empirical
approach as contrasted with a philosophical approach to certain
studies. We shall speak of this point later; for the moment, we wish
merely to observe that the relation between empirical studies and fun-
damental or general principle is an intellectual issue which is as old
as man himself, which entered our literature at least as early as Plato
and Aristotle, and which will endure as long as there are men to think.
It is not a question which any foundation, or all the foundations,
can or should referee or decide, and our foundations have never
attempted to do so. Nor is it, we submit, a matter under the jurisdic-
tion of the Congress.

Similarly, the curriculums of our schools are in the hands of tens of
thousands of agencies which are independent in curriculum matters;
these are the State and local educational authorities, teachers in our
schools and colleges, and the boards of our independent educational
institutions of all levels. The great strength of our educational sys-
tem is its variety of patterns and its decentralization of control. We
believe that it is not for government, nor for foundations, nor for an
other group, to attempt to impose conformity upon this variety. If
anyone has the impression that the foundations have the power to do
so, he is wrong as a matter of fact. If anyone has the impression
that our particular foundations have exerted pressure to produce such
uniformity, he is equally wrong.

E. PERSPECTIVE AND DISTORTION

The Cox committee reported to the Congress that it had been “allot-
ted insufficient time for the magnitude of its task.” * We respectfully
submit that the present committee faces even greater limitations of
time and staff if, even though giving attention to fewer foundations
than did the Cox committee, it extends its inquiry into a half century
of social, economic, and political change in the gnited States.

The committee has be?ore it a number of reports prepared by its
own staff which purport to deal with these complex events. They
have been widely regarded as a confused and inadequate review of the
decades they purport to cover and are particularly deficient at the

7 Final report, p. 6.
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very point of greatest interest to this committee, namely, the respon-
sibility of the foundations for the events themselves.

We ourselves do not find them to be a competent review of the trends
they discuss, more particularly as to their sweeping generalizations,
their proposed definitions of key terms, the accuracy and relevance of
their charts and tables, and the imbalance of the selected quotations
which they contain. We assume that we are not called upon to per-
suade staff members that they have been wrong about views which
they have now placed in the public record as sworn testimony and that
the committee will adopt procedures which will not permit staff to par-
ticipate in both an accusatory and an adjudicating role, ,

Ithough several sections of this statement have a direct bearing
upon these staff reports, we offer here brief comments on three of them.

Report of the director of research ®

The committee’s director of research described the logic used in the
preparation of his initial report as “reasoning from a total effect to its
primary or secondary causes.” ® If we read his report fairly in the
context of this investigation, his logic produces the following: (1)
A revolution occurred in the United States in the years 1933-36; (2)
this revolution occurred without violence and with the full consent of
an overwhelming majority of the electorate; (8) this could not have
happened had not education in the United States prepared in advance
to endorse it; (4) the foundations contributed funds and ideas to edu-
cation; (5) therefore, the foundations are responsible for the revolu-
tion.

The report in question seems to give little weight to the great de-
pression of the early 1930’s, to World War I, and to World War II.
Since the foundations have been charged with some undefined respon-
sibility for an increase in the powers and functions of government,
surely it is relevant that war and depression brought about an in-
creased exercise of power by both the executive and legislative arms
of the National Government under the Constitution. Surely it is
also relevant that, while some measures adopted by Government dur-
ing these decades were abandoned, others have continued, despite
changes in party control, as a part of ongoing public policy. In any
event, a number of allegations heard in the course of these hearings
appear to be directed, not at foundations, but at the executive, legis-
lative, and judicial branches of the Government and at the electorate.
‘We must strongly protest any attempt to involve our two nonpolitical
organizations in questions which are so basically political, both be-
cause the charges are unsupported and because it would be out of
character for our two philanthropies to attempt to reply to such attacks
in effective political terms.

We must also comment. upon the use of the word “revolution” in
the report of the director of research. The word has strong emo-
tional associations. It is frequently used in debate between political
parties and between factions within a political party—and in such
use, it is ordinarily accepted as a forensic figure of speech.

We object, however, to the use of the word “revolution” in an official
proceeding where the implication is a charge of wrongdoing. Such
a figure of speech should not be used as a basis for alleging improper
conduct or for impugning the reputations of respectable and law-

8 Transcript, p. 12 ff., ibid., p. 5.
¢ Transecript, p. 46, ibid., p. 20.
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abiding citizens. It doesnot help to put the word in quotation marks—
these become lost. It does not help to say, at the beginning of the
report, “In no sense should they [i. e., the statements in the report]
be considered as proof” 1° for such statements are overlooked. It does
not even help that the report came only from a member of the staff,
for it has already been attributed in the press to the committee itself.

As a recent statement of the American tradition on such matters, we
cite the following portion of an address made by President Eisenhower
on Ma% 31, 1954, at the Columbia University bicentennial dinner in
New York:

Whenever, and for whatever alleged reason, people attempt to crush ideas, to
mask their convictions, to view every neighbor as a possible enemy, to seek
some kind of divining rod by which to test for conformity, a free society is in
danger. Wherever man’s right to knowledge and the use thereof is restricted,
man’s freedom in the same measure disappears.

Here in America we are descended in blood and in spirit from revolutionaries
and rebels—men and women who dared to dissent from accepted doctrine. As
their heirs, may we never confuse honest dissent with disloyal subversion.

Without exhaustive debate—even heated debate—of ideas and programs, free
government would weaken and wither. But if we allow ourselves to be per-
suaded that every individual—or party—that takes issue with our own convic-
tiong is necessarily wicked or treasonous—then indeed we are approaching the
end of freedom’s road."

Report of the Assistant Director of Research on “Economics and the

Public Interest” **

A further issue of major importance is raised by this report, which
is entitled “Economics and the Public Interest.”

In his introduction, the writer of the report says:

This report is made for the purpose of showing the nature and increasing costs
of governmental participation in economic and welfare activities of the Nation.

The body of the report contains a number of tables reflecting the
upward trend of Federal Government expenditures for such purposes
as housing and slum clearance, social security and health, education
(including the GI bill of rights), public works, food programs, etc.

" The foundations are brought into the picture by statements in the
preface to the report to the effect that “Most, if not all of these newer
activities of government are recommended in * * * reports by various
educational groups, social science, and others, supported by founda-
tion grants,” ** and that “Much of this planning was done with the
aid of social scientists in government employ * * * [many of whom]
were directly or indirectly connected with educational organizations
who have and still are receiving very substantial aid from the large
foundations.”

The implication of these statements is that a grant by a foundation
to educational groups or institutions, or for the training of individuals
through fellowships, makes the foundation responsible for the views of
such groups, organizations and individuals on public issues. The re-
port In question seems to assign this responsibility to us even in the
case of employees of Government who are known to work under the
policy direction of the President, Cabinet officers, and the Congress.

10 Trangeript, p. 42, ibld., p. 19. .

1 The Department of State Bulletin, vol. XXX, No. 781, Publication 5503 (Washington,
D. C.: U. 8. Government Printing’ Office, June 14, 1954), p. 902,

12 Transcript, p. 1407, ibid., p. 628.

13 Transeript, p. 1403, ibid., p. 627.

M Transcript, p. 1405, ibid., p. 627.
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We do not see how such responsibility could possibly be assi§ned to
foundations, if for no other reason than that it would be wholly con-
trary to public policy to give foundations the power to exercise it.
Nor do we see why funds from foundation sources should be considered
as so different in this respect from funds from all other sources.

Let us assume, however, for the sake of argument, that if the state-
ments in the report were borne out by the facts, the foundations would
be properly chargeable with a share of the responsibility for the in-
creases in governmental expenditure resulting from “these newer
activities of government.” Would this be reprehensible “error,”
amounting to misconduct on the part of the foundations? If so, how
much graver must be the responsibility of the Members of Congress
who actually determined the policies and voted the funds in support
of measures which, according to the words of the report, “may be said
to be subversive, un-American, and contrary to public interest.” °
And how has the Supreme Court of the United States escaped impeach-
ment for sustaining the constitutionality of such measures?

‘We respectfully urge the committee to reread the report and to com-
pare the views of the Federal Constitution expressed by its author
with those of the Supreme Court as set forth by Justice Cardozo (an
appointee of President Hoover) in Helvering v. Davis (301 U. S. 619
(1937) ), upholding the constitutionality of the old-age benefit pro-
visions of the Social Security Act:

Congress may spend money in aid of the “general welfare.” Constitution, art.
I. sec. 8; United States v. Butler (297 U. 8. 1, 65) ; Steward Machine Co. v. Davis,
supra. There have been great statesmen in our history who have stood for other
views. We will not resurrect the contest. It is now settled by decision. United
States v. Butler, supra. The conception of the spending power advocated by Ham-
ilton and strongly reinforced by Story has prevailed over that of Madison, which
has not been lacking in adherents * * * (p.640).

* * * Counsel for respendent has recalled to us the virtues of self-reliance and
frugality. There is a possibility, he says, that aid from a paternal government
may sap those sturdy virtues and breed a race of weaklings. If Massachusetts so
believes and shaps her laws in that conviction, must her breed of sons be changed,
he asks, because some other philosophy of government finds favor in the Halls
of Congress? But the answer is not doubtful. One might ask with equal reason
whether the system of protective tariffs is to be set aside at will in one State or
another whenever local policy prefers the rule of laissez faire. The issue is a
closed one. It was fought out long ago. When money is spent to promote the
general welfare, the concept of welfare or the opposite is shaped by Congress,
not the States. So the concept be not arbitrary, the locality must yield * * *
(pp. 644-645).

0 IV Channing, History of the Umited States, p. 404 (South Carolina Nullification) ; 8
Adagls, )Hlstory of the United States (New England Nullification and the Hartford Con-
vention).

Our foundations have taken no position either for or against social-
security legislation. We are not quoting the opinion of Justice Car-
dozo as an expression of the views of our foundations on the broad
question of constitutional interpretation which he discusses. Again
our foundations have no corporate opinion on such issues. But we
respectfully submit that on such matters, as on the other controversial
matters covered in the assistant research director’s report, where the
legislative, executive, and judicial branches of the Government have
spoken in their support, the measures in question cannot properly be
characterized as “revolutionary,” “subversive,” or “un-American.”

15 Transcript, p. 1412, Ibid., p. 629.
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Report by the legal analyst

The policy issues presented by this report, parts I and II, are dis-
cussed in other sections of this statement. This report contains, how-
ever, statistical information about our grants which, on the basis of
our own records and published reports, is so inaccurate as to be
seriously misleading. The following items illustrate these inaccuracies.

Regarding grants by General Education Board to Dec. 81, 1952

According to—

Report of legal

analyst,! pt. I GEB records
Columbia University ... . ciceae———an $7, 607, 525 3 $3, 804, 644
College Entrance Examination Board. 3, 483, 000 None
National Education Assoclation..____ 978, 312 495, 743
Progressive Education Assoclation__ 4, 090, 796 1, 622, 506
Teachers College_ .. ... ..._ - 11, 576, 012 1, 540, 397
Lincoln School . ..o oceoooem . - 6, 821, 104 5,966, 138
University of Chicago_ . . e 118, 225, 000 25, 090, 562

1 Transeript, p. 1568, Ibid., p. 701,
2 Includes amount to Teachars College shown below,

Regarding grants by the Rockefeller Poundation, 1929-52

According to—

Report of legal

analyst,ipt.I | BF records
American Council on Education. . .. o aan $1, 235, 600 $397, 400
Columbia University.__.._..___ . 33, 300, 000 25 113,248
London School of Economics. 4, 105, 592 97
Teachers College_ _.........._ - 1, 750, 893 644,271
University.of Chieago. . .o .o oo 8 25, 087, 000 13,170, 103

1 Transcript, p. 1574. Ibid., p. 703.

2 Includes amount to Teachers College shown below.

3 The legal analyst’s report added to this figure a personal gift of $35 million by John D. Rockefeller, Sr.,
which resulted in a total figure of $60,087,000. The personal gift has been eliminated in this comparative
statement, which is limited. to the foundation’s contributions.

Regarding further grants by the Rockefeller Foundation

According to—

Report of Rockefeller
legal ana- Foundation
list,! pt. II records

American Council of Learned Societies (1925-52)
Amcrican Historical Association (1926-37)___.._
Institute of Internationai Education (1928-52)

$11, 069,770 $4, 758, 775
190, 830 43,0
1, 406, 405 561, 505

1 Report, pt. 11, p. 51. Ibid., p. 294.

If we are furnished information as to the figures desired, we shall
be glad to supply them in the interest of an accurate permanent record.

F. SCOPE OF THE PRESENT INVESTIGATION

At the first public hearing, the chairman of this committee included
the following in his remarks about the scope of the present inquiry:

Moreover, and again with an occasional exception, we shall chiefly conflne
our attention to the work of foundations in what are called the social sciences.
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Little criticism has come to us concerning research or other foundation activities
in the physical or exact sciences, such as medicine and physics.”
*® % * ] L] ® *

If we shall not spend much time in exposition of what great amount of good
the foundations have admittedly done, it is because we deem it our principal
duty fairly to seek out our error. It is only through this process that good can
come out of our work. It will be for Congress, the people, and the foundations
theselves to judge the seriousness of such error, and to judge also what corrective
means, if any, should be taken. Our intention has been, and I wish to make
this doubly clear, to conduct an investigation which may have constructive
results, and which may make foundations even more useful institutions than
they have been.” .

We appreciate the fact that the chairman has taken note of large
fields of foundation activity which have, over the years, become largely
noncontroversial in character. With full confidence in the import-
ance and usefulness of our support for work in the social sciences, we
urge the committee to take all of our activities into account in any
evaluation of our two foundations. In the case of the Rockefeller
Foundation, for example, it grants in the social sciences represent 15
cents of the foundation’s dollar expended. We believe that these ap-
propriations have rendered a notable public service. But the broader
question of the benefit to the public of any particular foundation
necessarily involves a view of its work seen as a whole.

The committee has had little attention drawn to the wide-ranging
scope of the private philanthropy provided by our two foundations.
It would be impossible for us to summarize this activity in the space
reasonably available to us. We respectfully urge any committee mem-
bers who have not had an opportunity to do so to read Raymond B.
Fosdick’s book, a copy of which we are furnishing each member of
the committee, our replies to the Cox committee questionnaire, and
our testimony before that committee.

We append two tables ® which we believe will be of some assistance.
The first is a summary table covering both organizations, which was
furnished to the Cox committee, but now is brought up to date through
1953. The second is a breakdown of grants of the Rockefeller Founda-
t101(1i to show something of the larger purposes for which they were
made. v

Mindful of the chairman’s desire to concentrate: (a) on the social
sciences, and (b) on seeking out error, we are naturally interested in
the standard by which error is to be identified. If knowledge is much
more elusive in the study of human affairs than in the case of physical
phenomena, just so is it more difficult to be certain about Wﬁat con-
stitutes error.

Any scholar or scientist is subject to temporary errors; under con-
ditions of freedom, corrections are worked out in the process of scien-
tific and scholarly debate, oral or written, and the issues resolved b
further testing and experimentation. It is not impossible for suc
issues to remain unresolved indefinitely, where no existing hypothesis
appears adequately to explain all the data which must somehow be
taken into account. Such differences are not treated as charges and
countercharges but are the bricks out of which the edifice of knowl-
edge is gradually built.

1 Transcript, p. 8, ibid., p. 2.

17 pranscript, p. 5, ibid., p. 3.
18 Appendixes A and B.
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If, however, we classify as error any departure from a generally
accepted principle of dogma, or any view which opposes one’s own,
or any questioning of one’s own commonsense experience, or any view
which conflicts with one’s own interest, then an official search for error
must evoke the gravest misgiving. We have supposed that our con-
stitutional arrangements and public policies make room for the widest
divergence of ideas, while exacting a course of conduct from each of
us which shares equitably the privileges and responsibilities of free-
dom. :

We do not feel it necessary to consider at length the full implica~
tions of the above comments, because we believe that there are other
questions which would be more immediately helpful to the committee
in judging the role of our foundations in the social-science field. These
questions are—

(1) Is it a reasonable exercise of the discretion vested in the
trustees of the Rockefeller Foundation to appropriate funds in
support of social studies as a contribution to the well-being of
mankind

(2) Isitareasonable exercise of such discretion for the trustees
to make such grants almost exclusively to colleges, universities,
and other research and scholarly organizations

(3) Isit a reasonable exercise of such discretion to make such
grants to such institutions, without requiring that the resulting -
studies conform to predetermined views of the foundation itself?

(4) Does the totality of grants made in support of the social
sciences by the Rockefeller Foundation represent a body of re-
search and investigation which is consonant with the public
interest of the United States and with the well-being of mankind %

We believe that all four questions must be answered affirmatively.

III. ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES
A. ORGANIZATION AND PURPOSES

The Rockefeller Foundation was chartered by a special act of the
Legislature of the State of New York in 1913 for the purpose of pro-
moting the well-being of mankind throughout the world. In 1929
.the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial, another philanthropic
foundation established in 1918 by Mr. Rockefeller, was consolidated
with the Rockefeller Foundation. The total of Mr. Rockefeller’s
gifts to the foundation was $182,851,000, and the assets of the memorial
at the time of consolidation had a value of $58,756,000. By the end of
1953, the foundation had made 30,572 grants, totaling $501,749,878 in
expended and authorized appropriations. Itsremaining capital funds
have a present market value of approximately $366 mililon.?®

The General Education Board was incorporated in 1903 by a special
act of Congress for the purpose of promoting education in the United
States of America, without distinction of race, sex, or creed. It
received from Mr. Rockefeller $129,209,117 in a series of grants and
an additional $15,751,625 from the Rockefeller Foundation, making
a total of $144,960,742.2° The board has made 11,237 grants totaling
$317,733,124, for the benefit of education in this country. Its funds

2 Ag of July 21, 1954, .
20 An additional $116,615 was received in gifts from other sources.
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have now been distributed or allocated except for a relatively small
balance of about $700,000 2* and, for this reason, it is in the process of
winding up its activities.

Although they are legally independent of one another, the Rocke-
feller Foundation and the General Education Board have had close
ties. For many years a substantial majority of both boards of trustees
has been identical. Since 1936 they have had the same chairman
(successively John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Walter W. Stewart, John
Foster Dulles, and John D. Rockefeller 3d) and the same president
(successively Raymond B. Fosdick, Chester I. Barnard, and Dean
Rusk). For a much longer period they have had a common treasurer;
they are both served by the same comptroller. They have occupied
offices on adjoining floors of the same building, which has fostered
close contacts between the two staffs.

The operations of each organization have been in a broad sense
coordinated with those of the other. Thus the foundation, authorized
under its charter to promote the well-being of mankind throughout
the world, has tended to defer to the General Education Board on
opportunities for aid to education as such within the United States,
the field to which the board is directed by its charter. Of course, the
Rockefeller Foundation has made substantial sums available to edu-
cational institutions in the United States and other countries in
connection with its own activities.

B. TRUSTEE RESPONSIBILITY

The allegation has again been made before this committee that the
trustees of foundations abdicate their responsibility. The Cox com-
mittee inquired into this point in 1952, hearing considerable testimon
upon it, and reached a finding favorable to foundation trustees whic
concluded with the following statement :
i As to the delegation by trustees of their duties and responsibilities, the prob-

lem is basically the same one that confronts the directors of a business corpora-
tion. Both must rely in large measure upon their staffs. There is this one
important difference, in the opinion of the committee. The trustees of a public
trust carry a heavier burden of responsibility than the directors of a business
corporation. In fairness it should be said that in the opinion of the committee
this principle is fully recognized by the trustees of foundations and that they
make a determined effort to meet the challenge.”

It is difficult to understand the allegation in the case of the General
Education Board prior to the recent curtailment of its activities, or its
survival in the case of the Rockefeller Foundation, where the facts
conclusively refute it. The explanation may lie in the quandary in
which a hostile critic finds himself when he wishes to attack a grant
which has been made by a board of trustees of distinguished citizens
whose broad experience, public service, and loyalty cannot be effec-
tively questioneg. He elects to retreat into the position that “These
men obviously didn’t do it,” rather than face the fact that such men
might disagree with him. ‘ v

The trustees of the Rockefeller Foundation, a complete list of whom
is attached,? fully recognize a heavy responsibility for the trust which
has been placed in their hands. They meet it in the following manner:

= Ag of July 21, 1954.

2 Final report, p. 11.
= Appendix C.
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(A) Board meetings

The full board of trustees meets twice each year, in April (1 full day) and
in December (2 full days). The 1st day of the December meeting is ordinarily
given over to a general discussion of the policies and procedures of the founda-
tion; it is here that the trustees are afforded an opportunity to raise new ideas
and offer criticisms and suggestions about the work of the foundation in its
broadest aspects. As for the appropriations of funds to be considered at the 2
full meetings, the trustees are provided a docket at least 10 days in advance,
which contains a description of the activities for which funds are recommended
by the officers. The distribution of such a docket prior to each meeting gives
the trustees an opportunity to study proposed actions in advance and to be
prepared to offer suggestions or raise questions or consult with others before
final action is taken. At each meeting, proposed appropriations are presented
orally by the officers and are subject to discussion, approval, modification, or
rejection by the full board. This consideration is not merely formal in character
but includes the type of exchange which develops a consensus in the board and
between the board and the officers which gives direction and guidance to the
work of the foundation.

(B) Ezecutive commitiee

The executive committee of the board of trustees has seven regular and two
alternate members under the chairmanship of the president. It meets at least
six times a year at the offices of the foundation. It receives an advance docket
and considers proposed appropriations with the same procedures used by the
full board. It is limited in the amounts it may expend between board meetings
without the express authorization of the board. '

(C) Special policy committees

From time to time the chairman of the board of trustees may appoint a special
policy committee of the trustees to review the policies and operations of the
foundation. ‘Such reviews extend over a period of months and require sub-
stantial commitment of time and interest from the trustee members of such
committees, Their conoclusions and recommendations are reported to the full
board where thorough discussion serves to clarify policy and to readjust the
work of the foundation to changing conditions.

(D) Other trustee commitiees

Other standing committees of the board are the finance committee, the nom-
inating committee and the committee on audit, whose functions are indicated by
their titles.
{(B):Informal discugsion

The trustees take a lively interest in the work of the foundation which leads
to a considerable amount of informal discussion among themselves, between
gustees and officers, and between trustees and individuals outside the founda-

on,

(F') Publications

The trustees-receive and read the publications of the foundation, including a
monthly confidential report prepared by the officers for the information of the
trustees. _The latter report is “confidential” largely because it is intended only
for use within the foundation itself and because it occasionally discusses the
progress of scientific and scholarly studies before the scientists and scholars
themselves are ready to make their findings public.

(@) Visits to foundation activities

Many of the trustees have an opportunity from time to time to see firsthand
some of the work being supported by foundation appropriations, both in the
United States and abroad. On occasion, 2 or 3 members of the board may be
asked specifically to visit a particular activity, such as the Mexican agri-
cultural program, on behalf of the foundation. Since trustees are men whose
othe}' interests require travel, they frequently avail thmselves of opportunities
to discuss foundation affairs with our representatives stationed abroad and to
visit one or another project.

(H) Election of officers
One of the most important duties resting upon trustees is the election

of the officers of the foundation. This is particularly true in the case of th
r Iy e
president, the two vice presidents, the secrétary, the treasurer, the comptroller,
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and the directors of the four divisions. With the exception of the president, the
treasurer and the comptroller, the officers are elected annually upon the nomi-
n?tion of the president. It is fair to say that the procedures of the foundation
give the trustees an excellent opportunity to know and to judge the personalities,
character, and quality of work of the principal officers of the foundation.

It should be obvious from the above summary account that the role
of a trustee of the Rockefeller Foundation is an active one, particu-
larly for those trustees who serve on one or more of its committees.
Despite the demands made upon trustees’ time, the attendance of
trustees ‘at board and committee meetings establishes a remarkable
record of attention to duty on a voluntary and unremunerated basis.
Absences are almost invariably limited to those who are ill, out of
the country, or prevented from attending by some other clearly over-
riding consideration. Over the past 5 years, for example, if we ex-
cludes only trustees actually abroad or on formal leave of absence,
attendance at board and executive committee meetings has averaged
86 percent of the membership. This compares most favorably with
the experience of large business corporations.

We conclude these remarks about the role of trustees by repeating
here a portion of the testimony given before the Cox committee by
Chester I. Barnard, former president of the foundation and general
education board : .

% * % T have been a director of business corporations and still am for 40 years.
I never have seen any board that I have been on—and I know how many of the
others operate—in which the attention to the policies and the details by the
directors or trustees, whichever they use, were such as it is in the Rockefeller
Foundation. I do not know any organization in which a week in-advance you
have a complete docket book with the explanation of every item over $10,000
that you are going to be asked to vote on, and that includes with it a detailed
list of every grant-in-aid, of every scholarship or fellowship that has been
granted and any other action taken, and that has attached a list of the declina-
tions. That is just as important from a trustee’s point of view as the approvals.

Nor have I ever known of any organization in which so much careful atten-
tion was given to it.

In 12 years I have missed no meetings of the board of trustees of the Rocke-
feller Foundation and only 3 of its executive committee meetings, and that ie
not unique at all. That is some record for people who are busy, and every one
of the members on this board is busy. They read the docket book in advance,.
In addition to the docket book every single item in most circumstances has to
be presented by the director of the division which proposes it, and he has to
subject himself to cross-examination, and he gets it. He doesn’t get it on every
jitem, of course, but he gets it. So the matters that come before the board of
trustees of this foundation in my experience have been given more careful at-
tention by more competent people than I have seen in any other institution.
There is just nothing like it, and the idea that this thing has been run without
adequate attention by the trustees, that it is just in the hands of a bureaucracy
of officers, just certainly isn’t true, and it ought to be recorded here that it

isn’t true.” .
C. OFFICER AND STAFF RESPONSIBILITY

More has been said about trustees than about the officers and full-
time professional staff, since the role of the latter is better under-
stood. The officers and staff of the Rockefeller Foundation are or-
ganized, broadly speaking, into the divisions of medicine and public
health, natural sciences and agriculture, social sciences, humanities,
and in administration. The full-time personnel of the general edu-
cation board has now been sharply reduced because of the liquidation
of its activities.

2 7. S. Congress (82d, 2d sess), House Select Committee To Investigate Foundatlons
and Comparable Organizations. Hearings (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing
Office, 1953, p. 562).
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While, as has been shown, the trustees do not “abdicate” their re-
sponsibilities to the officers of the foundation, they must and do rely
heavily upon the officers for the effective performance of the founda-
tion’s tasks. The officers make recommendations on policy, seek the
most promising opportunities for the application of foundation
funds, review and investigate requests, propose grants for trustee
consideration, and keep in touch with educational, scholarly and
scientific leadership in many countries. Some are engaged directly
in scientific research in such fields as virology and agriculture. In
addition to handling the extensive administrative business of the
foundation, the officers are responsible for the approval of small
grants and the award of fellowships under general policies estab-
lished by the trustees and from funds made available by them for
that purpose.

It should be noted that the officers act as a group; their decisions
and recommendations are not made individually but in a process of
discussion which brings to bear a variety of experience and judg-
ment. The divisions hold frequent staff meetings on requests falling
within their respective fields of interest; discussions between divi-
sions occur where proposals involve more than one; finally, proposals
to the trustees are considered in a conference of the principal officers
of the foundation, where criticism and discussion can take place on
the broadest basis. :

The bylaws of the Rockefeller Foundation provide that the presi-
dent is the only officer eligible to serve as a trustee. Among the
principal officers of the foundation are always a number who by ex-
perience and capacity would be entirely qualified to serve as trustees
and, were they not officers, might well be invited to join the board.
In fact, then, the affairs of the foundation are in the hands of a board
or trustees of 21 distinguished citizens an officer group of highly
qualified individuals, all of whom can be relied upon to carry the
heavy burdens of their philanthropic trust with care and a deep con-
cern for the public interest.

D. TYPES OF GRANTS

The trustees of the Rockefeller Foundation determine, on recom-
mendation of the officers, what grants are to be made by the Founda-
tion, but the trustees delegate to the officers restricted authority to
make cértain smaller grants in categories described below. The trustees
also determine, upon recommendations of the officers, what expendi-
tures are to be made for administration and similar purposes.

The foundation makes grants both to individuals and institutions.
Grants to individuals are in the form of fellowships or of travel grants
and are limited in amount and duration. Grants to institutions are,
in accordance with the policy of the foundation, made only to other
tax-exempt institutions in the United States and to such institutions
abroad as are comparable in character and purpose to those receiv-
ing tax exemption in this country. By following this policy, the foun-
dation is assured that its grants to institutions in the United States
are limited to those which the Government itself has recognized as
being philanthropic in character.

In brief, the foundation’s grants are handled as follows:

1. The board of trustees, at its meetings, may make grants without
limit in amount, from either income or principal.

49720—54—pt. 2——10
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2. Between meetings of the board, its executive committee, consist-
ing of seven members and two alternate members (all trustees) may
make grants from either income or principal, subject, however, to the
following limitations:

(@) Each grant must be in accordance with the general policies
approved by the board ;

(6) No grant may increase by more than $500,000 a grant previ-
ously made by the board ;

¢) No new grant may exceed $500,000; and
d) Total grants between meetings of the board may not ex-
ceed $5 million unless authorized by the board.

