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INTRODUCTION
Peter F. Sloss
President, Rosenberg Foundation

The Board of Directors of the Rosenberg Foundation thought we ought to do
something to mark the 50th anniversary of the Foundation, and we were unanimous in
wanting to avoid the usual sort of anniversary celebration. We felt that any organiza-
tion that is fifty years old, and particularly one that has spent fifty years giving away
money, can find people to say a few kind words about it, and that this doesn’t really
mean very much.

Rather than speeches of reminiscence or praise, we wanted something different.
To use terms that many will recognize as favorites of this and other foundations, we
wanted to do something innovative, serious of purpose, and useful.

We also liked the idea of bringing together people who have shared our vision and
goals so that we could all visit with each other and talk about common interests. Those
people assembled on November 18, 1985 at the St. Francis Hotel in San Francisco:
community activists who have created new organizations and pioneered in new pro-
grams to make this state a better place; leaders of public and private institutions who
have worked for change; our colleagues from foundations and corporate giving
programs; and other friends of the Rosenberg Foundation. Their names are listed in
the Appendix.

The program we planned made rather a full day. The morning was devoted to a
look at the past in California. In the afternoon we attempted to look into the future at
the changes that are now taking place and at what they portend, with particular
emphasis on families and children, an abiding interest of the Rosenberg Foundation.
In each segment of the program, the participants were asked to split up into small
discussion groups and share some of their interests and concerns on these two major
topics.

This report of the meeting includes condensed versions of the principal speeches
and panel discussions. The closing summary by Lewis Butler, President of California
Tomorrow and a past President of the Rosenberg Foundation, also gives some of the
flavor of what went on in the small discussion groups. :




THINKING ABOUT CALIFORNIA AND ITS CHANGING IMAGE
J.S. Holliday

The concept of image is common these days. Ad agencies are hired to create an
image for a corporation or for one of its products, even for a nation. And we all
know of the imagination and money invested by political candidates, especially
Presidents, to establish their images.

I want to think with you about California’s image, how it has changed and
why; how that changing image has influenced immigration and consequently the
size of this state and its power and character.

To start, consider a few statements that offer a preview of California’s images.

First, from Wallace Stegner: “California is America, only more so.”

And a Washington Post columnist who in March 1979 returned from Los
Angeles and advised her readers: “Our most populous state is another country
where there is no slush, no February, no struggle.”

And a final image, from John Gregory Dunne:

“The claim of Los Angeles to be the co-equal of New York could be
dismissed as the braggadocio of a provincial metropolis except for one
thing. Los Angeles has Hollywood, the dream factory that is both the
manufacturer of a national idea and an interpreter of it . . . Hollywood, the
most ridiculed and most envied cultural outpost of the century, bankrolled
and nurtured by men who knew only one word of two syllables and that
word was fillum.”

These are a few of the images which have influenced our consciousness of
California. I want to think with you about many more, from the first in a 16th
century novel to those of the Gold Rush years when California competed with the
old image of America as a place where man and his family could make a living. In
1849 California seemed to be a place where a man could make a fortune. A living
vs. a fortune.

It all started with a Spanish novel published about 1510 which described an
island where gold was the only metal and the ruler Queen Calafia with her sister
warriors captured men for the purpose of procreation and then killed them, as well
as any boy babies! |

In the Spanish-Mexican era before the world rushed in, visitors to California
often published their impressions of that remote and backward land. Richard
Henry Dana in his book, Two Years Before the Mast (published in 1840) wrote that
the women of California preferred fine clothes to clean homes, and he suspected
they obtained their finery by immoral means. He added another anticipation of
modern judgments of California. “There are no people to whom the newly invented
Yankee word ‘loafer’ is more applicable than to the Californians.”
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Of all the images which have shaped national and world awareness of Califor-
nia, those from the gold rush years have been most persistent and influential. We
are often reminded of the impressive economic and demographic statistics of that
dramatic era. But I think we are unaware that it was during the gold rush years
(when the gold-seekers left their families “back East”) that California first offered
its newcomers the freedomn of anonymity. In that reckless anarchial society of tran-
sient men in a hurry, everyone felt safe, far removed from the curiosity and censure

of hometown eyes. That freedom has survived. Millions of men and women still

come to California knowing that here they will be free to-ignore the expectations of
parents and grandparents and the rules of Indianapolis and Philadelphia.