A summary of the minutes of each meeting of the board and of the
executive committee, listing all grants, is sent to all trustees immedi-
ately following the meeting. All actions of the executive committee
are reported to the board at the first board meeting following such
actions.

3. The trustees delegate to the officers authority to make certain
smaller grants in the following categories:

(@) Grants-in-aid.—These are allocations made by the officers
from funds appropriated for this purpose annually for each divi-
sion of the foundation by the trustees. Each allocation is limited
to $10,000; total allocations to a project may not exceed $10,000
in any one year, and total support of a project through grants in
aid may not extend beyond 3 years or be in excess of $30,000. The
formal action authorizing the grant in aid must be signed by the
director of the division concerned, by the president or vice presi-
dent, after examining the supporting materials, and by the comp-
troller, who certifies the availability of funds for the purpose.
The usual grant in aid is about $2,000; not more than about 7
percent are for as much as $10,000. All allocations are reported
promptly to the executive committee of the board of trustees.

(b) Director’s fund grants—A director’s fund of not more
than $5,000 is set up annually for each division (as an allocation
from the grant-in-aid appropriation made by the trustees). Indi-
vidual allocations from this fund may not exceed $500 and are
made through a written action signed by a division director and
certified by the comptroller. All such allocations are reported

_twice a year to the trustees. The fund provides a flexible mecha-
nism for prompt response to the needs of individual scholars and
scientists at strategic times in the development of their work.
The grants are used for such things as equipment, honoraria,
travel, materials and research assistance.

(¢) Fellowship awards—These are awards made by the offi-
cers from funds appropriated annually for this purpose by the
trustees. The action making the foundation’s award 1s signed by
the director of the division concerned, the president or vice presi-
dent, and the comptroller. All fellowship appointments are re-
ported promptly to the executive committee.

IV. FoUNDATION SUPPORT FOR SOCIAL STUDIES

A. BACKGROUND OF FOUNDATION INTEREST

In a formal sense, the Rockefeller Foundation undertook financial
support for social studies when, in 1929, it was consolidated with the
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Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial and continued an interest al-
ready developed by the latter philanthropy.

In much broader terms, the foundation came to believe that its com-
mitment to promote “the well-being of mankind throughout the
world” compelled it to give attention to the baffling complexities of
human relations—to the processes by which men earn a living and the
difficulties they encounter in working out tolerable relations among
individuals, %roups, and nations.

From the beginning the foundation never considered that it had
or should have solutions to social problems behind which it should
throw its funds and influence. It has had no nostrums to sell. Its
approach rested upon a faith that the moral and rational nature of
man would convert an extrusion of knowledge into an extension of
virtue, and that he could make better decisions if his understanding
could be widened and deepened. :

The experiences of World War I and the painful uncertainties of
the postwar and depression period seemed to reflect a growing and
menacing gap between man’s technical and scientific capacity and his
apparent inability to deal with his own affairs on a rational basis. In
any event, it did not appear that we could escape fundamental poli-
tical, economic, moral, and social problems by concentrating upon
“safe” scientific subjects. Successes in public health were to mean
rapidly falling death rates and increased population pressures upon
resources. The study of nuclear physics, at first only a brilliant exten-
sion of man’s intellectual curiosity, was to lead to hydrogen weapons.
" There was no illusion about the rudimentary character of the so-
called social sciences or about the severe limitations which are encoun-
tered in attempting to apply the methods of the physical sciences to
man’s own behavior., Nevertheless, it was felt that there might be
sufficient regularity about human behavior to permit fruitful study,
.and that a scientific approach might evolve methods of study which,
if not a direct application of techniques developed in the older sciences,
-might lead to surer bases of knowledge than we now have. In any
.event, the possibility was worth the effort and the very attempt might
‘uncover promising leads which would increase our knowledge to a
-constructive degree.

A further impulse behind the interest in social studies was a con-
-viction that the strengthening of our own free institutions required a

“better understanding of the processes of a free society and the frame-

work within which a citizen enjoys the privileges and bears the re-
-sponsibilities of liberty itself. At a period when free institutions
. came under challenge from totalitarian ideology of both the left and

the right, it was felt that penetrating studies of our own free economic
-.and political institutions would help them to withstand assault.

It was fully appreciated that social studies would involve contro-
-versial subjects. It was felt, however, that a private foundation
-could, without itself taking sides on controversial issues, make a con-

tribution by supporting objective studies which might illuminate
- such issues and reduce contention. . .

~ Three-brief excerpts from our records throw light upon the way in
~which the foundation has approached the support of the social
sciences. The first is a memorandum prepared by the executive com-
mittee of the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial in 1924, referred
to by Dr. Thomas Henry Briggs in his testimony before this com-
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mittee,? the gist of which is quoted in Mr. Fosdick’s history of the
foundation :

The present memorandum proposes to indicate principles which affect the
ability of the memorial to become associated with projects in the field of social
science. Certain principles would seem to make association undesirable. It
appears advisable :

1. Not to contribute to organizations whose purposes and activties are cen-
tered largely in the procurement of legislation.

2. Not to attempt directly under the memorial to secure any social, economic,
or political reform.

8. Not to contribute more than a conservative proportion toward the current
expense of organizations engaged in direct activity for social welfare.

4. Not to carry on investigations and research directly under the memorial, ex-
cept for the guidance of the memorial.

5. Not to attempt to influence the findings or conclusions of research and in-
vestigations through the designation of either personnel, specific problems to
be attacked, or methods of inquiry to be adopted ; or through indirect influence
in giving inadequate assurances of continuity of support.

6. Not to concentrate too narrowly on particular research institutions. incur-
ring thereby the danger of institutional bias.

Certain principles would seem to make assistance from the memorial desirable.
It appears appropriate :

1. Mo offer fellowships to students of competence and maturity for study and
reseach under the supervision of responsible educational and scientific insti-
tutions.

2. To contribute to agencies which may advance in indirect ways scientific
activity in the social field.

8. To make possible the publication of scientific investigations sponsored by
responsible institutions or organizations through general appropriations to be
administered in detail by the sponsoring agency.

4. To contribute toward the expenses of conferences of scientific men for
scientific purposes.

5. To make possible, under the auspices of scientific institutions, governmental
agencies or voluntary organizations, demonstrations which may serve to test, to
illustrate or to lead to more general adoption of measures of a social, economic
or governmental character which have been devised, studied and recommended
by responsible agencies.

6. To support scientiflc research on social, economic and governmental ques-
tions when responsible educational or scientific institutions initiate the request,
sponsor the research and assume responsibility for the selection and competence
of the staff and the scientific spirit of the investigations.”®

The second quotation is a brief statement on controversy adopted
by the trustees of the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial and sub-
sequently by the trustees of the Rockefeller Foundation, following the
merger in 1929 of the two philanthropies :

Subjects of a controversial nature cannot be avoided if the program is to con-
cern itself with the more important aspects of modern social life. In fact, suc-
cessful treatment of issues of a controversial sort would be so important a con-
tribution to the fundamental objectives of the program that the existence of
militant differences of opinion cannot be thought to preclude the promotion of
inquiry under appropriate auspices.?

The last is taken from a memorandum prepared by the director of
the division of social sciences of the foundation in 1944 :

1. Though the degree of social need is always pressing toward grandiosity,
modest work will, in the long run, be most effective.

2. In recommending grants officers should try to anticipate the future—never
merely ride the coattails of an already discernible trend.

3. The social sciences division has no “nostrums” to sell. In choosing the ob-
jects of grants the guiding tendency should be not to pronounce answers but to

2 Transcript, p. 271 ff.  Ibid., p. 102.

2 Raymond B. Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation (New York: Harper
& Bros., 1952), pp. 200201,

# Ibid., p. 202.
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discover truth—not to manipulate new forces but to understand them—not to
choose society’s path but to illuminate it.?®

B. EMPIRICAL STUDIES

It has been suggested to this committee that foundations have had
an adverse effect on scholarship and research through an undue em-
Ehasis on empiricism and “a premature effort to reduce our meager

nowledge of social phenomena to the level of applied science.” 2°

We have presumed to question whether this committee has a man-
date from the Congress to inquire into the decision of foundation
trustees as to the distribution of funds between empirical and nonem-
pirical studies or to inquire into the current practices of our colleges
and universtities in this regard. But we do not seek to evade the
merits of the issue.

The history of the intellectual processes by which man has accumu-
lated knowledge shows that observation, experimentation, induction,
deduction and verification have each had an important role to play
and that it is by their skillful and imaginative combined use that we
have been able to push back the frontiers of knowledge. Without
empirical examination, general propositions fail to establish and main-
tain contact with reality; without general concepts, fact-finding be-
comes aimless wandering and produces helter-skelter collections of
unrelated bits and pieces. By observation and experimentation man
refines his ideas about the world in which he lives; by other rational
processes he reduces his masses of fact and impression to a degree of
order and gives them meaning. After enough regularity has been ex-
posed to justify the construction of a general theory, then and only
then can occur the crucial test of verification. Throughout this process
the questions “What is it?” and “How does it happen?” are among
the tools man uses while seeking an answer to the underlying question,
“What does it mean”

The interplay of observation, experimentation and theorizing has
roduced brilliant results in the natural sciences, enabling man to
ight back at disease, to harness new forms of power, and to wrest a

more abundant living from his environment. But even in the case
of the natural sciences, the path he has traveled has been a tortuous
one, filled with false leads, imperfect observation, inexact experi-
ment, theories which claimed too much, and contradictory facts for
which he could find no adequate explanation. New ideas have had
to run a gantlet of prejudice and entrenched opinion. Today’s
firmly held truth is modified by tomorrow’s fresh discovery. And
still today, as man looks out from peaks of knowledge which he dared
not hope to scale, he sees still higher peaks on the distant horizon
and vast fields of ignorance still to be explored. The process con-
tinues—with new findings, new mistakes, new instruments, new
techniques, and most important of all, new concepts and fresh
imagination.

It was inevitable that an attempt would be made to apply the
methods of the natural sciences to human affairs. Chemical and
physical approaches to the subtle problems of living matter—once
considered dominated by mysterious “vital forces” had striking and

28 Fbsdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, pp. 211-212,
2 Transeript, p. 42, ibid., p. 19.
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promising successes. It was wholly naturall to attempt to apply sim-
ilar analytical and quantitative techniques to social problems. It
should not be surprising that this attempt would encounter major-
obstacles—as did the efforts of those who first tried to apply Newton’s-
physics and Lavoisier’s chemistry to biology and medicine. The tech-
niques appropriate to the laboratory were insufficient for the study of
man in his social environment ; the circumstances of study were differ--
ent in fundamental respects; conditions could not be readily controlled’
s0 as to study one factor at a time, as the physical scientist often does.
The basic equipment of the scientist was nevertheless required : care-
ful examination of the evidence, an objective approach to data, and a.
lively and fertile imagination in the construction of hypotheses to be:
tested, and, throughout, a clear recognition that there must be a joint
emphasis on speculation and experience. Beyond that, techniques:
had to be revised and improved; the danger of seeing too much had’
to be avoided ; and the disconcerting influences of ungetected factors:
had to be faced. Although his problems of procedure were difficult
enough, the social scientist also faced the resistance and even hos--
tility of man himself, with his personal or group interests affected and.
his emotions and traditional patterns upset by new knowledge.

The social scientist persists in his effort to learn more about human:
behavior, despite the modest beginnings and the challenging com--
plexity of his task. He believes that he is beginning to know some-
thing, even though he is sure that he does not know everything. He:
is in position to throw some light on some situations, knowing better-
than most where his present limitations are. For example, we know
a great deal more now than we did 20 years ago about the processes:
by which we make a living in a free enterprise economy—more about
capital growth, the labor force, the market, rates of productivity,
prices; and this knowledge is becoming more accessible to the tens
and hundreds of thousands whose decisions determine the ebb and
flow of our economic life. We know more about the consumer, his

lans and prospective demands, his liquid assets, his preferences.

e know more about personnel selection and training, the motiva-
tions which affect productivity, the techniques of management. We
know more about the processes of normal development, the way in
which people learn. We can be quite accurate about short-range pop-
vlation predictions affecting such matters as our requirements for
schools and teachers or our pool of manpower for military service.
We at least know something about what new knowledge we need to
extend these predictions over a longer range. :

These few examples are given to illustrate that our knowledge about
human affairs is increasing, even if slowly and imperfectly, and that
such knowledge as we have can contribute practical benefits while
the search continues. If there are claims being made which seem
overreaching, if social scientists are in disagreement among them-
selves and with the layman, if there are many questions which can-
not be answered, all this is entirely normal. If there are errors and
a danger that we shall be misled by errors, the safeguard is the classic
and traditional one: free debate, the empirical testing of opposing
views, and a standing invitation to confront error with truth. Our
society is deeply in debt to the best of the social scientists. They are
among the most important of today’s pioneers.

As far as the Rockefeller Foundation is concerned, we attach no
particular importance to the argument about whether the term “social
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science” is properly used. Some of those who object to it probabiy
overestimate the certainties of the natural sciences. Some who use it
may claim too much for our knowledge of man. It is our view that
much more can be known about man than we now do and that knowl-
edge is to be preferred to superstition or prejudice. If a little knowl-
edge is a dangerous thing, the remedy is to advance further into the
unknown and seek out its mysteries, not to retreat into enforced
ignorance. '

Our foundations have provided funds for promising studies of an
empirical character in the social sciences, largely in the fields of eco-
nomics and human behavior, and we take genuine satisfaction from
them. These studies have been, for the most part, much more than
mere fact finding; they have been accompanied by a sensitive interest
in generalization and underlying principle. It has been our impres-
sion that those who are engaged in such studies are much aware of the
importance of general concepts and are the first to recognize the in-
adequacies of the tentative generalizations thus far reached. The
final answers have not been found is a reason for continuing the effort
rather than for abandoning the approach.

It should not be surprising that, on a comparative dollar basis, foun-
dation funds might seem to be more heavily concentrated in empirical
studies. They represent a relatively new field for academic develop-
ment and reflect, as the president of the Social Science Research Coun-
cil has pointed out, the pragmatic element in the American experi-
ence. Further, they are expensive and are often beyond the reach of
ordinary college and university budgets. Under these conditions,
foundation support is required 1f significant advances are to be made.

Alongside of empirical studies, our foundations have been interested
in philosophy and theory and have made many grants for the more
speculative ﬁp;lds. We have an active interest in moral, political, and
legal philosophy, in moral and spiritual values, in the philosophy of
history and the theoretical aspects of economics and international re-
lations. If the amounts have not been large in total, it is partly be-
cause large amounts are not needed, as contrasted with empirical
studies. A further reason is that the special combination of interest
and speculative capacity is somewhat rare, professional opportunities.
are limited, and large numbers of scholars in these fields do not come
forward. Finally, it is not at all clear just how a foundation interest
is best expressed ; perhaps what is most needed is fellowship or grant-
in-aid opportunities for younger scholars and a certain amount of
tree time for older scholars in widely diverse fields who wish to phi-
losophize about their experience and get their thoughts into more sys-
tematic form. These are questions to which we are giving continuous.
. attention. '

V. SpecIFIC QUESTIONS

A. INTRODUCTION

We turn now to the specific questions which the Congress has re-
ferred to this committee for determination. According to the report.
of the committee’s director of research, these questions are the fol-
Jowing:

Have foundations— :

Used their resources for purposes contrary to those for which they were-
established ?
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Used their resources for purposes which can be classed as un-American ?

Used their resources for purposes which can be regarded as subversive?

Used their resources for political purposes?

Resorted to propaganda in order to achieve the objective for which they have
made grants? ®

B. CONFORMITY TO CHARTER PURPOSE

The first question cited above is whether foundations have used their
resources for purposes contrary to those for which they were estab-
lished. As to the Rockefeller Foundation and General Education
Board, the answer is clearly “No.”

Let us first consider the foundation. It would surely be hard to find
words of broader import than those used in its charter to describe its
purpose, “to promote the well-being of mankind throughout the
world.” Only one inference can fairly be drawn from this wording :
that the intent of the founder was to place no limitation on the dis-
cretion of those who from time to time would be responsible for con-
trolling the destinies of the foundation, so long as their decisions could
reasonably be regarded as contributing to the well-being of mankind.

This was the determination of Mr. Rockefeller, based upon his long
experience of personal giving, and his knowledge of the pitfalls await-
ing donors who attempt to circumseribe too narrowly the purposes for
which philanthropic funds will be available over a considerable period
of years. He preferred to leave the decision as to program and policy
in the hands of succeeding boards of trustees, believing that a trust in
their wisdom and experience was less likely to be frustrated than an
attempt on his part to anticipate the needs of later generations.

Where the charter uses such broad language to describe the organ-
ization’s purpose, a strong presumption of validity attaches to the
determinations of its trustee, unless they fall clearly beyond the gen-
erally recognized area of permissible philanthropic giving. Whose
judgment is to be substituted for that of the trustees, as better quali-
fied to determine the purposes for which the Rokefeller Foundation
was established? Is a grant to be condemned as not within those pur-

oses because, for example, it is in support of studies relating to the

nited Nations? True, there was no United Nations when the founda-
tion was established in 1913. But the foundation’s charter was framed
to meet the needs of an unforeseeable future. That was the precise
reason for stating the organization’s purpose in such comprehensive
terms. Those who would impose a restrictive interpretation on such
language have a heavy burden of proof to carry, and may fairly be
said to expose themselves to the suspicion of wishing to substitute
their own political and economic predilections for the-open-minded,
farseeing vision of the foundation’s creator.

Turning to the General Education Board, we find that its charter
expresses a similar breadth of purpose. The special act of Congress
incorporating the board in 1902 declared its object to be “the promo-
tion of education within the United States of America without distinc-
tion of race, sex, or creed.” The types of education to be encouraged,
the methods to be pursued, the institutions to be benefited, were wisely
left to the discretion of the Board’s trustees. With respect to the
General Education Board we repeat what we have said as to the foun-

3 Transeript, p. 47, ibid., p. 21.
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dation, namely, that those who claim that the organization’s resources
have been used for purposes which are contrary to those so broadly
expressed in its charter have a heavy burden of proof to carry, and
one which, we submit, has been far from sustained in this investigation.

A criticism has at times been made that the interest of the Rocke-
feller Foundation in the social sciences represented a departure from
“the wishes of the founder.” There was discussion in the foundation
from the beginning about a possible interest in the social sciences;
Mr. Rockefeller himself established the Laura Spelman Rockefeller
Memorial to carry on his wife’s interest in social-welfare activities.
At an early stage the memorial decided to concentrate largely in the
social-science field; this interest became a part of the program of the
Rockefeller Foundation upon the consolidation of tﬁe two philan-
thropies in 1929.

It should be pointed out that John D. Rockefeller, Jr., served as
chairman of the board of trustees of the foundation for 22 years
(1917-39). He had been intimately associated with his father’s devel-
oping philanthropy and served the foundation during the period
when the natural sciences, social sciences, and humanities were added
to its program.

John D. Rockefeller 3d, the present chairman of the board, testified
at some length on this point before the Cox committee in 1952.%

There is no credible evidence to support the assertion that our two
foundations have in some reprehensible way departed from the pur-
poses of our founder or the purposes inscribed by public authority in
our charter.

C. ALLEGED SUPPORT OF UN~-AMERICAN OR SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES

‘We come next to allegations that the foundations have promoted
“un-American” or “subversive” action. This has been defined to this
committee by its director of research as “any action having as its
purpose the alteration of either the principles or the form of the United
States Government by other than constitutional means.” 32

The Rockefeller Foundation and General Education Board would
never knowingly participate in or support un-American or subversive
action. We were requested to report to the Cox committee the names
of recipients of grants who had been listed by the Attorney General
as subversive or who had been cited or critized by the House Un-
American Activities Committee or the Senate Internal Security Sub-
committee. No grant has ever been made by either foundation to a
recipient whose name appears on the Attorney General’s list of sub-
versives. This list, however, applies to organizations only, not
individuals, and to the best of our knowledge there is no similar
comprehensive list of individuals who have been officially designated
by government as subversive. Consequently, independent philan-
thropic bodies such as our foundations, whose earnest desire is to
avoid gifts to subversive individuals, are without reliable and positive
guidance in making their grants. The House Un-American Activi-
ties Committee has published Cumulative Index V to its publications,
but this document states : “The fact that a name appears 1n this index
is not per se an indication of a record of subversive activities. It

81 Hearings, pp. 565-568.
3 Transcript, p. 87, ibid., p. 17.
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simply indicates that said name has been mentioned in connection
with testimony or a report submitted.” 3

In making their reports to the Cox committee, our two foundations
Tevealed the names of all grant recipients who, so far as we could dis-
.cover, had ever been commented upon adversely by either of the
House or Senate committees above mentioned, or who had been listed
in any report of either committee as having been identified by a wit-
ness as a Communist, as one of a group affiliated with an alleged Com-
munist-front organization, or as one of the participants in some form
of pro-Communist activity. Because they came within one or another
of these categories, the Rockefeller Foundation named 2 organiza-
tions and 23 individuals who had benefited from its grants, and the
General Education Board named an additional six individuals to
whom or for whose support it had made grants.

The reporting of these names was by no means an acknowledgment
by our foundations that the organizations and individuals were in
fact subversive. On the contrary, a number of them have steadfastly
denied under oath any Communist affiliations, and now occupy posi-
tions inconsistent with any serious doubt as to their loyalty. Two of
the individuals have admitted that they were Communists at one time,
‘but they have publicly renounced the party. Neither of the two or-
ganizations has been placed on the Attorney General’s list of sub-
versive organizations. Furthermore, in most cases the grants were
made by our foundations long before the recipients were named even
in the manner above mentioned, and also before the slightest question
‘had been raised about them.

Our foundations refrain as a matter of policy from making grants
‘to known Communists. This rests upon two elements, the clearly ex-
pressed public policies of the United States, within which our founda-
tions operate, and the increasing assaults by communism upon science
-and scholarship which would lead our foundations, on intellectual
-grounds alone, to withhold support.

We recognize the necessity for Government to seek out and deal
with subversive activity from any quarter. In this, Government is
‘entitled to the sympathetic assistance of all responsible citizens.
"Where freedom and security are balanced against each other and it
‘becomes necessary to locate the line which separates permitted and

rohibited conduct, difficult decisions have to be made which reach
into the fundamentals of our society. For example, the definition of
subversion is a matter of extreme difticulty.

On broad grounds of public policy, we believe that private citizens
and organizations should approach unofficial definitions of subversion
‘with the greatest caution. This is not merely because the task is dif-
ficult, as the Congress has found it to be on the official plane. If pri-
vate organizations and associations should produce their own defini-
tions of subversion and should act toward their fellow citizens on the
‘basis of such private definitions rather than of those furnished by
duly constituted authority, the mutual confidence and trust which are
the cement of our democratic society would rapidly crumble away.
"The presumption of innocence is more than a luxury to be enjoyed in
settled times; it is a vital element in a society of freemen who work
‘together by consent and not by force. Under the American system,

& Cumulative Index to Publications of the Committee on Un-American Activities: Index
(Washington, D. C.: U. 8. Government Printing Office, 1963), p. 1.
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tyranny in government can be struck down at the ballot box but it is
far more difficult to hold private organizations to proper standards
if these organizations intrude upon security activities which are at the
heart of the governmental function.

_ A private citizen or organization can properly look to Government
for guidance in matters affecting loyalty and subversion. When one
turns to publie laws and to official declarations of public policy for a
definition of the term “subversive,” one finds a lack of precision which
itself may reflect differences about what constitutes wise policy in this
field as well as possible concern about the impact of applicable con-
stitutional provisions. For such constitutional provisions as those
concerning treason, bills of attainder, free speech, free press, and due
proeess of law enjoin caution upon Government lest the voice of the
opposition be silenced by public authority and fair differences of
opinion lead to the persecution of those with whom we do not agree.

We attempt to set standards for our activities and appropriations
which go far beyond any definition of subversion. We believe objec-
tive scholarship to be inconsistent with attitudes predetermined by a
totalitarian ideology or with conclusions which are reached to con-
form to a dictated pattern. The search for the highest quality, for
scholars and scientists of complete integrity, for men and women of
fine character and acknowledged capacity for leadership necessarily
means that questions of loyalty arise only in the rarest instances.

But we have always kept in mind the importance of the noncon-
formist in the advancement of human thought. This is not com-
munism—it is the antithesis of communism, which regiments its fol-
lowers and tolerates no dissent from the dogma of the Kremlin. Mis-
takes can and will be made and private organizations cannot guar-
antee a perfect record, any more than can an intelligence agency of
Government itself. So long as there is alertness to the dangers in-
volved, and reasonable effort to avoid them, we believe that the public
interest will be adequately protected. It would be gravely injurious
to the public interest if fear should lead to such restrictive procedures
as to impair seriously the work of the foundations at the frontiers
of human knowledge.

We expeet Government, acting under the law and the Constitution,
to identify what is subversive. We expect that the standard of con-
duct thus defined will be applied by due process. We believe that
private citizens and organizations are entitled to rely upon a man’s
reputation among his fellows for character, honesty, loyalty, and
good citizenship and that private citizens and organizations sflo_uld
not enter upon certain of the techniques of investigation appropriate
only to Government. We recognize that this is a field of infinite com-
plexity and are prepared to cooperate in any reasonable way to take
account of dangers from any source.

D. SUPPORT OF PRO-AMERICAN PROJECTS

‘We turn next to the related question whether our foundations have
adequately supported pro-American projects. ) .

Our grants are made almost exclusively to colleges, universities, and
other research and scholarly organizations. We affirm our confidence
in them as patriotic institutions which recognize their obligation to
serve the public interest. The diversity of interest and aspiration
among the American people forbids our thinking of pro-American



1098 TAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATIONS

in terms of a narrow formula couched in purely political terms. In-
stitutions which nourish the entire range of the religious, scientific,.
economic, social, artistic, and cultural values of our society are, in
the deepest and best sense, pro-American in character. We know:
of no class of institutions more alive to our basic values and more-
concerned to see them understood and appreciated than are our col--
leges and universities. We know of no better investment in the:
future of our country than our substantial grants to such institutions..

If we think, not of institutions, but of the kinds of work performed:
or supported, again we believe that our two foundations have con-
tributed immeasurable benefits to our country. 'We mention, but do-
not emphasize, that a very large portion of our funds has been spent
in the United States. We would suppose that a 35-year campaign
against yellow fever was pro-American and that those who gave their-
lives in the foundation’s successful fight against this pestilence served.
America, as well as the rest of mankind, as truly as did the soldier
who gave his life in battle. The building of a giant telescope on
Mount Palomar, the campaign against hookworm, the large and sus-
tained interest in Negro education, large-scale support for the study
of the economics of a free-enterprise system, the provision for thou-
sands of fellowships, are all examples of activities of which America.
has been a major beneficiary. It does not diminish America’s gain:
to know that others benefited as well, nor does it subtract from the:
end result to know that the impetus came from a desire to “promote-
the well-being of mankind throughout the world.”

In a somewhat narrower sense, however, our two organizations:
have consciously sought ways and means of contributing to the
strengthening of our national life. This has been expressed in large
support for medical education in the United States, in grants for ex-
tensive studies of our own economy, in support for studies of our
legal and constitutional system, our State and local governments, by
interest in national, regional, and local history, in support. for both
creation and appreciation in the arts. Materials available to the
committee will show many hundreds of grants for such purposes. In:
American history, for example, they will show 33 grants in 1953, 27 in
1948, and 25 in 1943—just to take 3 typical years.

In addition to American studies in the United States, we have en-
couraged American studies abroad, parallel to area studies of other
cultures in this country, as a means of establishing a base of knowl-
edge for broader and more accurate understanding between Ameri-
cans and the peoples of other cultures. Grants for this purpose have
%one to such universities as Oslo, Munich, Ankara, Tokyo, Kyoto, and

oshisha, to name a few.

We see no basis for any assertion that we have been negligent about
the interests of our own country in carrying out the mandates of our
charters.

From the context in which the question of pro-American projects
was introduced, we infer that it was intended to raise the question of
foundation support specifically for patriotic organizations. Nothing
we say is intended to depricate in any way the value of patriotic and
civie societies, which keep alive a love of country and a respect for the
American tradition. In a free society, particularly where there is a
strong emphasis upon individual liberty and initiative, there is an
important role for those who regularly remind us of the claims of the
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Nation upon our interest and loyalty. But we question whether the
*Congress would wish to use its investigatory or tax power to press
1Eartlcular claimants upon philanthropic funds which are entrusted

law to the judgment and discretion of boards of trustees. Such
-claims, if officially supported, would quickly multiply until they en-
compassed every worthwhile purpose in our society and would not
-obviate the ultimate need to make difficult choices in applying limited
funds to vast human needs. It is not surprising that our ¥oundations,
-which have largely concentrated upon basic research and support in
-certain fields for institutions of higher education, should have had
llittle or no contact with patriotic, veteran, or civic groups whose ac-
tivities are of a quite different nature. We have supposed that it has
‘been well understood that we have elected to work in other directions,
:since we have very little correspondence in our files from such groups
raising the possibility of foundation support. Such as we have con-
«cerns itself largely with local hospitals or other local charities which,
from the beginning, it has been the policy of our organizations not to
.assist.

There are some indications in the record of these hearings that the
‘term “pro-American” includes repentant Communists. We know of
repentant Communists who have benefited directly or indirectly from
.our grants. If it transpires that a former Communist is to be in-
-cluded among those to benefit from a proposed grant, our inclination
would be to make a judgment, however hazardous it might be, on the
merits of each particular case—a judgment as to the ability, charac-
‘ter, integrity, and present loyalty of the individual concerned. The
fact that a person may in earlier years have been a Communist would
not in ii:'se]fp disqualify him for a %Ioundation grant. Nor does the fact
‘that he has repented give him a claim to foundation assistance superior
to that of persons without a Communist record.

The committee will recognize that the problem is not a simple one.
‘For it, apparently, is only in very special cases that a former Commu-
nist and his sponsoring institution gain immunity from continual
‘harassment. Further, a difficulty arises in applying our usual tests of
‘high intelligence, strong character, qualities of leadership, and unus-
-ual promise for the future. One questions whether there is particu-
larly fertile ground for foundation aid among those who have already
.demonstrated political naiveté, and have shown a willingness to sub-
mit their minds and spirits to totalitarian discipline. We are not pre-
pared to express a general view on such cases; it is a matter to which
‘we have given considerable thought and which will continue to_re-
ceive our attention. It is also one of the questions about which public
policy needs clarification by those in responsible authority.

E. ALLEGED “POLITICAL” ACTIVITIES

Another allegation has been that foundations have promoted “polit-
jeal” activities. On this the Rockefeller Foundation and General
Education Board enter a categorical denial and observe that no evi-
dence whatever has been produced which relates us in any way to
support for any political candidate or any political party.

On our boards of trustees are some who, quite outside of their service
to our foundations, have publicly identified themselves with one or
the other major political party. Some trustees have accepted public
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service, whether political or nonpolitical in character, under every
administration in office since our foundations came into existence.
Many trustees, however, have not indicated a political position, even
to their fellow trustees. We do not ask trustees or prospective trustees
about their politics and have no intention of doing so. Emphasis is
upon the nonpolitical and nonpartisan character of our work. The
same holds true insofar as our officers are concerned. It is clearly
understood that no one connected with our foundations may properly
identify these philanthropic institutions with political partisanship in
any form.

Since it is well understood that we do not participate in partisan
politics, the criticism has taken the form of a charge that we have
favored “attitudes normally expected to lead to legislative action.” **
Such a charge eludes examination. The Rockefeller Foundation and
General Education Board do not adopt “attitudes normally expected
to lead to legislative action.” We have supported studies about a
wide range of human affairs, the purpose of which has been to add to
our knowledge and to illuminate problems with fact by seeking out the
underlying facts and principles. If legislatures make use of such
knowledge in the course of lawmaking, the relation is much too remote,
and the intervening factors far too complex, to sustain a charge that
the work of our foundations has promoted “political activities.”

F. ALLEGED “PROPAGANDA”

This investigation has heard a great deal of talk about “propa-
ganda,” coupled with the specific charge that foundations have vio-
Iated their tax-exemption privilege by carrying on “propaganda”
activities. The Rockefeller Foundation and the General Education
Board deny this charge and affrm that we have exercised great care
to avoid any such infraction of our tax-exemption privilege. No in-
&uiry has ever been directed to the Rockefeller Foundation or the

eneral Education Board by the Bureau of Internal Revenue or the
Internal Revenue Service raising any question of violation in con-
nection with any grant ever made by either organization.

‘Where support has been extended to studies in political science,
economics, sociology, or international relations, areas in which con-
troversy is almost unavoidable, these boards have never sought to pro-
mote a partisan or doctrinaire approach to the subjects, but have been
interested solely in the highest standards of objective, scholarly re-
search. If in rare instances the recipient of a grant has departed
from these standards, this has not been done with the consent or
approval of our organizations.

The trustees of the Rockefeller Foundation, to their abiding honor
be it said, have held true to the concept of trusteeship which has for-
bidden them to employ the large funds under their control for ad-
vancing the ideas or interests of any particular class or school of
thought. It is significant that the most violent and unrestrained
charges of “propaganda” have come from the mouth of a witness who
seriously maintained that the Federal income tax reflected a Socialist
plot to destroy the Government.”® This is the man who charges that
the foundations, through their influence on education, “are directly

32 Transcript, p. 27, ibid., p. 17.
3 Transcript, p. 528, ibid., p. 210,
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involved” in a movement which is “the greatest betrayal which has
ever occurred in American history.” 3¢

It should be a sufficient answer to these irresponsible allegations
for the Rockefeller Foundation and the General Education Board to
point to the roster of leading citizens drawn from many walks of life
who for periods of 41 and 51 years, respectively, have guided the ac-
tivities of these two organizations as members of their boards of
trustees and as officers. They have included bankers and corporation
executives, officers of leading universities, eminent figures in medi-
cine and the law, Nobel Prize winners, outstanding newspaper pub-
lishers, occupants of high governmental office. They have come from
no one section of the country, and have been chosen with complete
disregard for partisan political affiliation. It is beyond belief that
these men have been guilty, as charged before this committee, of either
perpetrating or conniving at “the greatest betrayal” in American his-
tory, or of not knowing what they were voting funds for. Such
charges are, we submit, false on their face, irresponsible in origin,
and an imposition on the time and attention of this committee.

What are the controlling rules and principles with respect to propa-
ganda activities and their effect on the tax exemption of foundations?
They have been plainly stated for the benefit of this committee by the
Assistant Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Mr. Norman Sugarman,
He has referred to section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue Code, which

" grants exemption to any foundation—

* * * organized and operated exclusively for religious, charitable, scientific,
literary, or educational purposes * * * no part of the net earnings of which
inures to the benefit of any private shareholder or individual, and no substan-
tial part of the activities of which i3 carrying on propaganda, or otherwise
attempling, to influence legislation.” [Italics supplied.] : ‘

The italicized words were added by an amendment adopted in 1934.
AsMr. Sugarman said :

' The committee reports and the language of the 1934 act establish that the
words “carrying on propaganda” do not stand alone, but must be read together

with the words “to influence legislation.” Thus the law expressly proscribes only
that propaganda which is to influence legislation.” ¥

* * * * * * *

Congress saw fit only to circumscribe the exemption with a restriétion against
substantial activities to influence legislation.®

~ As Mr. Sugarman also pointed out, the income-tax regulations de-
fining what is an educational organization entitled to exemption throw
additional light on the meaning of the word “propaganda’ as it is used
.in the tax law. This paragraph (regulations 118, sec. 39, 101 (6)-1
(¢)), after stating that an educational organization is one designed
primarily for the improvement or development of the individual, adds
that, under exceptional circumstances, it may include “an association
whose sole purpose is the instruction of the public,” and continues as
follows:

An organization formed, or availed of, to disseminate controversial or partisan
propaganda is not an educational organization within the meaning of the code.
However, the publication of books or the giving of lectures advocating a cause
of a controversial nature shall not of itself be sufficient to deny an organization
the exemption, if carrying on propaganda, or otherwise attempting, to influence

3 Transcript, p. 508, ibid., p. 211.
3* Trangeript, pp. 925-926, ibid., p. 436.
8 Transcript, p. 934, ibid., p. 4338.
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legislation forms no substantial part of its activities, its principal purpose and
substantially all of its activities being clearly of a nonpartisan, noncontroversial,
and educational nature.

We think the committee will be interested in comparing those pro-
visions of the law and the regulations with the definition of propa-
ganda which the committee’s director of research, after 6 months’
study, offered as a guide to assist in determining the question whether
foundations had forfeited their exemption by their conduct in this
field. That definition is as follows:

Propaganda—action having as its purpose the spread of a particular doctrine
or a specifically identifiable system of principles * * * in use this word has come
to infer half-truths, incomplete truths, as well as techniques of a covert nature. *

In spite of his reference to half-truths, incomplete truths, and tech-
niques of acovert nature, not a word in the report would suggest that,
as Mr. Sugarman later so clearly demonstrated, “propaganda” was
not forbidden to a tax-exempt organization unless it 1s used “to in-
fluence legislation.”

In order to be sure that it is conforming to public policy in this re-
spect, the Rockefeller Foundation follows the practice of making no
grants to any American organizations which have not themselves
established their right to tax exemption by a ruling of the Commis-
sioner of Internal Revenue.

G. ALLEGED “INTERNATIONALIST” BIAS

In his report to the committee, its director of research stated that his
studies of foundation activities “seemed to give evidence of a response
to our involvement in international affairs”.** While we were at first
inclined to believe that this was intended as a compliment, a closer ex-
amination of the context made it plain that it was offered as a deroga-
tory allegation. This was confirmed by our study of part II of a later
report by the committee’s legal analyst, received by us on July 19, 1954,
which purported to deal with the “internationlist” activities of the
Rockefeller Foundation. Before examining some of the curious
}:harges made in these staff reports, it might be well to look at some

acts.

The foundation is a philanthropy whose activities are not limited by.
national frontiers and whose charter purpose is the promotion of “the
well-being of mankind throughout the world.” It has been active in
varying d(;free in more than 90 foreign countries or territories. It
now has offices or laboratories in London, Paris, Tokyo, Cairo, New
Delhi, Poona, Mexico City, Bogota, Medellin, Rio de Janeiro, Belém,
Port of Spain, Ciudad Trujillo, Lima, Santiago, Johannesburg. Its
officers travel into almost every area on this side of the Iron Curtain.

The international character of the foundation’s work has been one
of its major characteristics. Whether in medicine and public health,
natural sciences, agriculture, social studies or the humanities, the
foundation has sought the most fertile ideas, the most urgent needs,
the most capable men, and the most promising institutions wherever
they could be found. There is nothing mysterious or sinister about the
reasons for this.

% Transcript, p. 37, ibid., p. 17.
# Transcript, p. 45, ibid., p. 20.
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First, Mr. Rockefeller’s philanthropic interest was worldwide in
scope, and was rooted in the sympathetic concern which Americans
have shown for the needs of people in other lands throughout
our history.

Second, an attack up certain types of problems, such as yellow fever,
malaria, wheat stem rust, compels a pursuit of the problem across na-
tional boundaries. ‘ . L

Third, the general body of knowledge, scientific or otherwise, is an
international heritage and grows through the labor of scientists and
scholars in many centers of learning, in many laboratories, in many
countries. The most cursory glance at the list of Nobel prize winners
and the most elementary understanding of the history of our culture
make it clear that this is so. )

Fourth, any philanthropy which is committed to an interest in the
well-being of mankind throughout the world cannot reasonably ignore
the vast problems which are comprised in the term “international re-
lations.” If this was true in earlier decades, it is underscored with
fateful emphasis by the statement of the American Secretary of State
at the 1953 meeting of the General Assembly of the United Nations
that “Physical scientists have now found means which, if they are de-
veloped can wipe life off the surface of this planet.” **

We accept as an established fact that the United States is involved
in international affairs and that this involvement produces an impact
upon every home and every citizen. It is as much a part of the en-
vironment in which we live as is the air we breathe.

This recognition does not mean that the Rockefeller Foundation has
any formula of its own as to just how the problems of international
relations should be resolved. We have no corporate position on such
questions as World Government, Atlantic Union, the role of the United
Nations, international trade policies, regulation of armaments, se-
curity alliances, and so forth., We believe that problems of relations
among peoples and governments are proper subjects of examination
and study, that knowledge about them is to be preferred to ignorance,
and that reliable information will put men into position to make wiser
decisions,

In the field of international relations, the foundation has pioneered
in what has come to be called technical assistance, primarily in such
fields as medicine, public health, and agriculture. In addition, it has
provided support for studies or for creative work in such fields as in-
ternational economics, international law, comparative government,
history, creative arts, and the so-called area studies. that is, studies
which cut across cultural boundaries and establish a bridge of infor-
mation and understanding despite differences in language, race, creed,
are cultural tradition.

We have attempted to be helpful and cooperative in our attitude
toward existing machinery of international cooperation, whether the
League of Nations, the United Nations, the World Health Organiza-
tion, the Food and Agriculture Organization, etc. Where an inter-
national body is undertaking work in which the foundation has an
interest, an occasional grant has been made by the foundation to sup-
port such work. On other occasions officers and staff of the founda-

11 The Department of State Bulletin, vol. XXIX, No. 744, Publication 5196 (Washington,
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, September 28, 1953), p. 404.
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tion have been loaned to international organizations for particular
jobs, as in the field of medicine and public health. In working with
International organizations, the foundation does not enter into the
olitical discussions and decisions which might be made by those
odies. Our collaboration rests upon a joint interest in activities ap-
propriate to philanthropy. )

A complaint has been made that we have directed education “to-
ward an international frame of reference.” > What we have done
has been to provide financial support to colleges, universities, and
other educational bodies to enable them to do what they themselves
have wanted to do, namely, to study the world outside as well as inside
the United States and to find a reasonable place in school and college
curricula for learning about other peoples and their cultures as well as
our own, We find it puzzling to be called upon to defend what seems
to us to be so obvious, that imerican scholarship should encompass
other cultures and that educated Americans should know something
about the world in which they live, This is particularly true today
when American citizens are called upon to have reliable information
and balanced judgments about complex international issues which
affect the the very life of the Nation.

Turning to part IT of the report of the committee’s Legal Analyst,
it is not easy to discover exactly what our sins are supposed to be.
Indeed, its preface states: “There is no distinction here as between so-
called good or bad activities of the foundations * * *7”

The report contains a number of statements which are clearly in
error. For example: “As a matter of fact, the [Carnegie] Endow-
ment and the foundation concentrated their grants among the same
agiences in practically every case.” #* This is simply not true, quite
apart from whether it would have been reprehensible. -

Again, the report refers to “* * * activities of the foundation
in connection with ‘one-world’ theories of government and planning
on a global scale * * *7 4 : T

If the expression “one-world theories of government” means any-
thing, it means world government. No shred of evidence is presented
in the report to show that the Rockefeller Foundation or any of the
organizations to which it has made grants has advocated world gov-
ernment. In an appendix referred to as Exhibit-Rockefeller, the
report gives a number of quotations from our annual reports and
president’s reviews. One of these, taken from the 1946 president’s
review, reads: “The challenge of the future is to make this world
one world—a world truly free to engage in common and constructive
intellectual efforts that will serve the welfare of mankind everywhere.”

That this sole reference to “one world” (an expression first popu-
larized by a former Republican candidate for the Presidency§J had
nothing whatever to do with world government is apparent.

The legal analyst’s report, part II, contains the following
paragraphs:

There is nothing ambiguous about the warning on page 9 of the 1941 annual
report of the foundation :

“If we are to have a durable peace after the war, if out of the wreckage of

the present a new kind of cooperative life is to be built on a global scale, the
part that science and advancing knowledge will play must not be overlooked.”

4 Hearings, n. 20.
13 Report of the Legal Analyst, pt. II, hearings, p. 882.
# Report, pt. II, ibid., p. 871.
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This statement appears in the report for the 12-month period ending Decem-
ber 31, 1941—not quite four weeks after Pearl Harbor—yet there con be no
doubt that as far as the foundation was concerned only “a cooperative life * * *
on a global scale” could insure “a durable peace.” ®

We gladly reaffirm the quoted portion of the 1941 annual report
but it is interesting to see the full context. We quote three full
paragraphs:

“If we are to have a durable peace after the war, if out of the wreckage of
the present a new kind of cooperative life is to be built on a global scale, the part
that science and advancing knowledge will play must be overlooked. For
although wars and economic rivalries may for longer or shorter periods isolate
nations and split them up into separate units, the process is never complete
because the intellectual life of the word, as far as science and learning are con-
cerned, is definitely internationalized, and whether we wish it or not an indelible
pattern of unity has been woven into the society of mankind.

There is not an area of activity in which this cannot be illustrated. An
American soldier wounded on a battlefield in the Far East owes his life to the
Japanese scientist, Kitasato, who isolated the bacillus of tetanus. A Russian
soldier saved by a blood transfusion is indebted to Landsteiner, an Austrian.
A German soldier is shielded from typhoid fever with the help of a Russian,
Metchnikoff. A Dutch madrine in the East Indies is protected from malaria
because of the experiments of an Italian, Grassi; while a British aviator in
North Africa escapes death from surgical infection because a Frenchman,
Pasteur, and a German, Koch, elaborated a new technique.

In peace as in war we are all of us the beneficiaries of contributions to knowl-
edge made by every nation in the world. Our children are guarded from diph-
theria by what a Japanese and a German did ; they are protected from smallpox
by an Englishman’s work ; they are saved from rabies because of a Frenchman;
they are cured of pellagra through the researches of an Austrian. From birth
to death they are surrounded by an invisible host—the spirits of men who never
thought in terms of flags or boundary lines and who never served a lesser loyalty
than the welfare of mankind. The best that every individual or group has
produced anywhere in the world has always been available to serve the race of
men, regardless of nation or color.*

Apparently the focus of interest of the legal analyst’s report,
pt. 11, is to be found in the following quotation from its first page:

At the same time that Carnegie and Rockefeller agencies were concentrating
on the chaotic condition of education in the United States (discussed in pt. I),
organizations bearing the same family names were focusing attention on other
types of conditions which in the opinion of the trustees required improvement.
While these so-called problems covered such varied fields as public health,
malaria in Africa, and exchange of professors and students of international law,
there was an indirect relationship between them, and also between them and
education: namel, all of them were on the periphery—if not directly in the
center—of international relations and governmental activities.

That both the foundation and the endowment did carry on activities which
would directly or indirectly affect legislation is borne out by their own state-
ments, as found in their annual reports.

That they both engaged in propaganda-—as that word is de“ned in the dic-
tionary (on page 49 of the report this becomes “in the sense defined by Mr. Dodd
in his preliminary report”), without regard to whether it is for good or bad
ends—is also confirmed by the same source.

That both had as a project “forming public opinion” and “supplying in-
formation” to the United States Government to achieve certain objectives, in-
cluding an internationalist point of view, there can be no doubt.

None of these results is inherent in the purposes of either of these or-
ganizations.

Our comments on the above quotation follow: )
(1) The Rockefeller Foundation has carried on public health ac-
tivities, fighting malaria and yellow fever, for example, in many for-

4 Report, pt. II, hearings, p. 895.
46 The Rockefeller Foundatlon, annual report, 1941, pp. 9-11.
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eign countries, and has invariably had cordial relations with the
governments of those countries. The suggestion that there was an
“indirect relationship,” apparently regardeg as sinister, between these
activities and other “on the periphery” of “‘international relations’
and ‘governmental activities”” is so vague and unintelligible that we
can make no reply without further specifications.

(2) It is true that studies supported wholly or in part by our grants
may have indirectly affected legislation. The intelligent and alert
legislator is constantly in search of help from the work of scholars, and
iike the experienced foundation officer, is quick to distinguish between
true, objective scholarship and propaganda masquerading as such.
Does the legal analyst mean to suggest that foundations should with-
bold support from sound, independent scholars for fear that their
studies will not remain sterile, but will impress legislators sufficiently
to influence their official action ¢

Neither of our foundations have ever been directly involved in an
attempt to influence legislation affecting the subject matter of its
grants or has ever made a grant to an organization for the purpose of
assisting is in influencing legislation.

(3) As to the allegation that the foundation has engaged in propa-
ganda, our first observation is that even if the definitions of this word
referred to by the legal analyst are accepted as relevant, the charge
cannot be sustained. We have never offered remedies of our own as a
cure for public problems. We cannot suppose that the term is in-
tended to apply to foundation publications emphasizing the impor-
tance of fighting disease, the desirability of constantly advancing the
frontiers of knowledge, or the urgent need for peace in a troubled
world.

But the fact is that the definitions of propaganda referred to are not
relevant to this inquiry because they ignore the statutory qualifica-
tions of this word as it is used in the section of the Internal Revenue
Code dealing with tax-exempt institutions. As Mr. Norman Sugar-
man, Assistant Commissioner of Internal Revenue, brought out in his
testimony, the Internal Revenue Code denies exemption on account of
propaganda activities only where the alleged propaganda is designed
to influence legislation.*” The only institutions in the United States
receiving grants from our foundations are institutions whose right to
" tax exemption has been affirmed by executive ruling. As against the
legal analyst’s viewpoint, we adopt and follow the determinations of
those who are charged with the duty of applying and enforcing the
definition as it appears in the Internal Revenue Code.

A possible key to a better understanding of the report is to be found
on page 59 :

There has been a singular lack of objectivity and a decided bias toward a so-
cialized welfare state in the proposals of these organizations, and every effort
has been made by them to advance the philosophy of “one world” to the complete
disregard of comparable effort on behalf of a more “nationalistic” viewpoint.

We have commented earlier (p. 15) on increases in Federal powers
and expenditures, probably referred to in the above quotation as “a
socialized welfare state.” What is the more “nationalistic” viewpoint
to which reference is made? Just as we do not use our funds to sup-
port doctrinaire world government, neither do we use them to support

47 See our discussion on p. 1100 ante.
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doctrinaire isolation. It is precisely at points where such extreme
views converge in controversy that research and scholarship can con-
tribute to our public life.

The committee’s staff reports repeatedly confuse the study and dis-
cussion of public issues with the systematic propagation of particular
points of view. There is much evidence that we have given financial
support to the processes of study and discussion because, indeed, we
have. There is no evidence that we have, as foundations, systemati-
cally urged solutions of our own, for we have not.

The legal analyst’s report concludes with 32 pages of quotations
from the publications of the Rockefeller Foundation during the years
1932-51. We regret that there is not space to reprint them here for
we would stand on them now. We see no conflict between respect for
our own national life and culture and a desire to increase “the infinity
of threads that bind peace together” through channels of international
cooperation. It is on this basis that we have made large numbers of
grants both for the strengthening of our own national life and for
more accurate and deeper understandings across national frontiers.

H. ALLEGATIONS OF FAVORITISM

We turn next to the charge that “only a few [colleges] had partici-
gated in the grants which had been made” by foungations and that

oundations have been guilty of “favoritism in making * * *
grants.” ® Such charges have no basis in fact when applied to the
Rockefeller Foundation and the .General Education Board, but we
would not wish the wide scope of our grants to becloud an underlying
issue. Our position is that the concentration or dispersion of grants
is a matter which lies within the discretion of our trustees. They
have no obligation to effect a wide distribution of their funds; the test
is whether they have reasonable ground to believe that their appro-
priations promote our charter purposes. In stating the facts as to the
wide range of institutions which have received our grants, we wish to
avoid even the appearance of criticism of any foundation which might
have concentrated upon a single or a few institutions.

A study of grants made by the foundation since its establishment in
1913 and of grants made by the General Education Board since it was
chartered in 1903 reveals the following facts as of December 31, 1953.

The number of institutions and organizations in this country that
have received grants from one or both of these boards totals 1,061.
These institutions are distributed in 45 States and the District of
Columbia. If assistance given through the foundation’s operating
program in public health is included, the distribution of funds covers
all 48 States.

The Rockefeller Foundation has made grants to 611 institutions
and organizations in the United States, involving a total of over $216
million. This figure does not include grants for our operating pro-
grams in public health and agriculture, or for fellowships and travel
grants. The 611 recipient institutions were located in 41 States and
in the District of Columbia. They were both public and private and
included great universities, small independent colleges, a icultural
colleges and institutes of technology, medical schools and teaching
hospitals, special laboratories, art institutes, symphony societies, mu-

8 Hearings, pp. 18, 19, 20.



1108 L PAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATIONS

seums, special research bureaus, and various organizations of scholars
and scientists.

The General Education Board’s record also shows a wide distribu-
tion and a great variety in the types of institutions to which grants
were made. Grants have been made in 44 States to 598 organizations.
They were made to public and private universities, small liberal arts
colleges, State departments of education and agriculture, State
teachers colleges and normal schools, agricultural and technical insti-
tutes, libraries, community schools, medical colleges, museums, and
various scholarly and professional organizations.

It should be stressed, however, that it has not been the objective of
the Rockefeller boards to distribute their funds with a view to secur-
ing extensive institutional representation or geographic coverage.
Rather they have sought to place their funds wherever they would be
most effective in carrying out the purposes of their charters.

Thus, in an effort to improve knowledge and practice in the field of
public health, the foundation made large grants to Harvard Univer-
sity and John Hopkins University, institutions which were prepared
to establish strong schools of public health, whose faculties could fur-
nish leadership not only within their own institution and locality but
for the field of public health as a whole.

Likewise in seeking to advance knowledge of the biological sciences,
grants were made to institutions that had built up strong departments
in this field and had attracted to their faculties scientists who were en-
gaged in significant research. Advanced research in this field is car-
ried on most effectively where there is ready association with scientists
working in related fields, such as physics and chemistry, where con
tact is possible with doctors trained in medicine, surgery, dermatol-
ogy, etc., where laboratory facilities are generous and graduate as-
sistants are available. Hence, large grants for the -expenses of
research in biology have been made to such institutions as the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology, Stanford University, Johns Hop-
kins University, and California Institute of Technology, not because
these institutions were located in particular sections of the country,
or because they were favored institutions, but because they offered
%X?Sptionally good opportunities to advance knowledge in a certain

eld.

While it is true that the total funds given to such great universities
as Columbia, Harvard, Chicago, and California were considerably
larger than those given to many other institutions, the reasons for
this lay not in any favoritism toward the institutions but in the fact
that they gave clear evidence of interest and significant achievement
in important fields of learning and had demonstrated their ability to
provide an especially favorable setting for the advancement of re-
search and training in these fields.

Support for our great universities results in direct benefits to insti-
tutions in all parts of the world through the advanced training which
they are able to offer. TFor example, the Rockefeller Foundation
has given large grants in support of chemistry and biology at the Cali-
fornia Institute of Technology. In the last 5 years alone, 314 post-
doctoral faculty members of some 200 colleges and universities in the
United States and abroad have taken advanced training in these 2
departments alone. Ninety-nine doctor of philosophy degrees have



TAX-EXEMPT FOUNDATIONS 1109

been given to representatives of an almost equal number of insti-
tutlons.

The Rockefeller Foundation has given $4,687,083.90 to the Harvard
University School of Public Health. In the years 1950, 1951, and
1952, 119 graduates were distributed across the length and breadth of
the country, with 21 going to the Army, Navy, and Air Force; 22 to
the United States Public Health Service; 42 to local and State health
services; 19 to teach in other centers; and the remaining 15 to other

osts.

P It is also relevant, in view of the charge that foundations tend to
favor the large institutions, to point out that some of them became
large and strong because of substantial foundation assistance. Chi-
cago, Emory, Vanderbilt, Tulane, California Institute of Technology
are among those whose growth has been actively encouraged by funds
from the Rockefeller boards; Duke is an example where large sup-
port has come from another foundation.

In all these grants, no individual project or institution has been
considered an end in itself. Rather an effort has been made to choose
for assistance only those projects or persons that gave promise of
becoming, in the words of one of our early trustees, “the seed corn for
the future.” The idea is to help establish standards that will lead to
continuous improvement in the quality of research and scholarship.

This has been true in the program of the General Education Board
as ‘well as in that of the foundation, although geographical considera-
tions played a greater role in the work of the board, which recognized
a special regional interest in the South. From the beginning, the
board stressed the importance of establishing standards of excellence
and strove, not to help all institutions, or even those whose need was
greatest, but rather to strengthen a number of soundly established
colleges and universities in strategic locations so that they would set
standards and stimulate similar development in other institutions of
the region, and thereby contribute enduring benefits to all education
in this country. Grants involving more than $190 million (in amounts

“of $1 million or more) for endowment, buildings and equipment, and
for the increase of teachers’ salaries, were made to 37 colleges and uni-
versities scattered throughout the country. Because of the special
needs of the southern region 21 of these institutions were in the é)outh.
If some of them received substantially more than others, the answer
may be found both in their needs and in the opportunities they offered
for contributing to the strength of American education. A further
explanation lies in the high cost of certain kinds of education—such
as medical education. For example, board grants for the building,
equipment, and endowment of the School of Medicine and a Teaching
Hospital at Vanderbilt University; Nashville, Tenn., totaled $15 mil-
lion. Similarly, grants for Meharry Medical College in Nashville,
for the training of Negro doctors, totaled $4,800,000.

We are very much aware that the legitimate needs of the Nation’s
schools and colleges are vastly greater than the total resources of our
two organizations. We have not taken the view, however, that since
we could not do the entire job we should do none of it. Consequently,
choices had to be made.

The General Education Board has spent over 80 percent of its re-
sources in direct support of institutions of higher education.” That'en~
dowment, capital plant, and other forms of basic support were con-
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sidered vitally important (and proved to be costly) is testified by
the fact that the board now terminates its 51 years of activity, having
spent its capital and income, as well as substantial grants from the
Rockefeller Foundation, for the purposes for which it was created.
There has been no regret that the continued activity of the board it-
self seemed less im{)ortant than the encouragement which its funds
could give to our colleges and universities. There was regret that more
funds were not available to continue a job which was in no sense com-
pleted. We hope that others will see in the experience of the General
Education Board the deep and enduring satisfaction which comes
from investment in vital institutions of learning.

In the case of the Rockefeller Foundation it continues to commit a
large share of its resources to institutions of higher education (over
50 percent in 1953). Some indication of the relation between our
assets and the existing need is given by the fact that our colleges and
universities, in the United Statees alone, could wisely use in a single
year additional funds equal to the present assets of the foundation.

I. RELATION WITH THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Some mention has been made in these hearings of an alleged “pur-
poseful relationship” or “operational relationship between founda-
tions, education, and government.” **

That there are many relationships between education, particularly
public education, and government 1s a matter of common knowledge.
The annual expenditure of approximately $7 billion of public funds
for education, the many services which educational institutions pro-
vide for Government by contract or otherwise, and the importance
to the Nation of a well-educated population, are major elements in
this common interest.