Another legacy of the gold rush: the exuberance of those years, the rambunc-
tious energy and ambition of the gold-seekers became the hormonal source for
California’s confidence and optimism. Though thousands of gold-seekers failed to
find a fortune, they saw on all sides a booming economy, and rather than return to
“the picayunes of life back East,” they chose to stay, amidst the opportunity and
freedom of a California they had not expected. One of them wrote home in 1852:
“The independence and liberality here and the excitement attending the rapid
march of this country make one feel insignificant and sad at the prospect of return-
ing to the old beaten path at home.”

No other state, no nation had such a beginning, such a period of adolescent
success and freedom. Think what it has meant to California’s image, its spirit, its
psyche to have the ’49ers as Founding Fathers — compared to the Pilgrims. To
have wild, robust, better yet sinful San Francisco as the Mother City — compared
to Boston or Philadelphia.

For California the gold rush has been like the Civil War for the South, a
romantic era proudly remembered, giving distinction and identity. As the defeated
Soldier has symbolized the South and the shared burden of a great loss has created
a feeling of misfortune and denial among Southerners, the ambitious Miner has
symbolized California, and the shared sense that anything is possible has created a
feeling of confidence and great expectation among Californians. /

Beyond symbol, the Miner was important because his attitude became conta-
gious in California. He saw the environment, Nature, as his antagonist to be
subdued, broken into, by the use of whatever tool, device, machine or explosive
force he could improvise or have manufactured. He established a pattern of exploi-
tation which exceeded all previous misuse of America’s natural environment, by
cotton planters and logging companies. In the transient, impatient business of min-
ing, in the jack-pot psychology of mining investors, Progress was equated to finding
new mineral deposits and inventing new machines to extract the treasure — wher-
ever, however. Like a virus, those get-ahead years infected California with the Min-
er’s impatience and eager willingness to depend on Science and Technology to rear-
range Nature.

Year by year those allies came forward with new devices, more powerful
machines and more money, to assure continued Progress: blowers to force air into
deep shafts where miners toiled in intense heat thousands of feet down, amid rock
and danger; mighty pumping machines to keep underground rivers from flooding
the mines; and great saw mills that cut entire forests into thousands of beams to
support miles and miles of tunnels under Virginia City.

The image — California giving. The reality — Machines exploiting.

Not many spoke out against the images or the reality. One who did was Henry
David Thoreau. He saw the get-rich-quick materialism, the speculative frenzy and
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he called it The World’ Raffle. He growled: “The rush to California . . . reflects
the greatest disgrace on mankind. That so many are ready to live by luck and so get
the means of commanding the labor of others less lucky, without contributing any
value to society — and that’s called enterprise!”

Of all California’s enterprises, hydraulic mining best exemplified the Miner’s
ruthless quest for profits and his inventive genius for using technology to rearrange
Nature for his purposes. By the 1870’s mining companies had built an 8,000 mile
network of wooden flumes, ditches and iron pipes to carry water from scores of
man-made reservoirs in the western slopes of the Sierra down to an array of giant
cast-iron nozzles in the foothills. From these “monitors” the water shot out under
tremendous pressure to slam against mountains, foothills and bluffs, melting them
into tumbling rocks, gravel, mud and sand which washed through sluices where
mercury caught granules and specks of gold. Caught them indeed, to the extent that
hydraulic mining produced $270 million in gold — and havoc downstream. Each
year these operations washed millions of tons of slickens — the mix of gravel, mud
and sand —into streams, creeks and rivers. The Yuba River’s bed was raised thirty
feet. Each spring the rivers flooded, burying miles of orchards and cultivated fields
under a deep layer of muck. Years of legal battles attested to the anger of the
farmers and the power of the mining companies. Finally in 1884 a Federal court
ruled in favor of the farmers, a landmark decision which protected for the first time
in American history the interests of the many against the previously inviolate rights

" of the corporation.

That 1884 decision gave a hint of change, an early warning that there would be
new opponents, new voices against an attitude and value system that allowed,
indeed directed the devastation of forests, rivers, wildlife and agriculture. In an
eloquent forecast of the outrage of John Muir and others who would condemn the
exploiters of California’s natural resources, a visitor described the mining regions:
“Nature here reminds one of a princess fallen into the hands of robbers who cut off
her fingers for the sake of the jewels she wears.”

Wherever the jewels could be found, the Miner was there, with ever more com-
plicated Machines and processes to separate particles of gold from tons of crushed
rock — chlorination, cyanidization, leaching, smelting, roasting and lixiviation.
These advances produced profits and dumped tons of stinking, bubbling chemical
wastes into streams and sinking ponds or spewed their fumes into mountain and
desert air. ‘

The industrialization of mining occurred in only a few years, from treasure
hunting in 1849-50 to quartz or vein mining in the 1860’. Through the years of
change and expansion, San Francisco was the catalyst, banker, supplier and source
of know-how — the capital of a mining empire. Known as The City from Alaska to
Arizona, this rough, masculine city-state controlled the wealth and the trade of the
West.