The very limited relations which the Rockefeller Foundation and
General Education Board have had with government are appar-
ently not so well understood. We have been concerned to preserve
our nonpolitical and nongovernmental status. While acting within
the broad framework of public policy, we do not consider that we are
agents or instruments of government. We have no clandestine
arrangements with government; we are independent philanthropies
committed to publicly known purposes and activities.

Our operational contacts with government arise in the following

ways:

(};) We are encouraged by public official statements to continue
our activities abroad as an expression of technical assistance in the
private nonpolitical field.

(b) Our officers traveling abroad sometimes pay calls upon Ameri-
can Embassies, Legations, and consulates and exchange general in-
formation about the situation in a particular country, as do American
businessmen or other citizens traveling abroad.

(¢) On occasion, an officer or officers of the foundation may be
asked to serve in an individual capacity on some governmental ad-
visory body. The foundation accepts the public duty to free a por-
tion of the time of its personnel for such service, even though the
service itself is not rendered as a representation of the foundation.

4 Ibid., p. 20.
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(d) The foundation, with a long experience in what has come to
be called technical assistance, is sometimes consulted by public offi-
cials in regard to methods of rendering such assistance, but this has
happened infrequently.

(e) Our two boards have made grants for projects sponsored by
agencies of government, such as the Library ofp Congress, the United
States Office of Education, the Department of Agriculture, the
United States Public Health Service, State departments of educa-
tion, State boards of health, local government agencies and, of course,
to State-supported colleges and universities.

J. SCHOOL AND COLLEGE CURRICULA

It has also been charged that foundations have been responsible
for “changing both school and college curricula to the point where
they sometimes denied the principles underlying the American way
of life” *® and for promoting “a national system of education.” 5

Our two foundations have had neither the power nor the intent
to bring about such changes. Responsibility for American public
education rests with 48 State boards or State departments of education
and with some 99,000 local school boards whose members are chosen in
accordance with the laws of their communities. It hasbeen noted that
among the outstanding characteristics of the American system of
education are its diversity, the absence of centralized control, and
acceptance of both public and private agencies in the accomplishment
of its purposes.

The vast majority of young people in the United States are edu-
cated in publicly supported and publicly controlled institutions. In
1950 attendance at the public elementary and secondary schools and
at public institutions of higher education was 26,564,436 at private
institutions it was 4,723,132.5* Standards and regulations for the
accreditation of public school teachers are determined by State laws
and State boards of education, and teachers’ salaries are determined
and paid by local school boards or under authorities approved by
State legislatures, _

The past few decades have witnessed numerous new developments
in American education. One of the greatest factors in this change
has been the phenomenal growth of our school population. Irom
1900 to 1950 the enrollment in our public secondary schools rose. from
519,257 to 5,706,734.52 This meant not only a tremendous increase in
the number of teachers required and more facilities for training them,
but it almost completely changed the job of the secondary school.
Instead of dealing with a student body of fairly similar background
and purposes, it had to provide for the educational needs of young
" people who varied greatly not only in their economic and social back-

rounds, but in their abilities, their interests, and their plans for the
%uture. In many communities not more than 5 percent would go on
to college, and the traditional college preparatory curriculum had
little meaning for them.

# 1bid., p. 20.

% Ibid., p. 48.

87, 8. Bﬂice of Education, Biennial Survey, 1948-50 (Washington, D. C.: U. 8. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1958, ch. I, table 3. p. 6.

8. S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstrict of the United States: 1953 (Washing-
ton, D. C.: U. 8. Government Printing Office, 1953), table 140, p. 125.
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This big change had its impact also on the colleges when the prob-
lem arose of articulating the secondary school’s curriculum with the
college curriculum, when college enrollments also began to show large
increases, and when changing teacher certification requirements and
the need for more teachers laid new burdens on teacher-training
facilities.

All these changes led to much discussion among educators about
ways in which the secondary schools and colleges could be improved.
A number of State departments of education began studies of the
problem, as did a great many educational organizations, such as the
National Education Association, the American Association of School
Administrators, the American Council on Education, the Progressive
Education Association, the American Historical Association, the
Mathematical Association of America, and the Society for Curriculum
Study. The United States Office of Education made a national survey,
arranged for conferences, and issued a publication on Needed Research
in Education, and the various university schools of education en-
couraged their faculties to undertake studies of the problems of gen-
eral and teacher education. .

Some of the witnesses before the committee seem to regard these
activities as the fruit of a malevolent impulse to subvert our institu-
tions. No doubt some of the studies referred to were unproductive,
or went off on the wrong track. Teachers and college professors are
as liable to error as the members of any other profession. But the
wholesale accusations against our leading teachers’ organizations,
which have occupied so much of the committee’s time, are believed to
rest upon a perversion of the facts and to be an unwarranted attack
upon the loyalty, patriotism, and intelligence of a devoted group of
public servants.

During the period. of rapid change in our school population, new
teaching devices had become available to the schools in the form of
radio and films, research had produced a number of new methods of
testing and measuring, studies of human behavior were throwing new
light on the learning process, and advances in science made it necessary
to change the content of many courses of study.

Meanwhile, the country was not only undergoing a vast industrial
development but experiencing a great economic depression and two
world wars. These were the things that were responsible for chang-
ing American education—and not the activities or funds of any
foundation.

With so many cataclysmic changes occurring in so brief a time,
it is difficult to assign relative importance to the various forces just
mentioned. Few can doubt, however, that the great depression of
the thirties was a prime factor in a reappraisal of educational thought.
In a period of insecurity, it was but natural that questions should
arise as to the effectiveness of our educational system. It was but
natural, too, that the millions of restless, unemployed young people
would have questions as to the value of their school experience and
that educators should reexamine not only the purpose but the tech-
niques of education. Consequently, the years that followed witnessed
a _considerable number of studies and experiments relating to new
educational programs and methods. As a result much was written
and many controversies developed, although actually few far-reaching
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changes occurred in curricula and methods in the high schools and
colleges. Ray Lyman Wilbur, a former president of Stanford Uni-
versity, once said that “Changing a curriculum is like trying to move
a cemetery.” The few school systems and colleges where considerable
changes were introduced attracted much comment and perhaps ter.ded
to distract attention from the more persistent and extensive problems
of teacher shortages, crowded classrooms, and outmoded school facili-
ties that were products of the depression and of the war years.

It is in this setting that we must consider the role of the Rockefeller
Foundation and the General Education Board in educational change.

Except in the fields of public health, medicine, and agriculture, the
Rockefeller Foundation has not engaged in or supported educational
activities in the narrowly professional sense of that term; its work
has been concerned chiefly with the support of advanced research
and the training of personnel for leadership in the fields of science
and scholarship. This work has inevitably served not only to increase
the body of knowledge available for educational purposes, but by its
emphasis on excellence, it has raised standards of research and teach-
ing in the United States and throughout the educational world.

In the field of public health, the work of the foundation has been
trail-blazing, both in this country and abroad. The education of
doctors and scientists for public health work has been forwarded by
liberal support of many postgraduate schools of hygiene of university
grade; public health nurses have been trained in institutions from
Johns Hopkins and Toronto to Bangkok and Peking; national and
local health departments in 68 countries have been strengthened with
equipment and essential services.

In medical education in the United States, the joint efforts of the
Rockefeller Foundation and the General Education Board, with con-
tributions of over $100 million, matched many times by the generosity
of others, were to a great extent responsible for raising the teaching
of medicine in the United States from the very immature position 1t
occupied in 1910 to a status of excellence that today is shared with
only a few countries in the world.

A few exceptional grants by the foundation have been directly con-
cerned with educational activities. One of these was the support given
to the Commission on the Financing of Higher Education of the Asso-
ciation of American Universities.®® This commission was set up by
the association to study and make recommendations about ways of
meeting the growing financial problems of our institutions of higher
education. The Institute of International Education in New York
City has received a number of grants ®* from the foundation toward
its general support. These grants were made in the belief that it is
rendering important services as a clearinghouse of information on
student-exchange programs and in helping Government agencies and
many colleges and universities to handle the complicated problems in-
volved in the administration of these programs.

Obviously none of the efforts just described has been instrumental
in changing both school and college curricula in the direction of uni-
form patterns, or in promoting a national system of education.

s A grant of $400,000 made in 1949.

% Grants totaling $388,356.89 during the perlod 1987-53; prior to 1929 other grants
had been made by the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial.
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In considering these charges as they relate to the General Educa-
tion Board, it should be noted that the board has never sought to im-
pose a particular doctrine of education or to promote particular forms
of curriculum organization or courses. To be sure, the $99 million
which the board spent to support pioneering efforts in medical educa-
tion resulted in widespread changes in that field. The funds, how-
ever, were granted to strengthen established institutions and to permit
them to offer more through training to medical students.

The great bulk of the board’s funds—more than $250 million—were
used for endowment, buildings and facilities, increased funds for
teachers’ salaries, and help in meeting current expenses for established
institutions whose activities and traditions had long been part of the
American scene. Some were church-affiliated colleges, others were
well-known independent institutions, and some were State supported.
All were striving to set standards of educational excellence; all had
had difficulty in providing the evermore costly type of higher educa-
tion demanded and needed by the American people. In this strength-
ening and support of traditional American education, the role of the
General Education Board was simply that of a donor of funds to insti-
tutions that had demonstrated their ability to meet the recognized edu-
cational needs of their communities and to exert leadership in the
maintenance of standards of excellence.

A small part (8 percent of the board’s grants has been used, either
directly or through endowment and support of schools of education,
for study and experimentation with educational methods and pro-
cedures. No program of education can remain static and be healthy.*
There must be constant experimentation with improved methods and
study of ways to utilize new knowledge if American education is to
be adequate to its task.

The board’s interest in experimentation dates back to 1917 when the
Lincoln School of Teachers College, Columbia University, was estab-
lished for the purpose of experimenting with educational procedures
and materials. The grant was made in response to a growing recogni-
tion among educators that the curricula of both the elementary and
secondary schools were no longer meeting the educational needs of
great numbers of their pupils.®

This was the beginning of the board’s activity in the science of edu-
cation. A few miscellaneous grants were made in the years that fol-
lowed, e. g., the grant to the University of Buffalo for a study of the
articulation of the college with secondary schools, grants to Antioch
and the University of Chicago for curriculum experimentation, and
the grant to the American Council on Education for the cooperative
test service which was to prepare objective tests for use at the sec-
ondary school and junior college levels. In 1933, however, following
an extensive survey of recent educational developments participated
in by 55 experts in various fields of education, the board began a phase
of its program concerned especially with the improvement of educa-
tion at the secondary school and junior college levels. During the next
614 years, while the major part of its funds continued to be spent on
strengthening educational institutions, on support of studies in agri-

% “Education which is not modern shares the fate of all organic things which are kept
too long."—Alfred North Whitehead, The Aims of Education and Other Essays (New
York : The Macmillan Co., 1929), p. 117

» For a fuller discussion of thls'gran't, see the General Education: Board’s supplemental
statement, p. 3. 'Ibid., p. 1141,
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cultural economics, nutrition, and forestry in the South, and en basic
studies of child growth and development, grants were also made for
studies and experiments concerned with the improvement of general
education or, as later described, with “the care and education of young
people of high school and junior college age.” 5

This program on which some $8,500,000 was spent, stimulated a
widespread interest in educational improvement. Through support of
research, it helped to build up a much-needed body of organized
psychological, physiological, and social knowledge about youth; and
it did much to encourage a continuing consideration of problems
involved in the care and education of youth in modern society.

It did not, however, attempt to promote any specific form of reor-
ganized education or to introduce any particular ideas or materials
into the curriculum. Rather it provided opportunity for study and
deliberation by 17 national and regional organizations, 6 statewide
organizations, and 10 local educational groups; it supported research
at b university schools of education, and enabled 21 colleges and uni-
versities to engage in research and experimentation of a great many
different kinds. This opportunity was still further enlarged by the
support of cooperative studies involving many schools and colleges,
each one of which was enabled to study its own particular problems
in a manner decided by its own staff and administration. Thus there
was the cooperative study of general education which invelved 22.col-
leges interested in improving their general education program. There
was the 8-year study of the 30 schools, in which a group of high
schools ranging from the frankly conservative to the advanced pro-
gressive worked together to find out ways of evaluating the results of
their programs. There was also the cooperative study of teacher edu-
cation in which some 25 universities and colleges engaged in teacher
education, 25 school systems, and 10 States with programs of inservice
teacher education, pooled their experience and tried out various ways
of making teacher education more effective.

Efforts to develop new instructional materials were aided and again
these efforts included many different approaches to the problem.
Because it was quite generally admitted that new materials were
needed, particularly in the social studies and in the natural sciences,
grants were made, for instance, to Stanford University for an inquiry
into ways of improving teaching and developing new materials in
the social studies; to the Society for Curriculum Study to enable it
to prepare a series of teaching units on areas in American life, called
Building America ;5 to the National Education Association and the
National Council on Social Studies for a series of teaching materials
to be prepared by a group of scholars and experienced teachers; and to
Teachers College of Columbia University for new teaching materials
in the natural sciences. At the University of Chicago aid was given to
the establishment of a center where research materials on child growth
and development were assembled and made available to teachers of
educational psychology.

Obviously this diversified program in which so many institutions
and so many people with digerent points of view and different ex-
periences participated was no effort on the part of the board to slant

%7 General Education Board, annual report, 1940

. 8. )
58 For a fuller discussion of this grant, see the’ (Qxeneral Education Board’'s supplemental
statement, p. 8. Ibid., p. 1142,
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school and college curricula in a particular direction. Furthermore
any careful examination of these school and college curricula will
reveal not only that they continue to show the wide diversity that
is one of the strengths of our educational system, but also that they .
are more concerned with education for good citizenship than ever
before in our history and that through them all runs a common
core of loyalty to our American way of life.

Here it may be of interest to note that the number of States which
required by law the teaching of the United States Constitution in-
creased from 5 in 1917 to 40 in 1940, and the number of States making
the teaching of United States history mandatory in the high schools
increased from 15 to 26 in the same period.*®* QOur foundations do
not claim credit for this development any more than we accept
responsibility for alleged inattention to such matters.

s for the charge of promoting “a national system of education”—
if what is meant here is Federal aid for education, the answer is that
the General Education Board has itself taken no position on this
matter. There are many arguments both for and against Federal
aid to education and they have been discussed since the first bill for
Federal aid to agricultural colleges was introduced by Justin P.
Morrill in 1857. The establishment of the land-grant colleges in 1862
and the passage of the Smith-Hughes Act for Federal aid to voca-
tional education in 1917 show that the issue is not a new one. Studies
supported by our foundations on the financing of education reflect
a wide variety of views. The fact remains, however, that this country
does not have a national system of education and that control of
American education, as stated before, lies in the hands of 48 State
boards of education, thousands of college and university boards of
trustees, and 99,000 local community school boards. No prerogative
of the States has been more jealously guarded against Federal en-
croachment than their educational autonomy. The record speaks
for itself.

K. COMMUNITY SUPPORT OF EDUCATION

It has been alleged that the foundations have decreased the “depend-
encv of education upon the resources of the local community.” s°

‘What are the facts? In 1920 public expenditures for education in
the United States amounted to $1.151,748,000.5* By 1950 this had in-
creased to $7,011,768,000.2 In other words, the public, far from re-
linquishing its responsibility for its schools, had increased its support
of them from taxes by more than sixfold. In 1920 the total expendi-
tures of the Rockefeller Foundation and the General Education Board
were $8,959,942 or just less than eight-tenths of 1 percent of what the
public was then spending for education. In 1950 the expenditures of
both boards totaled $14,414,736, an amount equal to two-tenths of 1
percent of the funds being spent for public education.

In fact the total expenditures of some 100 philanthropic foundations
for education and a wide variety of other things have been estimated at

® Victor Brudney, Legislative Regulation of the Soclal Studles in Secondary Schools,
School Law, reprinted for the National Committee for the Soclal Studies (Washington,
D.socilzji(?mﬁrizcgn Council on Education, 1941), p. 141.

6177, 8. Bvureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract: 1943, table 231, p. 218.
&2 [J, 8. Office of Education, Biennial Survey, 1948-50, ch. I, table 9, p. 11.
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$133 million for 1950 ®*—a small sum when compared with the huge
public expenditures for education. o

Obviously the contributions of the Rockefeller boards or, for that
matter, of all philanthropic foundations, were not relieving the public
of its responsibility to support education. Thus, education continues
to be paid for at an expanding rate by the local community and is con-
trolled by States and local school boards. Far from decreasing de-
pendency on the local community, the gifts of the Rockefeller boards
have served to encourage from public and private sources increased
support of needed educational services. From the beginning it has
been a policy of these boards to make grants only where there has
existed a strong institutional commitment to the work supported and
where there has been evidence of a sound base of community support
for the institution.

Among the devices used for encouraging the assumption of increas-
ing responsibility on the part of the community has been the making
of appropriations payable against matching funds raised from other
sources. The success of this device is shown by the fact that a sample
of 10 such conditional grants made by the Rockefeller Foundation,
totaling $6,025,000, shows that they encouraged $9,300.248 in contribu-
tions from other sources for the same purposes. Similarly, 10 typical
conditional grants made by the General Education Board, totaling
$3,850,000, were in large part responsible for gifts to the recipient in-
stitutions of about $13 million.

Another device for discouraging dependency upon foundation gifts
is the tapering grant. In writing about this, Raymond B. Fosdick
says: :

The proper objective of a foundation, unless created for a particularized pur-
pose, is to prime the pump, never to act as a permanent reservoir. * * * The
proportion of a budget which it provides should not be so large as to discourage
support from other sources. Its contributions should not dry up the springs of
popular glving. On the other hand, when a foundation withdraws from a project,
its withdrawal should not be so precipitate as to wreck the enterprise. A taper-
ing down of contributions over a period of years will, under ordinary circum-
stances, give an organization a chance to build up stable support from its own
natural sources.*

This persisting concern for a project’s ability to secure “stable sup-
port from its own natural sources” has been characteristic of the pro-
grams of both Rockefeller boards. From the beginning they have been
conscious of the importance of avoiding the assumption of obligations
that are properly a public responsibility.

At the end of a report (pt. I) furnished to this committee by its legal
analyst, she makes the extraordinary contention that the great gifts
which foundations have poured into education in this country have
involved an “encroachment on State powers” and that in order to ac-
" complish this the States, or at least many of them, have been “invaded
9s it were through the back door.” ¢ So far as the General Education
Board is concerned, nothing could be further from the truth. Before
the committee accepts this conclusion of its legal analyst, why should
it not go to the sources, and inquire of the State departments of educa-
tion with whom the General Education Board has had cordial work-
ing relations for 50 years, whether they feel that State prerogatives

6 ¥, Emmerson Andrews, Philanthropic Giving (New York: Russell Sage Foundatlon,

1950), p. 93. . .
84 Trosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, pp. 294-295.

& Hearings, p. 709.
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in the educational field have been invaded or encroached upon? If
flpace and time permitted, we could furnish innumerable pieces of evi-

ence in contradiction of this perversion of the facts, so far as the
General Education Board is concerned.

L. TRAINING FOR PUBLIC SERVICE

The research director of the committee has called its attention to
foundation grants for “training individuals and servicing agencies to
render advice to the executive %ranch of the Federal Government.” ¢

Our two foundations have provided funds to a large number of
institutions which have trained individuals for participation in all
aspects of our national life; Federal, State and local governments,
schools, colleges and universities, business, law, medicine, agriculture,
scientific research, the creative arts, ete.

We make no apologies for the devotion of funds to the training of
individuals for service in executive branch—or any branch—of the
Federal Government. We can imagine few better uses, or more pro-
American uses, of funds dedicated to the public interest.

M. ALLEGED INTERLOCK

Reference has been made in the testimony to an “interlock” ¢” among
foundations, even to a ‘“diabolical conspiracy.”® The allegation
seems to be that foundations act in concert to use their combined funds
to achieve reprehensible objectives by financial pressure and power.

We have already pointed to the well-known intimate association
between the Rockefeller Foundation and the General Education
Board, involving the same founder, a number of the same trustees and
officers, the same location, and programs which have reflected some
division of responsibility between them. This is the only “interlock”
of which we have knowledge.

Some of our trustees also serve as trustees of other institutions and
organizations, including other foundations. These were reported
fully to the Cox committes, which commented as follows in its report
to the Congress: “It is also understandable that the services of an
outstanding man should be sought by more than one foundation and
that we should therefore find a numger of individuals serving on the
board of more than one foundation.” '

The counsel of the Cox committee made the following comment
during the hearings of that committee :

Mr. Keere. The remark that Mr., Sloan made this morning leads me to make
a personal observation, which I think good taste would not have permitted had
he not made the remark. He said he did not know many of the people in founda-
tion work.

At that luncheon in New York in September, I observed with some amusement
that there was more introducing of the members of the various foundations to
one another than there was of introducing me to the members of the founda-
tions. It was quite obvious to me that there was a lack of acquaintanceship
among the philanthropoids, if we may say 0.

The overlapping of trustees between particular foundations occurs,
if at all. in the case of 1 or 2 among boards of 15 to 20 in number. If

68 Hearings, %) 20.
o7 Tbid., p. 47.

% Thid., p. 25.

& Final report, p. 11,
70 Hearings, p. 500.
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there is any instance of any manipulation of 2 foundations through
any such relationship, we do not know of 1.

More than one foundation may from time to time make grants to
the same recipient institution. A glance at the public records will
show, for example, that our leading universities ?uite frequently re-
ceive grants in the same year from a number of foundations for a
variety of purposes. Much more rarely, two or more foundations may
make grants. to the same study, project, or purpose. Sometimes the
foundations would be in touch with each other in that situation; at
other times their only contact would be with the applicant institution.
Applications themselves sometimes refer to the fact that a request is
being submitted simultaneously to more than one foundation.

The principal occasion for consultation among foundations, par-
ticularly among those interested in the same broad fields, arises from
the desire on the part of each one to use its funds to the best advan-
tage. Obviously, if one foundation is ready to proceed with signifi-
cant grants in a particular field, others will wish to take that into
account in their own plans. With governments and international or-
ganizations entering the field of technical assistance, an increase in
the number of foundations, and developing interest among business
corporations in philanthropic Erograms, any single foundation must
give increasing attention to what others are doing if it is to use its
own funds wisely. Informal discussions among foundation officers
are the typical means for exchanging such information.

It needp hardly be said that such exchanges do not result in agreed
lists of preferred applicants nor in blacklists. The applicant who
finds his request rejected by a number of foundations is not entitled to
attribute his lack of success to a combination against him. On the
contrary, foundations are jealous of their freedom of action and judg-
ment, and are little concerned about whether or not another founda-
tion would have made the same decision. \

One witness stated, “It is my opinion that the Rockefeller, Ford,
and Carnegie Foundations are guilty of violation of the antitrust laws
and should be prosecuted.” ™ Such a charge has no rational substance
where, as in our case, there is no monopoly, no combination, no re-
straint, and no trade.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The committee’s director of research concluded his report with the
statement :

It seems incredible that the trustees of typically American fortune-created
foundations should have permitted them to be used to finance ideas and prac-
tices incompatible with the fundamental concepts of our Constitution. Yet
there seems evidence that this may have occurred.”

The chairman of the committee, speaking on the floor of the House
of Representatives on July 27, 1953, said :

The method by which this is done seems fantastic to reasonable men, for these
Communists and Socialists seize control of fortunes left behind by capitalists
when they die, and turn these fortunes around to finance the destruction of
capitalism.™

71 Hearings, p. 212,
72 Ibid., p. 51,
73 Comngressional Record, July 27, 1953, p. 10188 ; hearings, p. 25.

49720—54——pt. 2 12
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A full examination of the facts will remove these fears. The Cox
committee reported :

It seems paradoxical that in a previous congressional investigation in 1915 the
fear most frequently expressed was that the foundations would prove the in-
struments of vested wealth, privilege, and reaction, while today the fear most
frequently expressed is that they have become the enemy of the capitalistic
system. In our opinion neither of these fears is justified.™ )

We believe that no evidence received by this committee warrants a
change in that opinion. Free enterprise in philanthropy has been an
extraordinary success in the United States. Governmental controls
should be introduced with the utmost caution, so as not to dam up the
stream of philanthropy. However, understanding the desire of the
Congress to protect the public interest, we offer the following sug-
gestions which we believe the committee will find constructive.

(1) Public accounting

We are convinced that tax-exempt organizations should make regu-
lar public reports about their funds and activities. Any such require-
ment should not be so burdensome as to cause an unnecessary diversion
of philanthropic funds to administrative costs. We would not, for
example, propose that smaller foundations be required to undertake
the extensive publication program of the Rockefeller Foundation and
General Education Boar£ ’%he character of the essential public dis-
closure might vary within broad limits.

One of the two recommendations of the Cox committee was the
following : _

1. Public accounting should be required of all foundations. This can best be
accomplished by amendment of the existing laws in substantially the form here-
with submitted as appendix A, to which we direct the attention of the 83d
Congress.”™
We understand that legislation giving effect to this recommendation
was introduced in the 83d Congress %y Representatives Richard M.
Simpson (Republican, Pennsylvania) and Brooks Hayes (Democrat,
Arkansas), former members of the Cox committee, but that it has
not yet been enacted. We would support legislation along such lines.

Otherwise, we see no need for new legislation.”® Abuses can be
dealth with under existing law; the gradual accumulation of legis-
lation affecting religious, education, and charitable activities will, we
fear, inject Government more and more into fields which are more
appropriate to private initiative and judgment.

(2) T'he role of the Internal Revenue Service

The. Internal Revenue Service carries a heavy burden in its duties
in connection with the granting and withholding of the tax exemp-
tions O‘lprovided by law and in reviewing the reports which are re-
quired from tens of thousands of tax-exempt organizations. We un-
derstand from testimony that only a limited staff is available to re-
view these reports because Service personnel is ordinarily assigned
to work most likely to bring in a financial return to the Government in
increased collections of taxes due.

Reputable tax-exempt institutions are interested in having the pub-
lic protected against abuses of the tax-exemption privilege. The Con-

7 Final report, p. 10.

7 Final report,

. 13.
78 See colloguy Eetween Congressman Angier L. Goodwin (Republican, Massachusetts),
and T. Coleman Andrews, Commissioner of Internal Revenue, hearings, p. 460.
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gress may wish to make it possible for the Internal Revehue Service
to make modest additions to staff for this purpose, even though such
additions would be unlikely to increase tax receipts.

(3) Congressional investigations

The role and procedures of congressional investigations are being
widely discussed by the public, and now by the Congress itself. We
believe that the experience which foundations have had with a second
investigation in 2 years might well be taken into account in such

- discussion. )

First, in determining that the public interest requires that an in-
vestigation be undertaken, it is suggested that the burden of such an
investigation on private citizens and organizations be fully considered.
The review of a half century of activity which has been required of
our two foundations was costly both in time and energy and in the
diversion of funds intended for philanthropy. We have no way of
estimating the cost to the colleges and universities of the country of
the replies which they were asked to make to inquiries by the com-
mittee’s staff, but we have been informed that it was substantial. These
are not arguments against investigations which are deemed, on sober
judgment, to be essential. The regular committees of Congress can
readily ascertain the facts before determining whether a full investi-
gation of an entire field is called for.

Second, if it is determined that an investigation is in the public in-
terest, it is suggested that it is most important that the charges be
fully and clearly stated. The failure to frame issues in specific terms
and from the point of view of established laws and public policy cre-
ates serious difficulties. The foundations have been criticized before
a congressional committee, largely by the committee’s own staff, for
actions taken by the Congress itself. The term “propaganda” has
been used by the committee’s staff without apparent appreciation of its
use by the Congress and the courts with respect to tax exempt organ-
izations. Allegations cast in general terms present no ascertainable
issue on which to make reply.

Third, it is suggested that there is fundamental injustice in using
the staff members of an investigating committee in both an accusatory
and an adjudicative role.

(4) Maintenance of free enterprise in philanthropy
Since a congressional investigation carries with it implications of
governmental intervention, we urge the committee to reaffirm estab-
lished American policy in support of private initiative and enterprise
in the philanthropic field. Human needs are vast and foundation
funds are a tiny pool compared to them. Those responsible for the
use of such funds would not claim that they always find the right
answers, for each grant must, in a sense, compete with every other
possible use of the same money. But on one point foundations would
generally agree—philanthropy can flourish only in the air of freedom.
Dated August 3, 1954.
" Dean Ruskg,
President, the Rockefeller Foundation and
Feneral Education Board.
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State or New Yorg,
County of New York, ss:

Dean Rusk, being duly sworn, says that he is president of the Rocke-
feller Foundation and of the General Education Board, the organiza-
tions in whose behalf the foregoing statement is made; that the
foregoing statement is true to his knowledge except as to the matters
occurring prior to the dates (as therein set forth) of his association
with said organizations, which are therein stated to be alleged on
information and belief, and that as to those matters he believes it to
be true.

Deax Rusk.

Sworn to before me this 3d day of August 1954.

[sEAL] Harorp B, LeoNArp,

» Notary Public, State of New York.
Term expires March 30, 1955.



AppPENDIX A
Facts about the Rockefeller Foundation and General Education Board (as of Dec. 31, 1953)

The Rockefeller Foundation

General Education Board

Combined totals

Management__.._____ ... .. ____.