Rudyard Kipling visited “The Queen of the Pacific” in 1889 and his smiling
observation enriched her image:

“Recklessness is in the air. I can’t explain where it comes from, but

there it is. The roaring winds off the Pacific make you drunk with it . . .

The young men are experienced in business and embark on vast enter-

prises, take partners as experienced as themselves and go to pieces with as

much splendor as their neighbors . . . As far as regards certain tough
virtues, they are the pick of the earth. The inept or weakly died on route or
went under in the days of construction.”
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With an imperial reach that managed fisheries in Alaska, sugar factories in
Hawalii, steamboats on the Colorado River and a railroad across the Isthmus of
Panama, San Francisco dominated national and world awareness of California.
The two were synonymous. Then in the 1890’ the image began to change. San
Francisco continued to be the center of California wealth, culture and political
power, and yet in that last decade of the 19th century and ever more rapidly and
surely through the 20th century Los Angeles intruded for attention, sent out its own
images, crowded into the picture and in time became the dominant city, the place
that became synonymous with the name California. This change from the San
Francisco-California image to the Los Angeles-California image is, it seems to me,
the essence of 20th century California history.

Unlike San Francisco blessed with its location — at the shore of the greatest
harbor on the Pacific coast, at the mouth of California’s major river system, at the
entrance to the world’s greatest mining region, Los Angeles started without a single
advantage: no harbor, no river, little rain and isolated by deserts and mountains.
Yet beginning in the late 1880’ that out-of-the-way town burst into national con-
sciousness. The Southern Pacific Railroad and other real estate promoters launched
one of the most intensive image-making campaigns in American history. Through
handbills, posters, brochures, pamphlets, advertisements, magazine articles and
books, they announced Eden is for sale! — a place of beauty, fertility and health.
These three attributes were stressed by the promoters who idealized Southern Cali-
fornia and thereby created an identity, an image for that region so long isolated
from the rush, disorder and power of Northern California. They sold a climate
which in contrast to the hostility of the climate back East offered sunshine, pure
and healing; and no snow, ice, sleet or mud. A climate without discomforts, a
Pacific utopia — with the orange as its symbol and its principal cash crop. To
promote oranges, when most Americans had never seen one, the growers and
packers developed an advertising campaign: “Oranges for Health, California for
Wealth.” Exported in refrigerated freight cars, this new kind of gold produced fabu-
lous profits and the image of Southern California as an agricultural wonderland.

No wonder that Los Angeles and Southern California — the Land of Sunshine
— attracted families in contrast to the single men who had populated San Fran-
cisco and the Land of Gold. The selling of Los Angeles and of Southern California
succeeded not only because of its alluring images but even more because the cost of
travel to the Mediterranean paradise became irresistibly cheap. In 1886-87 a rate
war between Southern Pacific and its transcontinental rival the Atchison Topeka
and Santa Fe Railroad drove prices of a one-way ticket from the mid-west to Los
Angeles or San Diego down from $100 to $25 to $12 to 34 and finally in Marth
1887 to $1. The competing railroads delivered 12,000 eager tourists and settlers each
month. Promoters built elaborate resort hotels and laid out sidewalks and streets;
real estate agents sold thousands of lots in scores of instant towns.

Los Angeles’ population soared, from 11,000 in 1880 to 50,000 in 1890 and by
1900 to more than 100,000. And quite unlike those who had rushed to the gold
region, indeed, unlike those who had settled any other frontier, Southern Califor-
nia’s immigrants came by train, by Pullman car — not by covered wagon or across
the Isthmus of Panama. Most of them were merchants, bankers, professional men,
invalids, farmers weary of winter, family people, retired couples lured by images of
what we now call “California living.”

Southern California became a new California, peaceful and domestic, blessed
not only with sunshine in January but with the product of prehistoric sunshine. In
1892 the first oil well started flowing in Los Angeles. By 1907, three thousand wells
were pumping wealth in backyards, between houses and from sites where homes
had been removed.

Prosperous with oil, confident of its future, ambitious to compete with San
Francisco, Los Angeles needed what every great coastal city had — a harbor. But
Nature had provided only sandbars and mudflats. Not daunted, the city turned to
its engineers and taxpayers to build and to pay for what would become a great,
man-made access to the world. .