Program._ . ..

Total funds received from donors (at
value when received).
Total income collected .

By John D. Rockefeller, 1913._____________.__

Incorporated as charitable corporation by
special act of New York State Legislature.

“To promote the well-being of mankind
throughout the world.”

Board of 21 trustees, elected for 3-year term.__

(1) Grants to institutions and agencies in
support of projects in flelds of medicine
and public health, natural sciences and
?ig.rlculture, social sciences, and human-
ities.

(2) Work in public health and agriculture
conducted by foundation’s own staff.

3) .gelgi)swships and travel grants for indi-

viauals.
$242,247,098 ..
$381,872,606.. - - e

$501,749,878___
$124,590,54,5___
7,159,333 _ -
E%stmg prmclpal fund (at market $313 479,787 e
ec.
Total number of grants made__._____.__ 80,572 C e
Avera%e number of grants made an- | 953 __ . ________ . ________________
nually (1946-53).
Total amount of grants to recipients in | $334,802,585 .. ol ...
United States, including administra-
tion.
Total amount of grants to recipients in | $166,947,298 ._____.___________________________
foreign countries,
Total number of foreign countries and | 80____ . ..
areasin which grants have been made.
Total number of States (United States) | 48 (plus Alaska, Hawali, Puerto Rico, and
in which grants have been made. District of Columbla)
Totalnumber United Statesinstitutions | 611 __ .

and organizations to which grants
have been made,

| $317,733,124__

By John D. Rockefeller, 1902.__..___________

Incorporated as charitable corporation by
special act of Congress, 1903.

“The promotion of education within the
United States of America, without dis-
tinetion of race, sex, or creed.”

Board of trustees, not less than 9 nor more
than 17 in number, elected for 3-year term,

(1) Grants toward support of educational
institutions, agencies, and projects.

(2) Fellowships for individuals....._____.___

$145,077,357
$127,004,019 ...
$183,028,084.

$134,705,040
$813,418

$387,324,455.

$508,966,625.
$819,483,002.
$307,618,629.
$511,864,373.
$314,293,205.

41,809.
1,142,

$652,535,709.

$166,947,293.
80.
48 (plus Alaska, Hawali, Puerto Ric

Distriet of Columbia).
1,061.



Faetls about the Rockefeller Foundation and Qeneral Education Board (as of Dec. 31, 1953)—Continued

The Rockefeller Foundation

General Education Board

Combined totals

Distribution by institutions and organ-
izations in United States (10 largest
amounts).

Note: Donations to American Red
Cross and United War Work
Fuand, and Rockefeller Institute
General Education Board, and
China Medical Board, Inc, not
taken into account.

Distribution to colleges and universities
by States (10 largest amounts).

Total number of fellowsbip grants:
irect
Indirect
Total amount of fellowsbip grants:
Indirect
Indirect

(1) University of Chicago, $14,576,044_______
(2) Harvard Umverslty, $12, 363 430__.______
(3) Johns Hopkins Univer51ty, $12 027,871___
24) Yale University, $9,765,120
5) National Research Council, $9,608,552___
(6) Soclal Science Research Councll,

80,990.
) Columbia University, $6,480,231____.___.

(8) National Bureau of Economic Research,
.

) Américén Council of Learned Societies

,419,262. )
(lg)3 Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute,
(1) Massachusetts, $15,341,901
(2) Nlinois, $15,304,888.
(3) Maryland, $l2,053,132_
(4) New York, $11,149,857
(5) Connecticut, $9,811,230.
(6) California, 38,668 195..
(7) Iowa, $2,376
(8) Tennessee
Missouri,

$11,811,060__

(1) University of Chicago, $25,090,562
(2) Vanderpilt University, $22, 643,314 __
(3) Jobns Hopkins Umversu;y, $11 476,113_._
(4) Emory University, $9,381,2: -

(5) Meharry Medical College, $8
(6) Cornell University, $8,220,966

(7) California Institute of Technology,
$8,082,298.

(8) Yale University, $8,010,491.___._..______

(9) Washington University, $7,928,035______

(10) University of Rochester, $7,833,470_.___

(1) Tennessee, $45,156,651_ - _____________.__
(2) Illinois, $28,022,677___
(3) Georgia, $25 656 912_____
{4) New York, $24,663,200_
(5) Maryland, $12 436 974 __
(6) Cali ornia, $10, 943 898
(7) Massachusetts $10 775,227
(8) Missouri, $9, 527 479___.-
(9) Loulsuma $9 056 974__

(10) Connectlcut $8, 700 234 .

$5,016,451.
$474,761.

(1) University of Chicago, $39,666,606.

(2) Vanderbilt Umverslty $24 295 041.

(8) Johns Hopkins University, $23 503,984,
(4) Yale University, $17, 775,611

(5) Harvard University, $17,247,195.

(6) Cornell University, $10,936, 769.

(7) California Institute
$10,251,497,
(8) National Research Council, $10,068,112.

(9)$ Soclal
9,8:
(10) Washlngton University, $9,735,456.

of Technology,

Science Research Council,

(1) Tennessee, $47,466,541.

(2) Nlinois, $43,327,565.

(3) New York, $35,813,066.

(4) Georgia, $26,719,112.

(5) Massachusetts, $26 117,128,
(6) I\Iaryland $24,490,106.

(7) Cali ornia, $19,612 093

8) Connecticut, $18,511,464.
(9) Missouri, $11,550,008.

(10) Louisiang, $9,623,491.

9,466.
4,137.

$28,187,391.
$12,285,830.
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APPENDIX B

The Rockefeller Foundation—Grants to principal field of interest through
' Dec. 31, 1958

Division of medicine and public health (May 22,
1913, to Dec. 31, 1953) :
Investigation and control of specific diseases

and deficiencies. $27, 387, 000
State and local health services. 9, 975, 000
Medical care 1, 041, 000
Public health education 34,103, 000
Medical education_ 91, 434, 000
Pgychiatry, neurology, and allied subjects__.____ 20, 041, 000
Fellowships 16, 454, 000
Endocrinology 2, 248, 000
Other public health and medical subjects_.____ 10, 012, 000
Field staff 25, 910, 000

! $238, 605, 000

Division of natural sciences and agriculture (May 22,
1913, to Dec. 31, 1953) :

Experimental biology_. . _________________ 25, 928, 000
Physics, mathematics, and other nonbiological
sciences 8, 630, 000
Astronomy 1, 462, 000
Agriculture 5, 854, 000
General support of science. 1, 057, 000
Other special projects. 1, 609, 000
Fellowships:
Direct $3, 134, 000
Indirect 4, 519, 000
— 7,653,000
Grants in aid (since 1944) 2, 850, 000
: — 155,043,000
Division of social sciences (Jan. 1, 1929, to Dec. 31,
1953) :
General social science including fellowships and
research aid 15, 932, 900
Economics 14, 205, 576
International relations 9, 896, 957
Institutional centers for research and advanced
training 5, 693, 975
Public administration 7,716, 475
Community organization 2, 600, 400
Group relations 2, 390, 320
Development of social sciences in Europe__.___ 2, 336, 030
Other, including cultural anthropology, popula-
tion, ethics, etc. 6, 027, 025

Unpaid balances of Laura Spelman Rockefeller

Memorial appropriations as of Dec. 31, 1928,
transferred to the Rockefeller Foundation___. 12,283,193
_ 179,082, 850

1 These totals represent gross appropriations; actual expenditures are slightly less.
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The Rockefeller Foundation—Grants to prinipal field of interest through
Dec. 31, 1953—Continued

Division of the humanities (Jan. 1, 1929, to Dec. 31, 1953) :
Scholarship and the arts:

History $1, 046, 653
Philosophy 507, 857
Language, logic, and symbolism_____________ 1, 053, 804
General education 345, 875
General purposes ——— b, 514,927
Literature 1, 129, 001
The arts —— 2, 883, 978 .
—_—— $12,482,095
Intercultural understanding :
General — 307, 865
European studies. 68, 020
American studies. 1, 950, 151
Near Eastern studies 811, 944
Slavic studies _ ——~ 1,287,718
South and Southeast Asian studies_.________._ 468, 040
Far Eastern studies_ ——e 2,231,689
Latin American studies - 902, 929
African studies_ 90, 900
8,119, 256
Other interests :
Film and radio.___ 1, 420, 776
Communication research 552, 870
Library service ——~ 4,962,207
Archaeology — —— 4,759,716
_— 11, 695, 569

! 32, 296, 920

1These totals represent gross appropriations; actual expenditures are slightly less.
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APPENDIX C
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The Rockefeller Foundation—Board of trustees, July 1, 195}

Name

Position and address

Terms of service

Bowles, Chester........_..._..
Bronk, Detlev W...._.......__

Claflin, Willlam H., Jr________
Dickey, John 8.__._.__________
Douglas, Lewis W__.._...__.._

Harrison, Wallace K. __._.....
Kimberly, Jobn R.._____._.__.
Loeb, Robert Fo ... .._____

Lovett, Robert A_...._..__._..

MecCloy, John J.. oo

Moe, Henry Allen.._.__.__._.__
Myers, William I...__.._.___..

Parran, Thomas._____._.__.___

Smith, Geoffrey S____......._.
Sproul, Robert G.a_.____.__.
Sulzberger, Arthur Hays.._._.
Van Dusen, Henry Po.._._..__

Wood, W, Barry, Jr.______....

Former Governor of Connecticut and
former United States Ambassador to
India and Nepal, Essex, Conn.

President, the Rockefeller Institute for
Medical Research, York Ave. and 66th
St., New York, N, Y.

President, Soledad Sugar Co., room 1006,
75 Federal St., Boston, Mass.

President, Dartmouth College, Hanover,

Chairman of the board, Mutual Life
Insurance Co. of New York, 1740 Broad-
way, New York, N. Y., former Ambas-
sador to Great Britain.

Harrison & Abramovitz, architects, 630
5th Ave., New York, N. Y.

Pr‘%sment Klmberly Clark Corp., Neenah,

Vis

Bard professor of medicine, Columbia
University, 620 West 168th St., New
York, .

Brown Bros., Harriman & Co., 50 Wall
St., New York, N. Y., former Secretary
of Defense.

Chairman of the board, the Chase Na-
tional Bank of the City of New York,
18 Pine St., New York, N. Y., former
High Commissioner for Germany.

Secretary general, John Simon Guggen-
heim Memorial Foundation, 551 5th
Ave., New York, N. Y.

Dean, New York State College of Agri-
%}Jlture, Cornell University, Ithaca,

Dean, Graduate School of Public Health,
gniversity of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh,

a3,

Business and Philanthropy, 30 Rockefeller
Plaza, New York, N. Y.

Pre51dent the Rockefeller Foundation
and the General Education Board, 49
West 49th St., New York, N. Y. former
Assistant Secretary of State.

President, Girard Trust Corn Exchange
Bank, Broad and Chestnut Sts., Phila-
delphla Pa.

Premdent, University of
Berkeley, Calif.

Publisher, the New York Times, and
g‘remdent and director, the New York

1mes Co., 229 West 43d St., New York,

California,

Pre51dent Union Theological Seminary,
grogdway and 120th 8t., New York,

Professor of medicine, School of Medicine,
Washington University, 8t. Louis, Mo.

Apr. 7, 1954, to Apr. 6, 1055,
Apr. 1, 1953, to Apr. 6, 1955,

Apr. 5, 1950, to Apr. 6, 1955.
Apr. 2, 1047, to Apr. 4, 1956.
A% 10, 1935, to Apr. 2, 1047;
ec. 6 1950, to Apr. 6 1955.

July 1, 1951, to Apr. 4, 1956.
Apr. 1, 1953, to Apr. 3, 1957,
Apr. 2, 1947, to Apr. 3, 1957.

May 20, 1949, to Apr. 3, 1957,

Apr. 3, 1946, to June 11, 1949;
Apr. 1,1953, to Apr. 6, 1955,

Apr. 5, 1944, to Apr. 4, 1956,
Apr. 2, 1941, to Apr. 4, 1956.
Apr. 2, 1941, to Apr. 4, 1956,
Dec. 16, 1931, to Apr. 4, 1946.
Apr. 5, 1950, to Apr. 3, 1957.
Apr.t5, 1950, to Apr. 6, 1955,
Apr. 3, 1940, to Apr. 6, 1955.
Apr. 5, 1939, to Apr. 3, 1957,
Apr. 2, 1847, to Apr. 3, 1957.

July 1, 1954, to Apr. 3, 1957.
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General Education Board—Board of trustees, July 1, 195}

Name Position and address Terms of service

Branscomb, Bennett Harvie__ Che_xlr;cel'}‘or, Vanderbilt University, Nash- | Apr, 3, 1947, to Apr. 4, 1957,
ville, Tenn.
Bronk, Detlev W__._.___._.._. President, the Rockefeller Institute for | Apr.8, 1954, to Apr. 5, 1956.
. Medical Research, 66th St. and York
Ave., New York, NY
Coolidge, T. Jefferson_....._._ Chairman of Board Umted Fruit Co.,and | Apr. 6, 1950, to Apr. 4, 1957.
0ld Colony Trust Co., 80 TFederal st.,
Boston, Mass.

DeVane, William C._____..___. D}a{an, YaI% College, Yale University, New | Apr. 6, 1950, to Apr. 7, 1955.
aven, Conn.
Douglas, Lewis W____..____._.. Chairman of board, Mutual Life Insur- Apr. 8, 1937, to Apr. 3, 1947;

ance Co. of New York 1740 Broadway, Dec. 7, 1950, to Apr. 7 1955,
New York, N. Y., former Ambassador
to Great Britain.

Myers, William I __________._._ Dean, New York State College of Agricul- | Apr. 3, 1941, to Apr. 7, 1955,
ture Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y.
Norton, Edward L__.________. Chairman of board, Voice of Alabama, | Apr. 6, 1944, to Apr. 5, 1856.

(WAPI, VVAI‘M—-TV) 701 Protective
Life Bldg., Birmingham, Ala.

Parran, Thomas_____._________ Dean, Graduate School of Public Health, | Apr. 3, 1947, to Apr. 5, 1956.
Unlvermy of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh,

Rockefeller, John D., 3d._.____ Busmess and Philanthropy, 30 Rocke- | Jan, 1, 1932, to Apr. 5, 1956.
feller Plaza, New York, N.
Rusk, Dean..______________.__ President, General Education Board and | Deec. 6, 1951, to Apr. 7, 1955.

the Rockefeller Foundation, 49 West
49th St., New York, N. Y., former
Assistant Seeretary of State.
President, University of California, | Apr. 4, 1640, to Apr. 4, 1957,
Berkeley, Calif,
President, Union Theological Seminary Apr, 8, 1948, to Apr. 4, 1957,
gro%dwa.y and 120th St., New York,

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT IN BEHALF OF THE ROCKEFELLER
FOUNDATION, BY DEAN RUSK, PRESIDENT

The Rockefeller Foundation submits this supplemental statement
to the Special Committee To Investigate Tax-Exempt Foundations
of the 83d Congress. Its supplements the joint principal statement
by the Rockefeller Foundation and General Education Board of the
same date and contains the foundation’s comments upon certain spe-
cific grants which were referred to in the public hearings on com-
mittee staff reports.

This statement is verified under oath. Attention is invited to the
second paragraph on page 1 of the principal statement, regarding
the president’s personal knowledge and statements made upon in-
formation and belief.

AMERICAN COUNCIL OF LEARNED SOCIETIES

The American Council of Learned Societies has been mentioned in
the testimony as an intermediate organization® to which authority
(in this instance in the field of the humanities) is delegated by the
foundations, and the danger of the concentration of power in the hands
of such an organization has been stressed.? These observations do
not conform to the facts.

The American Council of Learned Societies is a federation of 25
national organizations devoted to the encouragement of humanistic
studies. These organizations are recognized learned societies of the

1 Hearings, p. 601, 602
2 Hearings, pp. 469 601 612,
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United States and represent a combined membership of nearly 50,000
American scholars in these fields. The central function of the coun-
cil is the encouragement of humanistic studies. In serving this cen-
tral function, the activities of the council include: (1) the initiation
and promotion of research, (2) the dissemination and utilization of
the results of research, (3) the training of individuals for research
and teaching, (4) the representation at home and abroad of American
scholarship in the humanities.

It is our understanding that the American Council of Learned So-
cieties has filed a statement with the committee. This statement will
undoubtedly provide ample information of the policies, organization,
and program of the council. Our comment here is therefore limited
to the relation of the council to the work of the Rockefeller Foundation.

The American Council of Learned Societies receives funds from a
variety of sources for various phases of its work. While substantial
grants ($4,788,775) have been made by the Rockefeller Foundation |
toward general support and for specific projects of the council during
a period of more than 20 years, these grants represent slightly less
than 15 percent of the funds appropriated by the foundation for work
in the humanities. This foundation plays no part in determination
of council policies and exercises no authority in the appointment of
the council’s staff or committees, and in no sense does it delegate re-
sponsibility to the council for the conduct of its program in the
humanities. Aside from the funds contributed for the general sup-
port of the council, appropriations have been made for specific proj-
ects which the council was especially well qualified to carry out and
for which it had submitted carefully prepared proposals. Such special
projects have been directed, in most cases, by committees representative
of American scholarship in the particular academic fields involved.
These committees also assume responsibility for the selection of re-
cipients of fellowships and grants-in-aid awarded by the council.

The foundation’s support has been given to the American Council

of Learned Societies in the belief that the organization was playing
an important role in the advancement of American scholarship. This
role was was well stated by Dr. Charles E. Odegaard, former execu-
tive director of the council and now dean of the College of Literature,
Science and the Arts, University of Michigan, in his 1950 annual
report:
* * * the learned scientific societies based on disciplines or fields of in-
terest * * * have attained national representation in their membership. Use-
ful as these are—and no one could deny their significance—there remains a
place for something more, for an association supplementary to colleges and
universities, academies, and learned societies. Historically, it is the research
councils which, within the limits of their slender resources, have tried to fill
this supplementary niche. It is our present duty in this council to see as clearly
as possible the needs which are not met by other agencies and to set in motion
efforts to meet these additional needs by whatever means can be found.

The contribution which the American Council of Learned Societies
has made to American culture is evident from the most casual review
of that organization’s history. Its reliability is attested by the fact
that in 1951 the Office of Naval Research, acting on behalf of the three
defense departments, signed a contract with the council for the
preparation of a national register of humanists and social scientists.
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OOLUMBIA UNIVERSITY—RUSSIAN INSTITUTE

The report of the committee’s Legal Analyst, part II, refers to
foundation support of studies carried on by the Russian Institute of
Columbia University, studies which the Legal Analyst characterizes,
along with others, as “aimed at the single target of world peace.”
The quoted phrase is taken by the Legal Analyst from Fosdick’s The
Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, p. 219. Mr. Fosdick’s state-
ment was: “There is a sense, of course, in which the foundation’s en-
tire work in all fields has been aimed at the single target of world
peace.” Whether the expression is given the broad meaning in which
it was used by Mr. Fosdick, or a narrower and more specific mean.
ing, it is fairly applicable to the foundation’s grants for support of
Columbia University’s Russian Institute.

This report of the Legal Analyst was presented after the commit-
tee had cut off public hearings. As a result, we do not have the bene-
fit of any oral testimony by the Legal Analyst, explaining why these
grants were thought to ze relevant in the committee’s search for error
on the part of the foundations.

The Rockefeller Foundation takes modest pride in having given
substantial aid toward the Russian Institute, which has become one
of the major centers for Russian studies in this country. Xnowledge
of our powerful and unscrupulous rival is the cornerstone of our de-
fense against communism. It is the business of the Russian Institute
to supply such knowledge in all its phases. It has provided more
trained specialists in the Russian field than any other center in the
country. During the last 7 years, the State Department, the Army,
the Air Force and the Navy have sent 99 persons to the institute for
training. Of the persons who have completed the institute’s pro-
gram, nearly all are making active use of their training in Govern-
ment service, Government-supported research projects, teaching,
journalism and similar useful occupations.

The importance of affording opportunity for study in the Russian
field was well expressed by President Eisenhower in his inaugural
address as president of Columbia University, when he said:

There will be no administrative suppression or distortion of any subject that
merits a place in this university’s curricula. The facts of communism, for ex-
ample, shall be taught here—its ideological development, its political methods,
its economic effects, its probable course in the future. The truth about com-
munism is, today, an indispensable requirement if the true values of our demo-
cratic system are to be properly assessed. Ignorance of communism, fascism,
or any other police-state philosophy is far more dangerous than ignorance of
the most virulent disease.*

Before the committee itself condemns foundation support of an
institution which is playing such a vital role in our defense against
communism, we respectfully suggest consultation with those who are
responsible in executive capacities for the conduct of our foreign
affairs and for the defense of the country.

CORNELL CIVIL LIBERTIES STUDIES

The report of the committee’s Legal Analyst, part II, is critical of
the foundation’s grants to Cornell University in support of these
studies on the ground that they were under the direction of “two indi-

3 Report of Legal Analyst, hearings, p. 893.
¢ The New York Times, Oct, 13, 19g48é, p. 21.
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viduals” who were not “sufficiently impartial to insure a ‘factual exam-
ination’ or an ‘objective finding.’”* These two individuals, Dr.
Robert E. Cushman, chairman of the department of government at
Cornell, and Prof. Walter Gellhorn of the Law School, Columbia Uni-
versity, are then discussed under the heading “The sponsorship of
individuals who by their writings are of a Socialist, if not Communist
philosophy, dedicated to the idea of world government.” ¢

We will not discuss these charges at length since the president of
the Rockefeller Foundation, Mr. Dean Rusk, testified fully before the
Cox committee, and was cross-examined, on the grants to Cornell for
the civil liberties studies.” If he were given the opportunity to testify
before this committee, he would not testify differently. We also wish.
to direct the attention of this committee to the testimony and cross-
examination of Professor Gellhorn, who appeared before the Cox
committee at his own request and denied under oath past or present
membership in or sympathy with the Communist Party.®

In 1948, the Rockefeller Foundation made a grant of $110,000 to
Cornell University for a study of the relation of civil rights to the
control of subversive activities. To permit completion of this work,
three additional grants were made, $20,000 in 1950, $6,000 in 1951, and
$3,500 in 1952. The director of the survey was Dr. Robert E. Cush-
man, chairman of the department of government at Cornell and form-
erly president (1943) of the American Political Science Association.
Dr. Cushman chose his own associates, although foundation officers
knew who the major ones (including Professor Gellhorn) were to be
before the first grant was made.

This was not the first time that the foundation had concerned itself
with the question of civil liberties. In 1944 and 1947 grants totaling
$28,000 had been made to Cornell for a study of civil liberties in war-
time, headed also by Dr. Cushman. This wartime study embraced
questions relating to the civil rights of enemy aliens, of conscientious
objectors, and of civilians under martial law.

Dr. Cushman, director of the program, was experienced in the field
of civil liberties and had (and still has) a reputation for scholarly
competence and objectivity. He had been head of the department of
government in one of the country’s leading universities. The founda-
tion knew that he intended to associate with him in these studies Prof.
Robert Carr, department of government, Dartmouth College, formerly
executive secretary of the President’s Committee on Civil Rights;
Miss Eleanor Bontecou, formerly an attorney with the Department of
Justice and later in the War Department; and Professor Gellhorn of
Columbia.

Professor Gellhorn was a well-known and distinguished professor
in one of the country’s leading law schools, whose colleagues held (and
still hold) him in high regard, and who had been Director of the At-
torney General’s Committee on Administrative Procedure in 1939—41.

The results of the research supported by the foundation have not
caused us to change our view of Dr. Cushman or his associates, includ-
ing Professor Gellhorn.

ublished reviews of the studies show that they have been widely
regarded as scholarly and objective and as constituting a valuable

5 Reiport of Legal Analyst, hearings, p. 900.
¢ Ibid.

7 Cox committee hearings, p. 514 ff.
8 Cox committee hearings, p. 734 ff.
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source of information on the issues involved in attaining the two im-
portant objectives of national security and civil liberty. The follow-
1ng studies have been published :
S Security, Loyalty and Science, by Walter Gellhorn, Columbia University Law
1
c’kll‘%?a Tenney Committee,® by Edward L. Barrett, Jr., University of California
Law School

Un-American Activities in the State of Washington,® by Verne Countryman,
Yale Law School )

Loyalty and Legislative Action,® by Lawrence H. Chamberlain, Columbia Uni-
versity Law School
G ’IIHIM; Etates and Subversion,’® partly written and partly edited by Walter

€ T

The House Committee on Un-American Activities, by Robert K. Carr, Dart-
mouth College

The Federal Loyalty-Security Program, by Miss Eleanor Bontecou
A summary volume bringing together the conclusions as a whole is
being prepared by Dr. Cushman, and is scheduled for publication in
1954.

These studies, involving as they do a controversial subject, have
been criticized by some commentators. But a much more widely held
opinion is that they are useful and valuable. Unfortunately, there
are some persons who would view as subversive any criticism of any
phase of the executive loyalty program or of any activity of legis-
lative committees interested in the problem. But the American tra-
dition of concern about individual liberty is older than the Republic,
as reflected, for example, in the Declaration of Independence. One
of the first acts of the first Congress was to propose 12 amendments to
the States, of which the States accepted 10, which made secure against
Federal encroachment the right of individuals in respect of religion,
freedom of speech, military service, and the use and maintenance o
armies, search warrants, trial in accordance with fixed law and by
judgment of juries, criminal accusation, the inflictment of punish-
ment and the exaction of bail. Stories in the press indicate that many
Members of Congress from both parties are now concerned about
procedures followed by congressional investigating committees, and
that new codes of procedure are under consideration.

We are sure that the proper concern for individual liberty in the
American tradition evidenced by the studies of Dr. Cushman and
Professor Gellhorn will not be considered an indication of Com-
munist or Socialist sympathies.

COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

The Council on Foreign Relations, which has received substantial
support from the Rockefeller Foundation, is one of the organizations
criticized in the report of the committee’s Legal Analyst, part 11, as
biased in favor of an “internationalist” viewpoint, and as maintain-
ing close relations with government.

The council is without doubt one of the principal nongovernmental
agencies devoted to a study of our foreign affairs. In this field it has

9(i‘ondensations of these three volumes also appear as chapters in the States and Sub-
version.

1 Chapters for this volume were also prepared by B. Houston Harsha, University of
Chicago Law School, on the State of Illinois; by William B. Prendergast, assistant pro-
fessor of political science, U. S. Naval Academy, on the Ober Act of the State of Maryland ;
an(tl: bi%: Robert J. Mowlitz, department of government, Wayne University, on the city of

etroit.

1 Report of Legal Analyst, hearings, p. 884.
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a distinguished record of service to the public and to the United States
Government. Perhaps its major service, undertaken shortly after the
‘outbreak of World War II, developed into the program of war and
peace studies which the Legal Analyst seems to regard as in some
way suspect. The fact is that it was these studies to which Secretar
of State Cordell Hull referred in saying: “I hope you will go on wit
this important work and that you will continue to give us the benefit
of research and thinking done under the council’s auspices.”

On pages 33 and 34 of the report the Legal Analyst sets forth the
names of research secretaries of the war and peace studies who “pro-
gressed to other work related to the o_rganization of peace and the
settlement of pestwar problems. * * *” The intimation seems to
be that there was something sinister and evil in this relationship.

We cannot believe that the Congress will view with alarm our sup-
port of the Council on Foreign Relations, or will share the strange
viewpoint of the legal analyst that the publie service of a grant re-
cipient is a ground for criticism of the foundation responsible for
the grant.

THE FOREIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION

The report of the committee’s legal analyst, part II, devotes con-
siderable attention *2 to the Foreign Policy Association, to which from
1933 to 1950 the Rockefeller Foundation has made substantial grants,
largely for the support its its research and educational programs.

The report finds the Foreign Policy Association guilty of an “inter-
nationalist trend,” ** said to be exemplified in certain of its Headline
Books, and claims that, “in those reviewed little attention was paid
to the possibility of a nationalist point of view as opposed to an
internationalist one.” 4

The facts are that the Foreign Policy Association during the period
covered by the foundation’s grants has been one of the leading or-
ganizations in the country devoted to research and study in problems
of international relations. Its series of Headline Books has now
reached 104 titles. The legal analyst comments adversely on 4. The
authors of others include James B. Conant, former president of
Harvard University; Grayson Kirk, now president of Columbia
University ; Allen W. Dulles, now Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency ; and other well-known students of foreign affairs. The Rock-
efeller Foundation cannot claim the credit for these selections, nor it
it responsible for those which have been criticized. For the reasons set
forth in our principal statement, we do not censor publications result-
ing from our grants or control the product of research which we
support.

We express full confidence in the Foreign Policy Association as an
agency for public education in problems of international relations,
which has become so vital since the leadership of the free world has
been thrust upon the United States.

INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION

A witness has implied that the foundation’s funds were used for a
summer school in Moscow at which American educators were indoc-
12 Reporto £ Legal Analyst, hearings, p. 882,

13 Report of Legal Analyst, hearings, p. 884,
A4Report of Legal Analyst, hearings, p. 883.
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trinated with communism.® Although the testimony is confused as
to the exact title of the agency supposed to have sponsored the criti-
cized summer school, it probably refers to the Institute of Interna-
tional Education. This organization, which is located in New York
City, operates a program concerned with facilitating international
student-exchange programs. It rerders valuable services to colleges,
universities, and. government agencies in the administration of fel-
lowships and scholarships for foreign students and for American stu-
dents going abroad. Its support comes largely from grants from a
number of foundations and from Government contracts which amount
to almost one-half of its annual budget.

The Rockefeller Foundation has made grants totaling $396,505
toward the general support of the institute. Prior to 1929, grants
were made by the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial chiefly to
enable the institute to maintain a travel and information service for
American professors and students in France and Great Britain.

Qur records do not show that the Rockefeller Foundation appro-
priated funds for the support of a summer school in Soviet Russia.
We have been told that there was a summer school for foreign students
in Russia in 1933 with which the institute had no relation; it seems
that this summer school was repeated in 1934, with some sponsorship
by the Institute of International Education, which had long served
as the principal American contact for summer schools in foreign coun-
tries. %n 1935, plans for repetition were frustrated by administrative
inefliciency and lack of cooperation on the Russian side and the pro-
gram for that year was canceled. We know of no resumption.

To the extent that the Rockefeller Foundation had contributed to
the general support of the Institute of International Education, some
portion of its funds can be said to have been involved in the sponsor-
ship of the 1934 school, referred to above. Against the background
of Russian war relief and business and commercial exchanges of the
1920’s, diplomatic exchange beginning in 1933, and the official Ameri-
can policy of encouraging exchanges through the Iron Curtain until
as late as 1947, we see no significance in the fact that some of our funds
might have been used for such a purpose in 1934.

INSTITUTE OF PACIFIC RELATIONS

Two specific questions in regard to the Rockefeller Foundation’s
support of the Institute of Pacific Relations have been raised by wit-
nesses before this committee. Both points had been covered in the
full, detailed statement on this subject made by the foundation’s presi-
dent before the Cox committee in 1952, but in the discussions before
this committee neither counsel nor witnesses made any reference to
that previous testimony. It should not be necessary to repeat the en-
tire statement here. We respectfully urge, however, that before
undertaking to criticize the foundation for these grants, this commit-
tee should familiarize itself with the facts by a careful review of our
statement, which appears in the printed report of the hearings of the
Cox committee, pages 520 to 528. This present statement will be lim-
ited to a discussion of the two matters mentioned by the committee’s
witnesses, with the addition of such background as seems necessary.

B Hearings, pp. 267—283.
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The first question relates to the charges made against the IPR by
Alfred Kohlberg. It was testified by one witness, Dr. Kenneth Cole-
grove, that what he couldn’t understand “* * * was when Alfred
Kohlberg was able to get the consent of one of the very high officers
in the Rockefeller Foundation, why the foundation would not make
an investigation of the IPR.” ¢ ‘

At a later point in his testimony the following exchange occurred :

The CmarMAN., To whom was Kohlberg’s request for an investigation made,
Professor?

Dr. CoLEGgrovE. It was made to Fred Willetts, an official of the Rockefeller
Foundation, one of the outstanding men, a man of great integrity and a man of
competence and scholarship. I have great respect for Fred Willetts, and he
must have had a good reason for not investigating. But that reason, it seems to
me, ought to be told to the American people.”

The actual facts in regard to this episode, which differ materially
from Dr. Colegrove’s version, were set forth in the public testimony
of the president of the Rockefeller Foundation before the Cox com-
mittee, as follows:

In 1944 Alfred Kohlberg sent the foundation copies of his charges of pro-
Communist bias in the IPR. The director of the social-sciences division of the
foundation suggested that the charges be referred to an independent body of
competent persons for hearing and determination. This proposal was accepted
by Mr. Kohlberg, but rejected by the-IPR. Instead, a special committee of IPR
trustees reported to its board that the executive committee and responsible of-
ficers of the American council had “investigated Mr. Kohlberg’s charges and
found them inaccurate and irresponsible.” The foundation officers would have
preferred an independent appraisal of the organization’s activities, I might say,
not because of any views which they then held on the merits of the problem but
because in their view at the time that was the proper procedure by which you
could get rid of this kind of issue one way or the other.®

The “director of the social-sciences division of the foundation” re-
ferred to in this quotation was Joseph H. Willits, who is evidently the
person Dr. Colegrove had in mind. “As the foregoing testimony shows,
there was no plan to have the foundation conduct a public investigation
of the IPR, an undertaking for which the foundation was neither
equipped nor qualified. Mr. Willits never gave his consent to have
such an investigation undertaken by the foundation, and there was no
mysterious suppression of such a proposal. On the contrary, Mr.
Willits intervened with a suggestion for quite a different type of in-
vestigation which was never carried out because the proposal was not
acceptable to the IPR. ) . i )

The second question was raised by the testimony of Dr. David N.:
Rowe. It related to his understanding “that the Rockefeller Founda-
tion was still contributing money to the IPR after 1950” when, in his
opinion, grants should have been terminated.*® Before turning to the
facts in t%::;t regard, we call attention to the following point which the
chairman of the committee developed in questioning this witness:

The CHAIRMAN. I am not sure about the year, but on up until the late gorties,
the IPR had an excellent standing ; did it not? I am not sure what year it was,
but perhaps up to the midforties. . .

Dr. Rowe. The IPR had excéllent standing in educational circles, in govern-
mental circles, and intellectual circles up until the late forties. That is an
accurate statement.” .

16 Hearings, p. 557.

17 Hearings, p. 559.

18 Cox committee hearings, p. 524.

1 Hearings, p. 537
20 Hearings, p. 541.
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This witness testified that he had joined the IPR around 1939,2* had
accepted election as one of ‘its trustees in 1947, and had continued to
serve as a trustee until 1950,22 when he resigned with a letter which he
now feels “was probably altogether too polite.” 22 He also testified in
regard to the IPR that:

. They were known all over the country as the outstanding center in the United
States for Far Eastern research and study.®

The bulk of the foundation’s grants to the IPR was made during a
period even earlier than Dr. Rowe’s trusteeship, when its prestige was
fullﬁ as high as he relates.

The foundation’s last appropriation for the IPR was made in 1950,
payable over 2 years. The circumstances under which this action was
taken were fully described in the Cox committee testimony.® A
highly responsible group, under the chairmanship of Gerard Swope,
former president of the General Electric Co., was undertaking to sal-
vage the great values in the IPR program to which Dr. Rowe testified.
The foundation officers made a full examination of the problem, within
the means proper to an organization like ours. As the committee
knows, the FBI and other Government security agencies give informa-
tion only to Government departments. Four IPR trustees, who had
earlier resigned because of dissatisfaction with the situation, had
shortly after their resignations urged the foundation to continue its
support in order to reinforce the efforts of those who were working to
strengthen the organization. Confronted with the strongest recom-
mendations for continuing support, and with no contrary advice from
the agencies of Government responsible for security problems, the
foundation approved the 1950 grant.

Dr. Rowe’s view that the 1950 grant should not have ben made seems
to rest largely on hindsight, based principally on evidence brought out
in the McCarran committee hearings, which did not begin until nearly
a year after the making of the grant.

These hearings obviously prompted the following statement in the
report of the committee’s legal analyst, part I1:

The Institute of Pacific Relations has been the subject of exhaustive hearings
by other congressional committees in which its subversive character has been
thoroughly demonstrated.”

The only exhaustive hearings on this organization known to us are
those of the McCarran committee whose report was published in 1952.
The foundation does not feel called upon to comment on the legal
analyst’s statement other than to observe that editorial comment on the
McCZeran committee’s report was sharply divided, that the IPR has
not been listed by the Attorney General as a subversive organization,
and that it has not been deprived of its tax-exemption privilege by the
Internal Revenue Service, a privilege which it would hardly be
allowed to retain if the Internal Revenue Service agreed with the com-
mittee’s legal analyst that the ITPR’s “subversive character has been
thoroughly demonstrated.”

21 Hearings, p. 537.

23 Hearings, p. 537.

23 Hearings, p. 539.

24 Hearings, p. 541.

28 Cox committee hearings, p. 526 ff.
28 Report of legal analyst, hearings, p. 807.
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THE KINSEY STUDIES

It is not clear from the transcript of proceedings whether or not
the committee wishes us to comment upon the foundation’s grants for
sex. research, including its support for the Kinsey group at the Uni-
versity of Indiana. At one point, however, the Chairman states:

* * * Ag one member of the committee, I don’t have much interest in the
Kinsey report. Any interest that the committee might have in the Kinsey report
arises out of whether that was a desirable undertaking for a foundation, which
is quite a different matter * * *.*

We wish to make the foundation’s position clear, even though com-
mittee members have expressed a number of reservations about getting
into the matter.

In 1931 the Rockefeller Foundation became interested in systematic
support for studies in sexual physiology and behavior. This came
at a time when the foundation began to concentrate its natural science
interest more in the life sciences and less in the physical sciences.
The latter decision, a very natural one in view of the foundation’s
long and large interest in medicine and public health, was primarily
based on the conviction that the physical sciences had received large
support and were far advanced ; whereas there were great undeveloped
opportunities in the life sciences to serve the welfare of mankind.
Support for studies in reproductive physiology and behavior consti-
tuted an obviously necessary part of this program since the ability to
reproduce is one of the elementary characteristics of living organisms.

The Rockefeller Foundation began in 1931 to make modest grants
to the committee for research in problems of sex of the National Re-
search Council (hereinafter referred to as the NRC committee), sup-
port for which had previously come from the Bureau of Social
Hygiene. Foundation grants to this committee have been the
following :

1931 e $150,000 | 1941_______________________ $150, 000
1932 __ - 75,000 |1944_____________________ " 135, 000
1933 . 65,000 | 1946_______________________ 120, 000
1934___ - 80,000 | 1946_______________________ 80, 000
1935 75, 000 | 1949_ — ——_ 240, 000
1986__ 75,000 | 1951___ _ 160, 000
1987 . 200, 000 | 1954 __ - 150, 000

The NRC Committee, first organized in 1921, has published a sum-
mary account of its first quarter century in a volume Twenty-Five
Years of Sex Research,” which we have supplied to your research
director. A reading of it will suggest, we believe, two conclusions.
First, the NRC Committee has been made up over the years of a
group of our most eminent scientists in biology and medicine. Sec-
ond, it has achieved an extraordinary record in opening up and de-
veloping an entire field of medical physiology.

For example, the three decades guring which this program has now
been in operation have seen a most encouraging growth in our knowl-
edge of tlrl)e reproductive process and in the ability of modern medicine
to control its disorders and diseases. Many of the most significant
advances have stemmed from the work of the NRC Committee and

2t Transeript, p. 1854.

2825 Years of Sex Research, Aberle, 8. D. and Corner, G. W., W. B. Saunders Co.
(Philadelphia, 1953). : .
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the closely related grants made directly by the foundation. Examples
may be cited as follows: (1) The isolation and later synthesis of
estrogen, the first ovarian hormone to be discovered; this important
substance is now widely and safely used to relieve menopausal dis-
tress and discomfort and in the treatment of disordered menstrua-
tion, sterility, and retarded genital development in girls; (2) a similar
identification of the testis hormone, androgen, which is similarly use-
ful in the treatment of disordered physiology in the male; (3) recog-
nition of several different substances from the anterior pituitary
glands which are involved in body growth, sugar metabolism, milk
secretion, and various disorders which apparently result from unusual
stress. ‘

Less completely attributable to the work of the NRC Committee
but still importantly influenced by it was the discovery of hormones
of the adrenal cortex. Increased knowledge of the interactions of
the foregoing hormones in determining the normal physiology of the
reproductive cycle has led to far more intelligent handling of women’s
diseases, problems of sterility, and the commercial breeding of fur-
bearing and food-producing animals. Two notable achievements in
the field of cancer have resulted from NRC Committee support: the
diagnosis of cancer of the uterus by study of the cells of the vagina
andg the treatment of cancer of the prostate gland by the use of
hormones.

Beginning about 1941, the NRC Committee became interested in the
work of Dr. Alfred C. Kinsey and others at the University of Indiana
in the field of human sexual behavior ; between 1941 and 1946 the NRC
Committee had allocated to this work $120,100 of the total funds avail-
able to it. Beginning in 1946, the NRC Committee and the foundation
discussed the needs of the Indiana study more specifically, and it was
agreed that the 1946 foundation grant to the committee was to be al-
located to Dr. Kinsey’s group. Similarly, it was understood that the
NRC Committee would allocate up to 50 percent of the grants of 1949
and 1952 for the same purpose. In addition, the foundation made one
grant of $14,000 direct to the University of Indiana for Dr. Kinsey’s
Institute of Sex Research.

Among the published materials issuing from the Indiana grou
are the widely discussed volumes Sexual Behavior in the Human Male
and Sexual Behavior in the Human Female. 'The aim of the studies
was to contribute to the better understanding of some of the elements
in a complex aspect of human behavior in which parents, doctors, min-
isters, teachers, legislators, social workers, penologists, and many
others have a serious interest.

A thoughtful reader will understand why these books have evoked
the greatest variety of both professional and popular interest, ranging
from highest praise to violent condemnation. They dealt with an
aspect of behavior about which comparatively little is known; to the
extent that they pointed to a possible significant disparity between
acknowledged mores and actual behavior, they touched upon sensitive
issues. They involved complex problems of statistics and procedure,
discussed at length on pages 3-97 of the second of the two volumes and
by other authors in many articles elsewhere. The two studies dealt
almost entirely with the physical aspects of human behavior and did
not purport to speak authoritatively on the moral, legal, social, and
psychological aspects which common experience would recognize as
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being present, That these studies are not definitive would not need to
be said to those who are professionally concerned with the problem,
nor would Dr, Kinsey’s group claim them to be such.

In addition to grants made to the NRC Committee for Research im
Problems of Sex, the Rockefeller Foundation has made grants for
studies of various aspects of sex to more than 2 dozen other university
and research centers, including the National Committee on Maternal
Health, Stanford University, the University of California, the Uni-
versity of Missouri, Yale, Columbia, Harvard, Hebrew University,
McGill University, Ohio State, the University of Berlin, the Uni-
versity of Gottingen, the College de France, and the Universities of
Pennsylvania, Rochester, Stockholm, Virginia, and Wisconsin.

An examination of this program will show that such studies are an
important part of an advance on a broad front in the life sciences,
taking their place alongside other foundation-supported research in
physiology, psychiatry, genetics, biology, biochemistry, biophysics,
marine biology, and related fields.

LONDON SCHOOL OF ECONOMICS AND POLITICAL SCIENCE

One of the committee’s witnesses was critical of the London School
of Economics and Political Science which had benefited from founda-
tion support.?®

The facts are the following. Between 1924 and 1928 the Laura
Spelman Rockefeller Memorial made grants totaling $1,245,000 to
‘the London School of Economics and Political Science, a division of -
the University of London. Major aid from the Rockefeller Founda-
tion began in 1931 and continued until 1935, when a 5-year tapering
grant was made terminating general aid to the school, in line with the
policy then adopted by the foundation of discontinuing grants for
general support of social sciences at colleges and universities. Two
substantial grants were made after this date, one in 1939 ($51,250) to
provide funds required as a result of the wartime emergency and one
in 1949 ($50,900) for the new Department of Sociological and Demo-
graphic Research. Several smaller grants have been made for support
of particular programs of research or for support of particular schol-
ars associated with the London School.

Foundation grants to the London School total $873,348, most of
which have been used for physical improvements, for research, and
for postgraduate teaching.

The London School of Economics and Political Science is now and
has been for many years one of the world’s important educational and
research institutions. Its faculty has included many distinguished
scholars who have served their country in important posts in war and
have contributed brilliantly to the increase of knowledge and under-
standing in peace. Its faculty, like any other university faculty, in-
cludes persons of varied shades of political opinion.

It is quite true that Sidney Webb played an important part in the
founding of the London School of Economics, and that Harold Laski
served on its faculty. That the school does not exist to inculcate any
particular poltical views should be taken for granted in the case of an
established university in a country with the highest traditions of free

28 Hearings, p. 215 ; see also p. 475.
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scholarship. That its roster has included such names as Lord Bev-
-eridge, Friedrich von Hayek, Lionel Robbins, Michael B. Qakeshott,
Sir Alexander Carr-Saunders, Sir Charles Webster, A. J. Toynbee,
D. W. Brogan, R. H. Tawney, Herman Finer, and many others of
eﬁpal distinction attests the wide range of points of view of its leader-
ship.

In the academic year 1953-54, the London School had a faculty
-of 148 and a student enrollment at 3,376, of which 898 (27 percent)
had come from 29 foreign countries.

THE NATIONAL BUREAU OF ECONOMIC RESEARCH

In view of the chairman’s statement that the committee is primarily
interested in the “errors” of foundations, we must assume that when
the legal analyst’s report, part 11, calls attention to the Rockefeller
Foundation’s suﬁport of the National Bureau of Economic Research,*
the intent is to be critical. The basis of the criticism is nowhere ex-
plicitly stated and is not easy to discover.

There is no effort to disparage the work of the national bureau—
rather the contrary. The legal analyst apparently believes that the
attack upon these grants is reinforced by sections of Fosdick’s his-
tory of the foundation, which are quoted at some length. These sec-
tions point to the extraordinary value of the service performed by
the national bureau in bringing within reach “basic, articulated, quan-
titative information concerning the entire economy of the Nation”;
. the quotations conclude with the statement that “without the national

bureau our society would not be nearly so well equipped as it is for

-dealing with the leading economic issues of our times.”

The legal analyst does not seem to challenge these statements. If
-the national bureau performs such a unique and invaluable service,
why is the Rockefeller Foundation open to question for supporting
1t? We have read and reread this section of the report with increas-
ing bewilderment, and without finding an answer which satisfies us.

. The author quotes ** a sentence from the foundation’s annual re-
port for 1941 (written, presumably, during the early months of 1942)
reading as follows:

If we are to have a durable peace after the war, if out of the wreckage of the
present a new Kkind of cooperative life is to be built on a global scale, the part
-that science and advancing knowledge will play must not be overlooked.

“In the light of this attitude,” the author continues, “some of the in-
dividuals and organizations zbeneﬁting from' foundation funds in
the years since 1941 may seem a trifle unusual to say the least.” 2 "This
is the preliminary, in part, to the citation of the national bureau.
Again we ask, in what respect is such an outstanding organization an
““unusual” beneficiary ? ,

-Coming back to the quotations from Fosdick, we find the statement
that the “basic, articulated, quantitative information” which the na-
tional bureau has brought within reach “has influenced public policy
at a dozen points.” ** Here we may possibly have the clue. Are we
accused of using our grants to shape public policy because the data
and findings of the national bureau studies are cited, as Fosdick says,

3 T,egal analysts report, Hearings, p. 894.

3t Legal analyst’s report, Hearings, p. 895.

32 J,egal analyst’s report, Hearings, p. 896.
¥ Legal analyst’s report, Hearings, p. 896.
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in “official documents,” because “They are used by businessmen, legis-
lators, labor specialists, and academic economists,”%* because “They
are constantly employed in Government agencies like the Depart-
ment of Commerce and the Bureau of the Census” ? 35 '

If this is indeed the intended basis of criticism, it reveals little
familiarity with the work of the national bureau. This organization
is engaged, not in policy forming but primarily in factfinding. It
undertakes to supply the bricks, in the form, for example, of measure-
ments of the national income, measurements of money flows, measure-
ments of the volume of consumer credit, which policymakers will use
in developing their legislative and other structures. The best testi-
mony to the national bureau’s impartiality is found in the fact that
both business organizations and labor organizations make contribu-
tions to it, not for specific studies but for general support.

It is unnecessary for us to elaborate on the work of the national
bureau, because of the description of this work which will be found
in the testimony before the Cox committee of William I. Myers, dean
-of the New York College of Agriculture at Cornell University, and a
trustee of the Rockefeller Foundation-and the General Education
Board since 1941.3¢ : ‘

We cannot imagine a less fruitful enterprise than to seek for error
in the foundation’s support of the National Bureau of Economic
Research.
. THE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION CLEARINGHOUSE

In the report of the legal analyst, attention has been drawn to the
foundation’s concern with a ”durable peace” as shown in quotations
from its annual reports. Itsinterestin the cooperative activities neces-
sary for such peace is also mentioned. It is then stated that, in view
of this concern, some of the individuals and organizations benefiting
from foundation funds since 1941 “may seem a trifle unusual, to say
the least * * * .” The Public Administration Clearinghouse is men-
tioned as one such organization.®” ‘

In the light of world events during the past decades, the interest
of the foundation in undertakings that may contribute to a durable
peace needs no defense. The only apparent reason for the listing of
the Public Administration Clearinghouse in this connection appears
to be that since peace involves “cooperation” and the Public Adminis-
tration Clearinghouse is an activity which obviously requires coopera-
tion by those who participate in it and since this cooperative activity
relates to the improvement of Government services, the legal analyst
considers it one of the agencies whose selection for support by the
foundation is considered questionable.

The Public Administration Clearinghouse was set up in 1931 to help
meet the need for an interchange of administrative data and experi-
ence from one public official or agency to another, so that what hap-
pened in one place might be promptly known and perhaps utilized 1n
.another. Initial funds for its establishment and major support came
from the Spelman Fund of New York, which appropriated a total of
$2,805,250 for this work. The Rockefeller Foundation made grants
totaling $14,699. -

3 Legal analysts’s report, Hearings, p. 896.

35 Legal analyst’s report, Hearings, p. 896.

28 Cox committee hearings, p. 123 ff.
37 Report of legal analysts, Hearings, p. 895.
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When the Public Administration Clearinghouse was organized,
communication between city and State and between States and the
Federal Government was narrowly restricted ; administrators of im-

ortant functions too often worked in isolation without opportunity to

enefit from the experience and ideas of others engaged in like func-
tions in other jurisdictions, or from the research and experimentation
carried on in various universities and in centers of public administra-
tion research. The Public Administration Clearinghouse was estab-
lished to remedy this situation, and it continues to render important
public service to Government officials and agencies. It hasa proud
record of contributions to the improvement of standards, the exchange
of ideas, and the development of stricter codes of ‘ethics among those
engaged in the various administrative functions of government. This
record is ample justification for its selection as a recipient of founda-
tion funds.

THE SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH COUNCIL

Testimony before the committee criticizes directly and by infer-
ence the relationship between the Rockefeller Foundation and the
the Social Science Research Council.?® Tt has been intimated that the
Rockefeller Foundation and other large foundations have tended to
dominate the Social Science Research Council; * that the council, in
its turn, dominates the field of the social sciences; *° that these founda-
tions have used the council as an instrument in forwarding their “col-

_lectivist purposes; # and that by overemphasis upon the empirical
method, the council has contributed to a lessened reliance on basic
principles and a deterioration of moral standards.*

The Social Science Research Council is a voluntary association of
scholars chosen from seven associated professional societies in the field
of the social sciences and from related disciplines. It has spoken for
itself and with conviction. Its objectives are aimed at the improve-
ment of research organization and methods; facilitation of research
efforts of scholars throughout the country ; development of personnel;
eplargement, improvement, dissemination, and preservation of ma-
terials; and the enhancement of public understanding and utilization
of the social sciences.

Since these are objectives in which the Rockefeller Foundation is
sympathetically interested, and since the members of the council are
outstanding scholars in thir own fields, the foundation has found sup-
port of the Social Science Research Council an effective means for
assisting the growth of knowledge of human affairs. The council no
more dominates its field than the American Law Institute dominates
the practice of law. The Social Science Research Council does, of
course, exert a large professional influence. But it is not the influence
of the Rockefeller Foundation; it is the influence achieved by a group
of leading scholars as their abilities and accomplishments are recog-
nized and accepted in their profession.

Grants to the Social Science Research Council since its establish-
ment have been substantial, namely, $10,743,000. This, however,
represents only 18.24 percent of the appropriations of the Rockefeller

38 Hearings, pp. 45, 475 ; report of legal analyst, hearings, pp. 894, 898.

3 Hearings, p. 471.

4 Hearings, pp. 601, 617,

41 Hearings, p. 46.
4 Hearings, p. 47.
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Foundation in the field of the social sciences. Since our total grants
in this area amount to more than $81 million, it. cannot properly be
said that we have delegated our responsibilities to any single organ-
ization as an “agent.”

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON—FAR EASTERN STUDIES
(TAIPING REBELLION)

We refer to this grant only because the testimony about it received
by the committee illustrates the effort to build up a case against the
foundations from inadequately informed sources. One of the few
committee witnesses having an academic background first expressed
his personal discontent witﬁ what he described as “the so-called coop-
erative or group method of research.” > He admitted that in mak-
ing this criticism he spoke for himself alone. “I certainly don’t
speak for my university, let alone for all of my colleagues in the uni-
versity, among whom I am sure will be found many people who will
disagree with much that I say.”* He agreed that “there is a great
divergence of opinion on these fundamental matters.” * Neverthe-
less, this witness furnished 12 pages of testimony expounding his
criticism of foundations for supporting this method of research.

Does the committee feel that the Congress should inquire into and
determine the relative merits of a team approach to scholarly re-
search as compared with an individual approach? If so, this would
be going far beyond what any foundation known to us has attempted
to do.

The witness who expatiated on this subject was asked by counsel
for the committee to discuss a grant, “I think it was a quarter of a
million dollars for a group study which seemed to be somewhat falli-
ble.” ¢ He responded by referring to alleged “grants” by the Rocke-
feller Foundation which “probably came to that much” to the Uni-
versity 'of Washington for the purpose, as the witness put it, “of
group research on the Taiping Rebellion,” *” in China.

The fact is that the foundation made one grant, for a total of $100,-
000, to the University of Washington’s Far Eastern Institute, to be
used over a period of 7 years for expenses of research on the Far
East. While there have been other grants to the University of Wash-
ington, they were not directly connected with this group research
project. The university explained that the general aim of the re-
search program was to study Chinese society in transition, with the
Taiping Rebellion as the focal point. The committee’s witness
agreed that “The Taiping Rebellion has long interested historians,
and it is worthy of a great deal of study.”

His sole objection was his individual opposition to the group ap-
proach to the problem. The determination to make this approach
was the decision of the university authorities, upon whom the foun-
dation exercised no influence in this regard. The foundation has
made many other grants to the University of Washington and to
other institutions where group research was not involved. The criti-
cism implies, therefore, that help should have been refused in this

4 Hearings, p

4“4 Hearings, p

4 Hearings, p. .

4 Hearings, p. 526.

4 Hearings, p.

48 Hearings, p
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case simply because this witness, on an admittedly personal basis,
dislikes such organization of research. We submit that this grant to
the University of Washington does not raise issues deserving of the
committee’s time.
Drean Rusk,
President, the Rockefeller Foundation.
Dated August 3, 1954.

StatE oF NEW YORK,
County of New York, ss:

Dean Rusk, being duly sworn, says that he is president of the Rock-
efeller Foundation, the organization in whose behalf the foregoing
supplemental statement is made; that the foregoing supplemental
statement is true to his knowledge except as to the matters occurring
prior to the date (as set forth in the accompanying principal state-
ment) of his association with said organization, which are therein
stated to be alleged on information and belief, and that as to those
matters he believes it to be true. -

Dran Rusk.

Sworn to before me this 3d day of August 1954.

Harorp B. LEONARD,
Notary Public, State of New Y ork.
Term expires March 30, 1955.

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT IN BEHALF OF THE GENERAL
EDUCATION BOARD, BY DEAN RUSK, PRESIDENT

The General Education Board submits this supplemental statement
to the Special Committee To Investigate Tax Exempt Foundations of
the 83d Congress. It supplements the joint principal statement by
the Rockefeller Foundation and General Education Board of the same
date and contains the General Education Board’s comments upon
certain specific grants which were referred to in the public hearings
or committee staff reports.

This statement is verified under oath. Attention is invited to the
second paragraph on page one of the principal statement, regarding
the president’s personal knowledge and statements made upon infor-
mation and belief.

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY TEACHERS COLLEGE

Witnesses before the committee have interpreted grants made by the
General Education Board, particularly grants to Teachers College,
Columbia University, as evidence of an alleged intent on the part of
the board to propagandize a particular philosophy of education.! This
allegation is not sustained by the facts.

In 1920, Teachers College, Columbia University, received from the
General Education Board a grant of $1 million for endowment. Sub-
sequently a number of smaller grants were made for various projects
and studies at that institution, bringing the total aid received to
$1,540,397, exclusive of grants for the Lincoln School, which served as

1 Hearings, pp. 253, 288, 336, 485, 690, 720, 818-819, 1497, 1603-1607.
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a laboratory for the college. Grants in the amount of $667,500 2 were
also made by the Rockefeller Foundation, chiefly for research in child
welfare and 1n nursing education.

In our principal statement (p. 62) we have pointed out that while
the major portion of the board’s funds was used to strengthen and
support traditional education in long established American institu-
tions, some 8 percent of the board’s grants were made for studies and
experimentation relating to improved educational methods and ways
of utilizing new knowledge. Much of this assistance was in the form
of endowment and support of graduate schools of education. We
assume that few would question educational research as an appropriate
function of graduate schools of education. The importance of
strengthening and developing such schools was early recognized by
our trustees, and sizable grants for educational research and endow-
ment were made to George Peabody College for Teachers in Nashville,
and to the schools of education at Stanford University, Harvard,
Chicago, and Columbia. In this record of broadly distributed aid
there 1s no evidence whatever that the General Education Board nur-
tured a particular philosophy of education. These reputable institu-
tions would themselves deplore identification with any one educational
philosophy or practice, and a review of various current theories of
education would show that most of them have been represented at each
of the institutions mentioned.®

We understand that a statement has been submitted to this commit.-
tee by Teachers College. We believe that the committee will find in
that statement evidence regarding the wide range of opinion reflected
in the writings and activities of the college staff, and also that the
college has had a positive program directed toward preventing the
infiltration of Communist doctrine into the teaching and activities of
its faculty and students.

Lincoln School, Teachers College

Mention has been made of the role of the General Education Board
in the establishment of the Lincoln School at Teachers College, Colum-
bia University.* Between 1917 and 1929 the board” appropriated
$5,966,138 for the suppport of this school. This support was given in
response to recommendations made by Mr. Abraham Flexner in his
paper on “The Modern School” (a document which may still be read
with interest and profit) and in the light of a growing recognition
among educators that the curricula of both the elementary and sec-
ondary schools were no longer meeting satisfactorily the educational
needs of great numbers of their pupils. The Lincoln School was
essentially a laboratory. Through it one of the leading graduate
schools of education was afforded opportunity to test educational
theories that were then receiving attention from many thoughful edu-
cators. From the beginning its history was a controversial one. Many
of the theories tested there have since been discarded; some are still
being studied ; others are now widely accepted. The Lincoln School
was closed in 1948 after the trustees of Teachers College, with the
approval of the New York courts, had concluded that the purposes set

2 Ag of June 30, 1954 ; the statement furnished the committee by Teachers College shows
a lower. figure; our figure includes foundation payments on grants made by the Laura
Spelman Rockefeller Memorial, prior to consolidation with the foundation, as well as a
grant for nursing education. - i

5K, g., Judd, Hutchins, Dewey at Chicago; Cubberley, Cowley, Hanna, at Stanford;

Bagléy, Kande], Kilpatrick, Counts at Teacherg College, ete.
4 Hearings, pp. 253-255.
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forth in the board’s grants for the school could thereafter be more
effectively served by the establishment of an Institute of School Ex-
perimentation and the discontinuance of the private laboratory school.
The board’s grants originally made for the Lincoln School are now
being used for this Institute of School Experimentation. Mr. Justice
Botein of the New York Supreme Court in his opinion on the matter
{March 20,1947) says:

It is inconceivable that the men who planned this thrilling adventure on the
frontiers of educational experimentation with the passionate deliberation of sci-
entists would confine its potentiality for a productive future to one particular
medium which might grow sterile. To analogize the unreality of such a position
we need think only in terms of the present. The plaintiff [Teachers College]
seems quite sanguine about the promise which the institute holds forth for fruit-
ful experimentation. But no educator would dare present it as an immutable
medium for perpetual productivity in experimentation.’

International Institute, Teachers College

Several references have been made in the testimony to the support
given to the International Institute by “the Rockefeller interests.”®
It is true that the General Education Board made a grant to Teachers
College in support of this institute. The institute, which was part of
the college, was set up in 1923 to develop a specialized service for
foreign students. It provided assistance in the form of scholarships,
travel grants, and language instruction for some 3,852 students from
53 countries. At one time it served a group of more than 100 Ameri-
cans on furlough from missionary colleges and other institutions
abroad whose special circumstances called for something different
from the regular courses in pedagogy and school administration. The
staff of the institute kept in close touch with educational developments
abroad, and it has to its credit many notable contributions in the field
of comparative education, including the Educational Yearbook which
constitutes a comprehensive international review of educational
history for a decade and a half. The institute was discontinued in
1938 when many of its functions were absorbed by other divisions of
the college.

Faculty members, Teachers College

A witness has made numerous criticisms of the writings of Prof.
Harold O. Rugg and Prof. George S. Counts, both members of the
faculty of Teachers College, Columbia University.” Inasmuch as no
grants were made by either the Rockefeller Foundation or the General
Education Board to the persons named for the books mentioned by
this witness, we see no necessity for commenting on the criticisms. In
our principal statement we have pointed out that it has been the con-
sistent policy of the Rockefeller boards not to attempt to censor or
modify the findings of scholars and scientists employed by institutions
to which we have made grants; nor do we attempt to determine faculty
appointments at these institutions.

EDUCATIONAL ASSOCIATIONS

There have been many references in the testimony to the support
given by the General Education Board to such educational associations
as the National Education Association and the Progressive Education

5 Teachers College v. Goldstein et al., T0 N. Y. supp. 2d 778 (1947).

8 Mearings, p. 287. .
7 See, for example, hearings, pp. 255, 48.
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Association, with the implication that through this support the board
gave aid to “pro-Socialist and pro-Communist propaganda projects.” *
In our prinm(gal statement (pp. 63-65) we have already discussed that
phase of the General Education Board’s program which was especially
concerned with the improvement of general education at the secondary
school and junior college levels. We have shown that throughout this
diversified program in which a great many institutions and many
people with different points of view participated, there was no effort
on the part of the Board to slant school and college curricula in a
particular direction. We categorically deny that any board grants
were ever made for the purpose of supporting pro-Socialist and pro-
Communist propaganda projects.

Our annual reports show that large grants were made to the
National Education Association and to the Progressive Education As-
sociation. When the board began its program in general education,
there were three major educational organizations in this country with
national membership and general concern with education at all levels.
These were the American Council on Education, the National Educa-
tion Association, and the Progressive Education Association. Among
the other large and important groups with broad rather than special-
ized interests at the secondary school level were the Regional Accredit-
ing Associations, the American Association of Junior Colleges, the
American Association of School Administrators, and the National
‘Association of Secondary School Principals, the latter two being part
of the National Education Association. These groups were bound to
have a strong influence on the future development of education, and it
was natural, therefore, that the General Education Board should re-
spond to requests from them for aid in projects concerned with the im-
provement of secondary education.

Any defense of the character of the organizations mentioned is

roperly left to the responsible representatives of those organizations.
gVith regard to the board’s grants to the National Education Asso-
ciation and the Progressive Education Association, we make the fol-
lowing comments,

National Education Association

The National Education Association, which is a large professional
organization of American schoolteachers and administrators chartered
in 1906, received grants from the General Education Board totaling
$495,743. These grants were used for various grojects, the largest one
being for support of the Educational Policies Commission ($355,979).
When the commission was organized in 1935, its purposes were pre-
sented to the board as follows:

To stimulate thoughtful, realistic, long-term planning within the teaching pro-
fession on the highest possible level, looking toward continued adaptation of
education to social needs. )

To appraise existing conditions in education critically and to stimulate educa-
tional thinking on all levels so that desirable changes may be brought about in
the purposes, procedures, and organization of education.

To consider and act upon recommendations from all sources for the improve-
ment of education.

To make the best practices and procedures in education known throughout the
country and to encourage their use everywhere. :

To develop a more effective understanding and cooperation between various
organized groups interested in educational improvement.

8 Hearings, p. 36.
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Board funds aided the commission over a period of 9 years. During
this time its prestige was such that the following eminent persons
were at various times members of the commission :

Dwight D. Eisenhower (then president of Columbia University)

James B. Conant (then president of Harvard University)

Edmund E. Day (then president of Cornell University)

Arthur H. Compton (then chancellor of Washington University)

George D. Stoddard (then commissioner of education for the State of New York)
Frederick M. Hunter (then chancellor of the University of Oregon)

J. B. Edmondson (then dean, School of Education, University of Michigan)

J. W. Studebaker (then United States Commissioner of Education)

Progressive Education Association

The Progressive Education Association was an organization estab-
lished in 1919 to foster a continuous improvement in educational
practices. At the time when the board made its first grant to the
association, its purposes were set forth as follows.in a leaflet pub-
lished by the association:

The association is the only organization devoted to the work of spreading
knowledge of progressive education principles. Its membership, numbering over
7,000, is confined to no single group, profession, or locality. It includes admin-
istrators, teachers, and students in public and private schools and the colleges,
parents and the laity generally from every State of the United States and in 20
foreign countries. It is constantly growing, widening its influence, making new
contacts, assuming new obligations, engaging in new enterprises in the field of
education.

The association is not committed, and never can be, to any particular method
or system of education. In regard to such matters it is simply a medium through
which improvements and developments worked out by various agencies can be
presented to the public.’

In the 1980’s the association was doubtless the most active group of
educators concerned with studies looking toward the improvement
of education, and it was among the first to direct attention to prob-
lems in secondary education. While its members came from both
public and private schools and held a wide variety of beliefs as to what
constituted educational improvement, on one thing they were agreed—
that experimentation and change were necessary if American educa-
tion was to keep abreast of the needs of modern life. ‘

The Progressive Education Association worked through national
commissions engaged in research and investigation of educational
problems and through conferences and summer institutes. It was in
the work of these several commissions that the General Education
Board was interested. There were three of them with large and rep-
resentative memberships. One conducted an 8-year study of the
relation between school and college in which 30 schools participated ;
another engaged in an extensive study of the secondary school cur-
riculum and in a study of adolescents; a third experimented with the
use of new materials, such as films, in helping young people gain a
better understanding of personal relationships.

A few small projects related to the studies of these commissions
were also aided, and while the commissions were active the board
made contributions toward the general support of the association so
that it might respond to the interest aroused by studies being con-
ducted by its commissions and coordinate their activities through
its central office. A total of $1,622,506 was made available by the
board to the association. -

® Pamphlet—Progressive Education—What it is, how it is promoted, why it is of
interest to you (Progressive Education Association, Washington, D. C., 1934), pp. 3-4.
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The major grants made to the Progressive Education Association
were:

General support (81 years) $119, 407
Commission on Relation of School and College (30 schools and a group

of higher institutions participated) - 605, 799
Commission on the Secondary School Curriculum 359, 965
Commission on Human Relations : 222, 969
Service program - 260,208

The board’s last grant for the service program of the association (a
program involving summer workshops in which 14 of the major uni-
versities cooperated) was made in 1939. Meanwhile the commissions
had just about finished their work. With the development of war
tensions there was a rapid decline in interest in educational experi-
mentation; the association’s membership dropped off sharply; and
as members entered war service there was a turnover in leadership.
A final grant was made to the association in August 1943—$1,500 to
meet the expenses of a meeting of its full board of directors for the
purpose of defining future policy and program. It was made clear
at that time that no further assistance might be expected from the
General Education Board. Sometime during 1944 the Progressive
Education Association changed its name to American Education Fel-
lowship. We understand that in 1953, after a study and revision of
policy, it once more assumed its old name. :

SOCIETY FOR CURRICULUM STUDY, BUILDING AMERICA

The charge has been made that the Building America series, which
the General Education Board supported with 3 grants to the Society
for Curriculum Study totaling $51,000, made in 1935, 1936, and 1938,
was propaganda showing that “The United States is a place of desti-
tution, failure, unsound conditions” and that “sympathetic Russia is
sweetness and light.” 1

Building America, which was developed as a new type of teaching
material, was a periodical dealing with important phases of social,
political, and economic life and designed principally to help secondary
schools meet the need for instructional materials dealing with modern
life. The magazine emphasized pictures and graphs as a means of
presenting facts and suggesting problems.

The Society for Curriculum Study was a national organization of
professional workers in public and private schools and in State depart-
ments of education, and of university professors who were especially
interested in curriculum matters. The business of the society was
conducted by an executive committee of reputable and representative
educators, including at various times between 1935 and 1950 the
tollowing :

Fred C. Ayer, University of Texas

H. L. Caswell, Teachers College, Columbia University

Doak S. Campbell, George Peabody College

Prudence Cutright, Minneapolis Public Schools

Edgar Draper, University of Washington

Samuel Everett, Northwestern University

Helen Heffernan, California State Department of Education

O. Robert Koopman, Michigan Department of Public Instruction
J. Paul Leonard, Stanford University :

Paul J. Misner, Superintendent-of School, Glencoe, Ill.

2 Hearings, p. 309.
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J. Cecil Parker, Michigan Department of Public Instruction
Ralph D. Russell, University of Idaho

The editorial board of Building America was selected by the so-
ciety’s executive committee and was under the chairmanship of Dr.
Paul R. Hanna of Stanford University. The editorial board’s state-
ment of policy, on the basis of which the General Education Board’s:
grant was made, indicated that the magazine would strive to present.
social data and problems in a fair and scientific spirit. The preject
clearly related to the board’s program in general education which was.
concerned with the improvement of secondary education.

In accordance with the board’s basic policies, the aid given to Build-
ing America was considered temporary and was expected only to give
the Society for Curriculum Study an opportunity to explore and
evaluate a new type of teaching material. When board support ter-
minated in 1940, the Society for Curriculum Study ** continued the
development and publication of Building America in both magazine
and book form. The article on Russia, which was severely criticized
in the testimony before this committee,*? was published in 1944, 4 years
after board support terminated.

In summary, the board made grants for the benefit of Building
America on the basis that the funds would be used to support a worth-
while test of new teaching material which would be presented ob-
jectively. The board had good reason to believe that the funds would
be so used because of the representative and responsible educators who
sponsored the project, their assurances as to the nature of the publi-
cation, and the preliminary material furnished the board. Although
the board does not attempt to supervise the studies supported by its
funds, as we point out in our principal statement (p. 11-13), we
believe there is no ground for the charge that the Building America.
geries was propaganda for communism or socialism.

. - ’ Deax Rusk,
President, General Education Board.
Dated August 3, 1954,

State or NEw YOREK,
County of New York, ss:

Dean Rusk, being duly sworn, says that he is president of the Gen-
eral Education Board, the organization in whose behalf the fore-
going supplemental statement is made; that the foregoing supple-
mental statement is true to his knowledge except as to the matters
occuring prior to the date (as set forth in the accompanying prin-
cipal statement) of his association with said organization, which are
therein stated to be alleged on information and belief, and that as to
those matters he believes it to be true. ‘

Drax Rusk.

Sworn to before me this 8d day of August 1954.

[sEAL] Harorp B. LroNarp,

-Notary Public.
Term expires March 30, 1955.

1 In 1942 the Society for Curriculum Study and the Department of Supervisors of the
National Education Association merged to form the Department of Supervision and Cur-
riculum Development of the National Education Association. In 1946 the name of this
group was changed to the Assoclation for Supervision and Curriculum Development,
National Iducation Association. Upon the merger, Building America became a property
of the denartment and then of the National Education Association. .

12 Hearings, pp. 209 et seq.
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. CARR, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, THE
NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES

We understand that your committee is authorized and directed,
among other matters, to conduct “an investigation and study of educa-
tional and philanthropic foundations, and other comparable organiza-
tions which are exempt from Federal income taxation, to determine
if any of them are using their resources for purposes other than the
purposes for which they were established, and especially to determine
which, if any, are using their resources for un-American and sub-
versive activities; for political purposes; propaganda, or attempts to
influence legislation.”

It is also understood that during the public hearings which you
have now terminated, your committee heard testimony derogatory to
the National Education Association. From such of the testimony
as we have been able to collect and examine, we assert that those
derogatory statements are inconsistent, unfounded, and erroneous.

Since we may not testify before your committee in public, we are
unable to learn whether any of the previous testimony 1is regarded by
your committee as worthy of further examination. If you wish fur-
ther information on any specific allegations in this previous testi-
mony, which is not adequately provided in this memonrandum, repre-
sentatives of the association, upon suitable notice, will be prepared to
supply such information as may be appropriate and relevant.

Therefore, in the brief statement which is hereby submitted for
your record, we have not attempted to deal with previous testimony
on a point-by-point basis. This testimony, insofar as we have been
able to examine it, is so vague and so self-contradictory, that detailed
comment seems unncessary. We have, therefore, included in this
statement a body of information about the association which we deem
adequate to establish that the National Education Association of the
United States has a proud record of loyalty to this country and to its
ideals; that the association is controlled by its members; and that it
cooperates with the public in the study and solution of educational
problems.

We urge that your committee, in any report it may issue, explicitlv
reject any implication that the resources of the National Education
Association are used in an improper manner.

UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES

Before presenting this brief statement, it is desirable, however, to
make certain preliminary observations. ‘

It sems obvious that in order to determine what associations and
foundations, if any, are “using their resources for un-American and
subversive activities,” it will be necessary for the committee to identify
our basic American traditions and ideals. Unless these criteria are
well established in the minds of the committee and its staff, as well as
in the minds of witnesses who may appear before it, testimony and in-
quiry would seem to be of little value.

The American tradition is a complex one with a long and splendid
history. Your attention is respectfully directed to several components
of this tradition which we deem to be important in the task assigned to
your committee and in the work of the National Education Associa-
tion.

49720—54—pt. 2—14
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1. One component of the American tradition is the freedom to form
voluntary organizations for the promotion of all lawful purposes and
for f)he advancement of the principles and ideals to which a group sub-
scribes.

2. A second tradition dear to all Americans is resistance to what
Jefferson called tyranny over the minds of men. In positive terms,
this means the right to express opinions, even minority opinions on
controversial questions, without fear of direct or indirect reprisal, and
the right to revise opinions as conditions change and new circum-
stanees come to light.

3. A third tradition basic to the American way of life, and of par-
ticular importance to your committee and to the National Educa-
tion Association, is the value attached to the education of all the people.
By this means, the founders of our country believed, popular govern-
ment may long endure, because its citizens have learned to exercise
independent and informed judgment in the direction and control of
their own personal affairs and in the affairs df state.

4. There are many other elements in the rich and varied pattern of
our country’s tradition. At least one more such tradition should be
mentioned. To state it negatively first—it is not the American ideal to
be hostile to change. On the contrary, this country is great because its
citizens have been free to propose and to adopt modifications in the
structure of their Government, and of their other institutions. They
have believed it is the right and the duty of good citizens to adapt their
political and social institutions, within the broad framework of our
constitutional freedoms, to meet new circumstances and conditions. .

These are some of the American traditions. If loyalty to such
traditions is loyalty to the United States, then the whole program of
the National Education Association and of the teaching profession in
this country has been, and will remain, a basic strength to our country
and to her traditions.

The members of the National Education Association are proud that
they have given effect to these traditions by combining their efforts to
elevate their profession. They are proud of the free and voluntary
nature of their association, and of its sense of responsibility to the chil-
dren and youth of this country. They are proud of its ability to
present the views of the teaching profession, on every appropriate
occasion, to the lawgivers and statesmen who enact legislation which
profoundly affects our schools.

We consider that an association which brings together citizens vol-
untarily for a lawful purpose, which encourages freedom of thought
and expression, which promotes the education of all the people, and
which leaves the door open to change and growth, is essentially in ac-
cordance with the American tradition. Conversely, of course, we be-
lieve that efforts to impede this process, to impair the efficiency of our
voluntary organizations, to hamper and circumscribe their work, to
cast doubts upon the propriety of free discussion, to narrow and im-
poverish the education of the people, or to deny the possibility of all
modifications in our social arrangements, are profoundly un-American
and hostile to the best traditions of our country. '
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SOME FACTS ABOUT THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

The remainder of this statement about the National Education As-
sociation of the United States will include condensed. facts on the
following :

. Purpose, history, and records.

Membership.

. Organization and officers.

. Foundation grants to the agencies of the association.

. Cooperation with other agencies.

. International activities.

. State and local responsibility for public education.

. Public participation in the formation of public-school policy.

1. Purpose, history, and records

The National Education Association is an independent, voluntary,
nongovernmental organization. In the briefest possible terms, the
agsociation may be said to support the following ideas: That educa-
tional opportunity is the right of every American child; that sound
education is essential to the safety, happiness, and progress of the
United States; that our decentralized school system is a valuable part
of the American tradition; that the preservation of freedom in this
Nation depends on a citizenry which has been educated to know, to
appreciate, to understand, and to defend the American heritage.

The ramifications of this general point of view can be traced in
detail in the platform and resolutions of the association, which are
filed as exhibit A.

With such premises, the association is strongly opposed to all forms
and philosophies of Government which deny freedom or ignore the
worth of each individual human being.

The National Education Association was organized August 26,
1857, at Philadelphia, Pa. It was incorporated by the Congress of

“the United States on June 30, 1906.

The act of incorporation clearly states the purpose of the organi-
zation:

To elevate the character and advance the interests of the profession of teach-
ing, and to promote the cause of education in the United States. .

The act of incorporation also provides for the establishment of
departments, and for the framework within which the members of the
association administer and control its affairs.

The association as a matter of regular procedure makes available
full reports of its meetings, reports, and financial transactions. These
reports and proceedings are published annually and are widely dis-
tributed. Its reports to the Bureau of Internal Revenue, as a tax-
exempt organization, are also a matter of public record.

2. Membership.

On May 381, 1954, the National Education Association had enrolled
561,708 members. This number amounts to approximately half of
the total number of persons engaged in teaching in the public ele-
mentary and secondary schools.

The members of the National Education Association live and work
in nearly every city, town, village, and hamlet in this country.
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The bylaws, a copy of which is attached as exhibit B, state in detail
the conditions and classes of membership in the association. They
also provide that— )

No person shall be admitted or continued in membership in the National
Education Association, who advocates or who is a member of the Communist
Party of the United States or of any organization that advocates changing the
form of government of the United States by any means not provided for by
the Constitution of the United States.

Most of the members of the National Education Association teach
in the public elementary and secondary schools as employees of the
Nation’s 60,000 local school boards. The membership includes kin-
dergarten teachers, teachers in the elementary and secondary schools,
professors in colleges and universities, principals, deans, college
presidents, school superintendents, and all other professional work-
ers in education.

Within the association there are many different civic and profes-
sional opinions. Individually, the members of the National Educa-
tion Association belong not only to all communities, all States, and
all levels of educational effort, but also to all the major churches,
civic bodies, and political parties. However, the National Education
Association itself is not aﬂkl)liated with any of the political, economic,
or religious groups within the United States. The independent pro-
fessional status of their association is greatly cherished and respected.
by its members.

3. Organization and officers

From June 27 to July 2, 1954, the National Education Association
held its 92d annual convention in New York City. The representative
assembly included 4,970 delegates. They represented all the State
and Territorial affiliates, and most of the 5,000 affiliated local educa-
tion associations. These delegates selected their own officers, evalu-
ated reports, scrutinized their association’s budget for the next year,
studied their professional needs and problems, and developed the of-
ficial policy of the association.

The affiliated units, both State and local, which send their delegates:
to this policy-forming agency are autonomous. The policies that
guide the National Education Association are established by these
representatives of responsible teacher-citizens from coast to coast.

The decisions of the representative assembly are binding. They are
carried out by the executive committee and the board of directors.
Every member of the executive committee must stand for reelection.
every 2 years. A member of the board of directors is elected for a.
3-year term by his colleagues in his own State. The executive secre-
tary and his staff work under the direct supervision of the executive
ﬁorlrllmittee and the board of directors. All elections are by secret

allot.

Roughly, two-thirds of all delegates are classroom teachers. Others
hold administrative or other nonteaching educational positions. On
the average, each delegate represents about 113 members of the organ-
ization. The NEA representative assembly is extremely well attended.
Proposed resolutions and other policy-forming decisions are vigor-
ously debated and frequently amended. The budget is reviewed, line
by line, on the request of even a single delegate. .
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With the exception of certain former presidents of the association,
who were elected prior to July 1, 1937, there are no permanent officers
whatever in the National Education Association. The surviving life
directors now number only 12.

A full account of the origin, purpose, functions, and programs of
each committee, commission, division, department, or other unit of
the National Education Association, is published annually in the NEA
handbook. The NEA handbook, like the annual proceedings, is pub-
lished and is available for public reference in all important libraries.
A copy is filed with this report as exhibit C.

The charter and bylaws provide for the departments in the National
Education Association. There are currently 29 of these departments.
Their scope is defined in terms of subjects of instruction or of some
other special aspect of educational service. Each department, except
in a few routine respects, is autonomous. Most of the departments
have their own dues-paying members. Every department has its own
constitution and its own separate, elected, policymaking board, re-
sponsible to the members of that department.

In short, the National Education Association is a highly decen-
tralized body of educational workers.

In 1950, the association adopted a code of grlnciples on the extent
to which association policy may be expressed by subordinate units.
Relevant sections of this code are Nos. 6, 7, 8, and 15. They are quoted
below : . :

No. 6. No NEA ynit action, becomes association policy without official action.—
No action or pronouncement of any NEA unit is binding upon the NEA until it
has been approved by the representative assembly or, during intervals between
meetings of the representative assembly, by the executive committee.

No. 7. Freedom within general policy.—Units of the NEA are free, within their
respective fields of work, to publish conclusions upon any matter where no gen-
eral NEA policy has been established. ’

No. 8. Adherence to official NEA policies.—(a) Committees and commissions :
‘When the NEA decides upon an official policy through action or resolution of the
representative assembly, through its charter and bylaws, or through its plat-
form, then every committee and commission must adhere to that policy as long
as it is the policy of the association.

(b) Departments: Departments of the association, before adopting policies,
should consider the question of possible differences with official NEA policy.
All NEA units should seek at all times to present a united front.

No. 15. Authority to speak for the association or its units.—Only the National
Education Association, through its own duly-authorized bodies or agents, can
speak for the association on matters of policy. The same principle applies to the
departments, commissions, and committees of the NEA ; only the unlit itself or its
own duly-authorized officers or committees can speak for the unit. For this
reason, no cooperative council, committee, or other agency in which the asso-
ciation or a unit of the association is a' member is authorized to speak for or
represent the National Education Association or any of its units unless written
authorization covering the specific matter involved has been granted.

4. Foundation grants to agencies of the association

Approximately 90 percent of the National Education Association
revenues come from the dues of its individual members. Most of the
remaining 10 percent comes from such incidental sources as sale of pub-
lications, exhibits, and advertising. Grants from foundations have
been even less important as a source of revenue for the association. In
the rare instances where units of the association have been awarded
such grants, the award and its purposes and results have been publi-
cized.
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By provision of the charter granted by Congress, the National Edu-
cation Association must annually report to the United States Com-
missioner of Education, stating the property held by the corporation,
and the disposition of the income thereof during the preceding year.
In practice, a very much more complete report than this is filed with
the Commissioner of Education, showing in detail the entire financial
operation of the association, as well as of its committees, commissions,
and departments.

A study has been made, covering the past 11 years, of all gifts,
grants, and foundation awards to the association and its subordinate
units. The value of such gifts, grants, and awards, in the 11 years,
totals slightly over $2,500,000. Over $750,000 of this amount was
given to the NEA by thousands of its own members in small, indi-
vidual gifts to the war and peace fund and to the overseas fund. These
funds were used to finance the special wartime services of the asso-
ciation and, after the war, to assist teachers in war devastated coun-
tries. The overseas fund continues at present to provide material
assistance to teachers in the Republic of Korea.

The total grants by the Ford Foundation, the Rockefeller Founda-
tion, and the Carnegie Foundation, during the 11-year period, have
been less than $400,000. The association has received 13 times as much
income from such minor sources as the sale of publications and ad-
vertising space in its magazine as it did from these foundations.

5. Cooperation with other agencies

The association has a standing policy of active cooperation with
responsible civic and professional groups. It maintains joint com-
mittees, for example, with the American Legion, the American Medi-
cal Association, the National Congress of Parents and Teachers, and
the Magazine Publishers Association. It invests a substantial part
of its resources in endeavoring to discover what the American people
expect of their schools, and in turn to interpret the needs of the schools
to the American people, :

For 8 years the National Education Association has cooperated
with the United States Department of Justice in the annual Confer-
ence on Citizenship. The ninth such conference will be held in Wash-
ington on September 15-17, 1954.

In 1950, the NEA helped to organize the All-American Confer-
erence to Combat Communism. It has sent representatives to the
meetings and participated in other ways. Other groups in this con-
ference include the American Legion, Lions International, the Federal
Council of Churches of Christ, and many other national organizations.

The above are merely examples of the many kinds of cooperation
which the NEA, as a matter of policy, extends to other groups.

6. International activities

The National Education association has endeavored to support the
policies of the United States Government regarding good will to
people of other lands, and regarding the success of the United Nations
and its specialized agencies. The association has cooperated with
the United States Government, and with private agencies, in facili-
tating the exchange of teachers and students with friendly, foreign
countries. It has promoted the establishment of a democratic inter-
national teachers organization.
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Through the generosity of its individual members, the association
has sent about one-half million dollars’ worth of clothing, school sup-
plies, food, book, and medical supplies, to overseas teachers who were
victims of aggression and war devastation.

In its relations with current international issues, the association has
been guided by the following policy which is quoted from the NEA
platform and resolutions:

As a measure of defense against our most potent threat, our American schools
must teach about communism and all forms of totalitarianism, including the
practices and principles of the Soviet Union and the Communist Party in the

United States. Teaching about communism does not mean advocacy of com-
munism. Such advocacy should not be permitted in American schools.

The association is opposed by longstanding policy to the employ-
glent of members of the Communist Party in the schools of the United

tates.

The international governmental agency most closely allied to the
work of the NEA is UNESCO. This organization was established
after both Houses of Congress unanimously approved resolutions in-
troduced by Senator Fulbright, the late Senator Taft, and by Senator
(then Representative) Karl Mundt, in favor of international coopera-
tion in this area.

7. State and local responsibility for public education

The control of public education is the responsibility of the States
and localities. The policy of the National Education Association is
unequivocal on this point. A glance at the NEA platform and reso-
lutions will show this clearly. ’ )

As a professional association, the National Education Association
does not possess the authority to instruct its members with respect
to curriculum or content of teaching, or to issue any kind of direc-
tives on such matters. It hasnever issued such directives.

The policies, suggestions, and recommendations offered by the
National Education Association derive their strength from the rea-
soning and evidence which lies back of them. They may be adopted
or rejected by individual members of the profession, or by individual
members of the association, or by local or State school systems as,
seems best to those who do have such responsibility.

8. Public participation in the formation of public school policy

The National Education Association is committed to the principle
that the people of each local community, in each State, and through-
out the Nation should participate actively in the formation of public
school policy. The association has encouraged the growth of the
National Congress of Parents and Teachers. It has cooperated ac-
tively with the National School Boards Association. It has supplied
material to, and welcomed the creation of, the National Citizens Com-
mission for the Public Schools. The association does not advocate that
the teaching profession should have exclusive authority with re-
spect to public school policy. It recognizes that public interest in
these mafters is great, and has a legitimate channel of expression.

The best safeguard for our free, democratic schools, is the kind of
wide understanding and broad public participation which the asso-
ciation has consistently advocated.

The association is proud of the record it has maintained. Approval
has been extended to its work by the highest military and civil lead-
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_ ers of our country. For example: In 1950 President Truman wrote to
the national conference which the NEA sponsors jointly with ‘the
Department of Justice:

You are making a magnificent contribution to the general welfare of the
Nation. As long as patriotic citizens of every faith and creed, group and in-
terest, gather in harmony and in unity to discuss the problems of the hour, we
need have no fear of ideologies inimical to our precious democratic way of life.

And in 1952, President Eisenhower wrote :

The significant contribution of the National Education Association to the
Nation’s children and youth, and its excellent service to the teaching profession,
is well known.

The members and officers of the National Education Association
believe that their professional association merits recognition and com-
mendation from these national leaders. They are proud to affirm that
the teaching profession is devoted and will remain devoted to the
development of freemen.

Districr oF CoLuMBIA,
City of Washington,ss:

William G. Carr, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

1. I am the executive secretary of the National Education Associa-
tion of the United States and am familiar with the objects, purposes,
and operations of the association.

2. T have prepared the foregoing statement under the direction and
in cooperation with the executive committee of the association and
declare that it is true and correct with respect to those matters stated
upon personal knowledge ; and that with respect to matters not stated
l1)1p0nf personal knowledge, it is true to the best of my knowledge and

elief. :
WirLiam G. CARer.

Sworn to before me this 9th day of August 1954.

[sEAL] Mary E. WiBkL,
Notary Public.

My commission expires November 1, 1955.
STAFF REPORT ON AMERICAN LABOR EDUCATION SERVICE, INC.

This memorandum is submitted for the purpose of setting forth
some of the activities of American Labor Education Service, Inc.,
which bear on that part of the scope of this committee’s investigation
directed to the question of whether certain foundations “are using their
resources * * * for political purposes, propaganda, or attempts to
influence legislation” (H. Res, 217 f

The American Labor Education Service, Inc. (hereinafter simply
referred to as “ALES”) is a tax-exempt foundation, listed on page 9
of the 1952 Supplement to the Cumulative List of Organizations (con-
tributions to which are deductible) published by the Bureau of In-
ternal Revenue of the United States Treasury Department. Accord-
ing to United States Citizens in World Affairs, a directory of non-
governmental organizations published by the Foreign Policy Asso-
ciation in 1953, ALES has 10 full-time staff members at headquar-
ters and in the field. The same booklet reports that ALES is a mem-
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ber of the International Federation of Workers’ Educational Asso-
ciations and that its objectives in international affairs are “to cooper-
ate with the labor movement in intensifying education in the field of
international affairs; to stimulate the interest of leaders in interna-
tional affairs; and to encourage the study of such issues within the
groups and unions.”
A }?erusal of ALES annual reports and conference programs reveals
that “intensifying education” is very closely related to, if not iden-
tical with, propaganda and political action. Moreover, the back-
ground of ALES staff members, together with the list of personnel
participating in ALES conferences, suggest an interlocking direc-
torate of individuals and groups who have been associated with mili-
tant socialism, and even, in some cases, with Communist fronts.

For instance, as set forth in exhibit 1 annexed hereto, Eleanor C.
Anderson (also known as Mrs. Sherwood Anderson) listed in the
ALES annual report for 1953 as its treasurer and a member of its
board of directors, was cited 10 times in the Dies committee hearings
and 20 times in the appendix IX of the House Committee on Un-
American Activities; Max Lerner, its former treasurer and member
of the board of directors, was cited 20 times by the Dies committee and
31 times in appendix IX; J. Raymond Walsh, a director and vice

* chairman up until at least 1948, was cited 22 times by the Un-Amer-
ican committee; and 12 times in appendix IX; Edward C. Lindeman,
a director until his death in 1953, was cited 8 times by the Dies ¢om-
mittee and 19 times in appendix IX.

The American Labor Education Service sponsors an Annual Wash-
ington’s Birthday Workers’ Education Conference.. According to
page 1 of an ALES invitation to one of these affairs, dated February
25-26, 1950, this general conference for leaders, teachers, and others
professionally interested in workers’ education “was started at Brook-
wood Labor College in 1924 under the auspices of Local 189 of the
AFT” (American Federation of Teachers). (In 1928, the A. F.of L.,
with one dissenting vote, issued a ban against Brookwood Labor Col-
lege as “an incubator of Communists.” (See New York Times, Nov.
99, 1928, p. 12.)

‘Under letter of October 2, 1946, ALES invited its members to
attend a conference in Milwaukee, stating, among other things:

“The topic for this year’s discussion is a timely one ‘How Can
Worker's Education Advance Labor’s Economic and Political Ob-
jectives’.

“At the dinner, we shall consider methods labor must use when col-
lective bargaining does not work, especially methods of dealing with
the Government.” [Italics ours.]

The agenda for the 1947 ALES Midwest Workers’ Education Con-
ference (weekend of November 1-2 at Hotel Moraine, Highland Park,
I11.) notes the following discussion groups on the subject of Defin-
ing and Advancing Labor’s Objectives in 1947-48: A. Collective
Bargaining Under New Federal and State Legislation; B. Labor’s
Jommunity Relations; C. How to Maintain Union Strength in the
Face of Inflation and Depression; D. Political Action for Labor
[Italics by ALES.]

Workshops on Education, acecording to the same agenda, included
these topics: “F. Developing Radio Program; G. Utdization of the
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Press; H. Political Action Techniques; J. Improving Farmer-Labor
Relations.” [Italics by ALES.] These are the kind of workshops
that would be appropriate for a gathering of politicians; they do not
suggest the ordinary seminar. )

An ALES letter, dated January 30, 1948, which announces the
annual conference for that year, reads in part:

This year special emphasis will be placed on workships for the discusssion
of practical problems of current interest to those working in the field. * * *

Six technical workshops are scheduled from 2 to 5 o’clock on Saturday after-
noon, the topics for which will be: how to integrate educational work in the
unions, the use of sociodrama in the training of shop stewards, specific curric-
ulum and content needs for labor education activities, practical methods for
developing labor’s interest as consumers, techniques for more effective farmer-
labor cooperation, and advances recently made in the use of audiovisual aids.
The first three workshops listed on the enclosed program will be open to all
those engaged in any form of workers’ education. The second three will be
open to those who carry on labor education in unions. * * *

On Sunday morning a panel of experts will discuss methods and materials
which will implement labor’s foreign policy. * * *

Developing farmer-labor cooperation and “implementing labor’s
foreign policy” might be characterized as education for labor in order
to obtain political objectives, rather than education of labor.

An ALES letter, dated June 4, 1948, asking for financial aid from
friends reads in part:

Two trends in American life make workers’ education an issue of paramount
importance. One is the attempt to eliminate racial diserimination in trade
unions and the other is the Taft-Hartley labor bill and what it symbolizes. * * *

Certainly, the passage of the Taft-Hartley bill indicates among other things,
the need for an intensive ‘“push” in labor education. The American Labor Edu-
cation Service is equipped to furnish this “push,” equipped in every way save
one, namely adequate budget. I am writing, therefore, to ALES friends, who
realize the strategic role which organized labor must play in our democratic
struggle, asking for continued financial help. * * *

“Pushing” against the Taft-Hartley bill—and soliciting funds for
such a “push”—would seem to be activities related to lobbying and,
therefore, not tax exempt. '

The tentative program of the ALES Midwest Workers’ Education
Conference, November 13-14, 1948, in Milwaukee, Wis., noted that
the keynote session would be “The union’s responsibility in forward-
ing democracy in the world scene today.” Workshops dealt with the
problem of “How can workers’ education stimulate democratic partici-
pation * * * through legislative activity, through winning commu-
nity understanding and more effective participation in community or-
ganization, through political activity and farmer-labor cooperation.”
The dinner meeting on Saturday evening was concerned with the
“Development of program of the Economic Cooperation Administra-
“tion and labor’s responsibility for supporting it.”

An ALES conference at the New School for Social Research, held
February 25-26, 1950, discussed The Contribution of Labor in Re-
building Democratic Society and the Role of Workers’ Education in
Political Action. (See p. 2 of ALES Agenda that date.) It was
noted that a “panel discussion will cover the urgency of participation
in political action by labor, and the reevaluation of education in re-
lation to political action.”

It seems clear that a significant portion of the ALES program is
devoted to planning and promoting political action. It appears to
be especially active in recruiting mass labor support for a private
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brand of interventionist foreign policy, the U. N. and its various
agencies, foreign aid, and the concept of worldwide social and eco-
nomic security. Some of the money for “discussion programs in in-
ternational affairs for labor-union representatives” has been granted
to ALES by a subsidiary of the Ford Foundation, the Fund for
Adult Education. On page 34 of the fund’s report of its grants from
January 1, 1952; to June 30, 1953, it is noted that ALES had been
granted a total of $190,000 of which $95,000 was still unpaid.

It is admittedly difficult to draw the line between discussion pro-
grams which are truly “educational” and those which are designed to
proselytize for a particular viewpoint. But it would be safe to say
that no one can accuse the ALES of leaning over backward to pre-
sent both sides of the “great debate” on foreign policy.

Here is an extract from the 1953 Annual Report of the ALES (p. 9)
which described an ALES-CIO World Affairs Institute, a 2-week
affair at Haven Hill Lodge, north of Detroit, Mich. :

The study program will be developed around these topies: World Popula-
tion and Food; the U. N. and Its Specialized Agencies; the Economics of Foreign
Trade; Comparative Labor Movements; the Role of the CIO in World Affairs; -
How Foreign Policy Is Made. Throughout the course there will be considera-
tion of how attitudes are formed and of educational methods for local work.
Among those who will serve as faculty and discussion leaders will be: Isidor
Lubin, former United States Representative on the Economic and Social Coun-
cil of the U. N.; Victor Reuther, assistant to Walter Reuther, president of the
-CIO ; James Calderwood, associate professor of economics at Ohio State Univer-
sity (now on leave) ; Stanley H. Ruttenberg, CIO director of education and re-
gearch; and Paul Nitze, former Chief of the Policy Planning Board in the State
Department. These will be supplemented by staff and officials from the United
States Labor Department, the ILO, and UNESCO ; delegates from foreign coun-
tries, including Sweden, Germany, Haiti, Tunisia, the Philippines, and New
Zealand ; trade union leaders with experience in Latin America, Europe, the
Middle East, and the Far Bast. ‘

ALES also runs a Philadelphia center for leadership training in
world affairs. On page 6 of the 1953 annual report it is noted :

A variety of techniques are used: discussion groups, classes, institutes, con-
ferences, film discussion, planning sessions, board and committee meetings, mem-
bership meetings. It is true here, as in all parts of the ALES international
project, that the study of world affairs has covered many topics including, for
example, foreign trade, economic aid, labor -movements abroad, and world
economic conditions. .

During the period of the Philadelphia project, the study groups on the U. N. and
the U. N. trips have increased in number and have proved effective in broadening
international outlook and sense of responsibility. Preparations for the trips
. include always a review of the general purposes of the U. N., the issues under dis-
cussion, the foreign policy of this country and its position on current U. N. issues,
and a briefing or film about the nation whose delegates the group is to meet.
The work of special agencies always is emphasized, particularly the Social and
FEconomic Council, the Trusteeship Council, and UNICEF. There always is keen
interest in underdeveloped countries.

ALES sponsors a number of short, regional conferences throughout
the year. In 1952 it organized a Second Annual North Dakota Confer-
ence of Farmers and Workers. Delegates from unions, farm organ-
izations, and cooperatives discussed goals and methods of economic
action by organized farmers and organized workers (p. 7, 1953 annual
report). ~
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According to the same annual report (p.7):

Discussion moved from everyday problems of farmers and workers—the effects
of price supports, the need for organization, opportunities for joint farmer-labor
action—to such questions as the needs of underdeveloped countries, the im-
portance of foreign trade, and the relationships between foreign aid and military
purposes.

Other excerpts from the 1953 annual report which indicate the
nature and scope of the ALLES activity include these :

Since the curriculum and study programs relate to the many-sided interests of
adult workers with special reference to their economic and social outlook, ALES
also has cooperative relationships with many types of educational, governmental,
and community agencies (p. 14).

In its work with organizations outside the labor movement, ALES serves as a4
bridge between labor education organizations and many community and educa-
tional bodies (p. 14).

It goes without saying that the ALES international project has worked in
many ways with community and governmental organizations chiefly concerned
with world affairs and foreign policy (p.14).

Cooperative relationships of great educational value to the ALES programn
have been developed with members of the Secretariat and the delegations at the
United Nations (p.14).

On the local level, ALES works constantly with such organizations as the
American Association for the United Nations * * * (p. 14).

* * * the entire ALES program may be described as leadership training, since
it is planned for those who carry responsibilities within the labor movement—
union officers, committee chairmen, shop stewards, delegates, and others (p. 14).

Ags a national agency giving service to a great variety of groups concerned with
labor education in this country, it has become the accepted function of ALES to
carry extensive responsibilities for interpreting labor education to friends, critics,
and the uninformed (p.13). [Italics ours.]

Cooperation also is extended to student bodies and to social and community
agencies. Board and staff members of ALES serve on the committees of these
organizations * * * (p.13).

In recent years, ALES has given special attention to areas of work where the
labor movement believes that, through education, responsible action might be
strengthened (p.1). [Italicsours.]

Our work with foreign trade unionists has included helping to plan programs;
to make contacts; and to utilize the skills of unionists from 33 * * * widely
scattered countries * * *. Among the visitors have been experienced labor edu-
cators, teachers, in labor schools, officers of trade unions, and government de-
partment and adult education personnel concerned in labor education (p. 1).

In carrying out its exchange activities, ALES cooperates with various organ-
izations, among them the Institute of International Education, UNESCO, the
National Social Welfare Assembly * * * (p.1).

ALES * * * jtgelf sponsors foreign trade union visitors * * * ALES extends
opportunities to American workers to study abroad * * * (p. 2).

The ALES director and certain members of the board now serve as members
of the National Selection Committee on Workers’ and Adult Education; of the
American Selection Committee for Ruskin College Scholarships (both of the Insti-
tute of International Education) ; and of the Advisory Selection Committee for
‘Workers’ Education of the Conference Board of the Associated Research Coun-
cil’s Committee on International Exchange of Persons (p. 2).

With every passing year it becomes more urgent for white-collar workers to
face their economic realities and to establish their rightful place in the labor
movement * * * This is the challenge that White Collar Workshops sets out
to meet through its unique resident labor school planned to serve these work-
ers * * * (p.11).

White Collar Workshops this year planned a shorter school—1 week—where
intensive work could be carried omn, focused on a common concern. The em-
phasis throughout the week was on how white-collar workers themselves, as citi-
zens and trade unionists, can make themselves felt in the local and national
scene (p.12).

The study program included an analysis of the factors affecting the business
cycle, with special reference to the current situation; the economics of collective
bargaining; the legislative and political scene in Washington ; with special em-
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phasis on legislative and community action carried on by organized labor; and
discussions of the significance and the social attitudes of white-collar workers.
There was also a series of workshops, highlighted by a stimulating panel on
organizing and strengthening white-collar unions in which union staff members,
experienced in handling the problems of white-collar workers, participated
(p.12). [Italics ours.]

By its own admission, therefore, ALES is in the center of a network
of educational groups, many of whose activities border on propaganda
and political action. ALES is in a position to make its impact felt on
a wide front by virtue of its staffing of interlocking directorates. It
feels that a legitimate function is to convince white-collar workers that
they should join in economic and political action with unionists. It
l(;utlines the legislative terrain in Washington and trains troops for the

attle.

It would appear that ALES relates education to action favored by
the labor movement. It interprets the meaning of education to the
general public. It staffs the committees of student groups and social
agencies. It provides the funds for a two-way transmission belt that
carries American trade unionists to Socialist Europe and brings
Socialist leaders here. It serves as a bridge between many govern-
mental agencies and community groups interested in world affairs. Ti

-trains the leadership of the labor movement, and that leadership, of
course, has a great responsibility for planning and implementing
political action.

In 1938, ALES published for sale a 45-page pamphlet entitled
“Annotated List of Pamphlet Material for Workers Classes.” While
this pamplet is now 16 years old, it should be noted that it contains a
foreword by Eleanor 3. Coit, the then and now director of ALES. In
addition, the sections on The Labor Movement, Labor Economics,
English and On Methods and Materials were prepared by Orlie Pell,
who is still listed on the ALES staff as the publications and research
associate. In reading ALES’ own description of the contents of some
of the books which it recommends for use in workers’ classes and in
also considering the organizations which sponsored the publication of
such books, one seriously questions how education is served and rather
asks oneself why tax exempt moneys should be used to further class
hatred, social unrest, and economic warfare. One of the books recom-
mended is entitled “Toward a Farmer-Labor Party” written by Harry
W. Laidler, and published by the League for Industrial Democracy,
of which he is the executive director. As stated by ALES, this book
contains:

A brief analysis of the problems confronting an independent Farmer-Labor
Party in America, and an account of past and present developments in that di-

rection. Labor party movements in Minnesota, Wisconsin, New Year, Illinois,
Detroit, Pennsylvania, California, and Oregon included.

On the question of regulating labor unions, the recommended book
is Should Labor Unions be Regulated ? by Hubert Herring and Harold
O. Hatcher, published by the Council for Social Action. Arguments
for and agalnst compulsory incorporation of trade unions are con-
tained in this volume “with conclusion in favor of the negative” as
described by ALES.

Another book entitled “Shall Strikes Be Outlawed #” by Joel Seid-
man, and published by the League for Industrial Democracy, deals
with “discussion of compulsory arbitration of labor disputes, its dan-
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gers to workers in countries where labor is politically weak, and ex-
periments in compulsory arbitration here and abroad.”

Another book published by the League for Industrial Democracy
and written by Carl Raushenbush is entitled “Fordism”, and is rec-
ommended by ALES as being “useful for workers’ classes in showing
concretely some of the methods used to combat organization among
workers, and some of the influences a large company can have on the
surrounding community.” L

The ALES pamphlet also contains a bibliography of labor plays,
some of which deserve special mention. For instance, two plays spon-
sored by the Highlander Folk School (referred to in appendix IX as
a revolutionary theater organization) are Gumbo where racial and
antiunion discrimination is depicted and Labor Spy which “shows
methods used by antiunion detective agency to ‘hook’ an innocent
worker into being a labor spy.”

- Many plays are recommended which were sponsored by the Brook-
wood Labor College, on which comment has already been made. For
instance, there is the play Step which is described as a “mass recita-
tion on psychology of unemployed”, and Uncle Sam Wants You, the
message of which 1s “a reminder of what recruiting posters really ask
for. Excellent for trained speech chorus.” _

Under the sponsorship of Southern Summer School, we find other
labor plays depicting “standing in line before a closed bank” in Bank
Run, and “plight of unemployed and hungry southern millworkers
in Job-Huntin’, and “Southern mill strikers around a fire on a picket
line at night. Effective use of real strike songs,” in On The Picket
Line.

Then there are found additional plays about labor and organization
as Black Pit by Albert Maltz (cited by House of Representatives
on October 24, 1947, for contempt of Congress) which ALES describes
as follows: :

A miner, framed because of union activity, after coming out of jail, attempts
to find work but is blacklisted everywhere because of union record. Is driven to
accept position as stool pigeon. Requires convincing use of Slavic dialect and
intelligent direction.

A play which has been particularly marked “recommended” b,
ALES is Rehearsal by Albert Maltz, which revolves around the fol-
lowing situation:

During a rehearsal of a stirring mass chant on the Detroit auto strike, one
actress finally succeeds in playing the part with almost too much realism. Excel-
lent drama ; one rich emotional part.

Also winning the highly recommended award is Waiting for Lefty
by Clifford Odets, described as: “One of the best plays for labor and
leftwing groups. Realistic treatment of strikes, rackets, and stool
pigeons. Requires intelligent directing.”

Also recommended is The Maker of Swords by Sterling Olmsted,
described as follows: '

Fantasy laid in imaginary country. A maker of swords has become fabulously
rich through selling his product and then stirring up international hatred to the
point of war. Caught and convicted of his crimes, he is condemned to die but
cleverly plants the seeds of mistrust in the hearts of his keepers, two brother
princes, who in their turn declare war against each other, and each secretly or-

ders more swords from the swordmaker. Play ends on ironic note, with no solu-
tion offered.
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Classified under the category “fantasy and satire” is g play, Blocks,
by Mollie Day Thatcher, and sponsored by Vassar Experimental
Theater, whichis:

" A powerful satire in which Green Worker and Tan Worker symbolize all the.
masses forced unwillingly to war, while the Green Man and the Tan Man sym-
bolize all the leaders, generals, and capitalists making war without engagmg
in it.

Finally, ALES refers to two plays from Soviet Russia, one being
Bread by Vladimir Kirshom, and described as “the best known an
most significant Soviet play of the gigantic effort to change the life
and economic organization of the Russian peasantry.”

In 1942, ALES published and distributed a }i amphlet entitled
“Songs Useful for Workers’ Groups,” which is oped “would be
helpful to groups of workers who want to sing together.”

Among the song collections listed in said pamphlet was the fol-
lowing:

Rebel Song Book, compiled and edited by Samuel H. Friedman ; music editor,
Dorothy Bachman. Rand School Press, 7 East 15th St., New York. Paper.
92 pages. 50 cents.

“87 Socialist and Labor Songs,” including a number of revolutionary songs
translated from the Russian German, Finnish, Italian, and so on. Also, union
and organzing songs, IWW and strike songs. In most cases the text is set
to old familiar melodies, but there is also some stirring original music by Hanns
Eisler, Herman Epstein, Liebich, and others. The songs are well adapted for
mass singing in unison, with moderately easy accompaniments,

Certainly the question arises whether a tax-exempt fund should be
used to further the sale and use of a rebel song book which contains
among other things organizing songs, IWW and strike songs, many
of which are set to the “stirring original music by Hanns Eisler.”

ALES distributes a reprint of a symposium on Some Trends in
Adult Education, originally published in the November 1952 issue
of Adult Education, an organ of the Adult Education Association of
the United States of America. Eleanor G. Coit, director, and Orlie
A. H. Pell, education and research associate of ALES took part in
the symposium.

It was pointed out by the two ALES participants that labor edu-
cation is no longer a frill but “well on the way to being considered
an integral part of the process of building a strong, effective labor
movement.” The reasons why labor education is changing from a
utilitarian approach, with emphasis on techniques, to the kind of edu-
cation appropriate for successful political action were clearly pointed
out:

As our lives in the 20th century become more complex and interdependent,
unions are finding themselves concerned with a wider range of problems. Less
and less 1s collective bargaining with the employer a fully adequate answer to
their needs; price levels that affect their standard of living, the housing condi-
tions under which they live, the effects of the cold war, the atmosphere of .
loyalty oaths and suspicion—these problems can be met only with action on the
community, national and international scenes (p. 2). (Italiecs ours.)

Consequently labor education has Increased the scope of its responsibility.
The study program for example, of the 1952 union summer institutes held in
all parts of the country, includes among their areas of work such fields as inter-
national affairs (including point 4), wage stabllization, community services,
human relations, political action, public relations, and civic rights * * * (p. 2

One of the outstanding developments of recent years has been the increaseci
involvement in international affairs on the part of labor leaders (p. 2).
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ALES staff members would seem to be preoccupied with the abso-
lute necessity of promoting worldwide labor action.

As we look to the future, we see, perhaps, an intensification of the trend al-
ready apparent. A sober, responsible labor movement, aware of its increasing
responsibilities in a world at crisis, turning to its educational arm for help in
meeting its responsibilities; seeking to understand the problems faced on the
community, the national, and above all, the international levels. Here may lie
the direction of growth during the coming years * * * go that the labor move-
ment may take the lead in the development of insight and action that will be
worldwide in scope (p. 3).

Irvine L. H. Kerrison, chairman, labor program, Institute of Man-
agement and Labor Relations, Rutgers University, took part in the
same symposium. Here is his concept of “successful” labor education
at the university level, as set forth in the reprint circulated by ALES:

Institutions of higher learning now achieving the greatest success in workers’
education * * * believe that effective workers’ education helps the worker be-
come a better individual, a contributing member of his union group, and a par-
ticipating citizen in his community. They base all their work with unions on
three operating principles :

(1) Every activity planned jointly by the union and the university.

(2) Every activity designed to deal with individual problems of union
groups requesting service.

(8) Close cooperation with the labor movement maintained through union
advisory committee members and regular consultation with National, regional,
and State union education directors * * *

University officials, in these troubled times, are fond of extolling aca-
demic freedom and the right of scholars to teach the facts without
fear or favor, pressure or censorship. Yet, in the field of labor edu-
cation, it would seem that union leaders exercise the right of veto and
the privilege of constant consultation. Mr. Kerrison, the author of
this concept of controlled education, then asserts that:

* * * organized labor is one of the few bulwarks, and perhaps strongest of the
few, against a violent dropping of the Iron Curtain on modern civilization (pp.
4-5).

Larry Rogin, vice-chairman and a director of ALES, and a director
of the education department, Textile Workers Union of America,
also participated at the symposium and emphasized the point that
the purpose of labor “education” is to make a good union man :

To the extent that the educational needs and desires of workers are more
widely met, the workers will become more effective trade unionists and better
citizens of their country and of the world (p. 6).

Mr. Rogin raises another question which may be central to labor
education :

Finally, in these days of Taft-Hartley and McCarthy and Zell, will the educa-
tor stand up for the right to deal with controversial subjects honestly and with-
out fear? From how many subjects will he beg off, saying, “This is a job for the
union?”’ (p. 6).

Another project of the ALES is the holding of conferences which
promote Farmer-Labor Understanding—And Action (the title of a
reprint from the Journal of Educational Sociology, February, 1952,
which is currently circulated by ALES). The author noted that some
of the following were points agreed upon by a joint committee at the
1951 Northwest Farmers’ and Workers’ Education Conference:

The official publications of people’s organizations such as labor unions, cooper-
atives, and farmer organizations are important instruments for translating the
common agreements of educational conferences into better rank-and-file under-
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standing * * * In recent years nearly all labor papers have protected the work-
ing farm families from legislative attack (by powerful exploiting interests) on
their price-support program by showing urban consumers that working farmers
get a very small percentage of the dollar paid by the consumer for food and
clothing (p. 5).

Cooperative publications and Farmers Union papers have carried the story to
farmers about the very small percentage of the price of farm machinery and
supplies which goes to the worker in the form of wages. These same publica-
tions have informmed farmers of the basic threat, not only to organized labor
but to organized farmers, in such legislation as the Taft-Hartley Act (p. 5).

As an example of substantial “interlock” it might be pointer out
that the vice chairman of the American Labor Education Service,
Mark Starr, has also been a chairman of the board of the League for
Industrial Democracy. Further, he is the director of education for
the ILGWU and a member of the United States Advisory Commission
on Educational Exchange. He has been appointed to responsible
policy positions in the field of education: as labor consultant to tha
Office of War Administration; as a member of the American delega-
tion to establish UNESCO; as a labor education consultant to Ameri-
can military government in Japan ; as a member of President Truman’s
Commission on Higher Education during the period 1945-47.

Mr. Starr is also listed as chairman of the board of the Public Affairs
Committee which publishes a great many pamphlets on significant
topics of the day. In view of his prominence in the field of educa-
tion and his position as a key link in the interlocking directorate of
certain groups whose activities border on propaganda and political
action, it is perhaps desirable to examine his philosophy of education
in some detail. Following are excerpts from Labor Looks at Educa-
tion by Mark Starr, published by the League for Industrial Democracy
in 1947:

Later they (the poor) read Marx and Veblen, to name only two of the most
effective intellectual commandos who utilized their own college training as
bombs to blast away the intellectual girders supporting the modern economic
system. Inevitably such individuals are rejected as heretics because the ideas
which they espouse do not support things as they are (p. 4).

This passage is characteristic of Mark Starr and his associates in
ALES who regard education as a weapon which should be used to de-
stroy the foundations of the present social order. Certainly he had in
mind the use of education as a weapon in what Socialists love to refer
to as the class struggle when he wrote:

The labor movement cannot rest content until there are 30 million people or-
ganized in the trade unions of the United States. This means that workers’ edu-
cation should keep in mind the conversion of the community to labor’s point of
view.

(See Mark Starr’s article entitled “Worker’s Education, 1900-1940,”
published in May-June 1940 issue of the Workmen’s Circle Call).

Note in the following passage Mr. Starr’s contempt for the dis-
passionate search after truth. To hi