As Los Angeles entered the 20th century with its reach to the ocean, San Fran-
cisco reached to the mountains, each to improve on Nature. San Francisco’s engi-
neers sought to create a reservoir for the city’s water system by damming the Hetch
Hetchy gorge near Yosemite. The destruction of this beautiful, granite-walled valley
caused a bitter controversy — which introduced a new image of the Golden State.

It is a matter of importance, of irony and of rightness that the state which
more than any other had advanced because of rampant exploitation of its natural
resources should be the first to develop a well-articulated awareness of the need to
protect the beauty and wonder of Nature’s gifts. The person most responsible for
the ideas, arguments and actions which formed California’s conservationist-
protectionist philosophy, the person whose articles and books best appreciated the
wilderness as an antidote to the corruptions of civilization and as essential to man’s
well-being was John Muir. Beginning in 1871 his voice and writings pointed the
way for dedicated Californians in the contest between the material needs of urban
and industrial growth and the “belief that civilization might not prove worthwhile if
it destroyed the natural world from which man himself had come.” In this philoso-
phical yet pragmatic debate, Muir defined his position, “I am on the side of Nature
in any conflict with Man.”

In the last years of the fight to save Hetch Hetchy (1908-13), Muir warned
against the careless optimism that Man’s errors could be fixed by Science and
Technology or healed by Nature’s bounty. To Californians, so confident of that
bounty, he cried out that the growth of cities and the appetite of industries threa-
tened their state’s resources, beauty and beneficent environment. And thereby John
Muir created a new image -— the image of a fragile, endangered California.

That image was seen and believed by comparatively few in the first decades of
the 20th century when Californians remained supremely confident that their cities’
needs could be provided, that growth was the measure of progress.

Those needs and that growth centered primarily in Southern California where
Los Angeles and its surrounding farmland depended upon, demanded water. In a
region “God never intended to be anything but a desert,” water for irrigation and
for the sprawling growth of Los Angeles by 1910 came from some 15,000 pumps
sucking deeper and deeper to reach the receding underground water. With everyone
depending on continued growth, the leaders and the people of Los Angeles deter-
mined that a more secure and abundant source of water must be found beyond the
city’s arid basin.

In 1905 the Los Angeles Water Department announced plans to construct a
250-mile aqueduct to deliver 288 million gallons per day from the Owens River. In
a phrase that perfectly reflected Los Angeles’ impatience with Nature, the Times
l}l{eralded the daring plan with this headline: “Titanic Project to Give the City a

wer.”




When completed in 1913 (on time, within budget), that man-made river
became the first example of what would be denounced by Owens Valley farmers,
San Franciscans and many others as Los Angeles’ “water imperialism.” To extend
" that empire, engineers dug a canal to deliver water from the Colorado River to a
forbidding desert east of Los Angeles. With abundant water and a new name —
The Imperial Valley, this transformed wasteland was soon promoted as “The Win-
ter Garden of the World.”

By the mid-1920’s the farmers of the Imperial Valley (most of them absentee
owners) and the city planners of Los Angeles cited growth projections as proof of
the need for more water. Encouraged by newly-elected President Herbert Hoover (a
Californian), Congress in 1928 appropriated funds for construction of a dam across
the Colorado River. As “the biggest dam ever built by anyone anywhere” rose
between the canyon walls (under the supervision of two Californians who became
synonymous with engineering genius — Henry J. Kaiser and W. A. Bechtel), the
voters of Los Angeles and adjacent cities were asked in 1931 to approve a mam-
moth project to secure sufficient water for Southern California’s future — an aque-
duct to deliver Colorado River water across deserts, over and through mountains at
a cost of $223 million. This is the summer of 1931, in the deepening depression, in
the disaster of bankruptcies, bank failures and mortgage foreclosures.

How did the taxpayers respond to this proposed financial burden? They voted
5 to 1 for Colorado River water. Their decision was inevitable. By 1931 the image
and reality of Southern California depended on the works of Man far more than
the gifts of Nature. The voters understood that their cities and their agriculture
depended on rearranging Nature.

And why not have confidence in such dependence? California in the decade of
the *20s had attracted the largest internal migration in American history (up to that
time): 2,250,000 newcomers and 72% of them settled in Southern California.

There were other California astonishments in the 1920’, especially in Southern
California where a real estate boom described as frenzied was dwarfed by an oil
boom described as fabulous. But the astonishment which most impressed the Amer-
ican people was Hollywood. A corps of columnists and magazine writers reported
the movie peoples’ dazzling salaries; their divorces, adulteries, seductions and wild
parties; their yachts and private railroad cars, stucco mansions and sunken bath-
tubs. New words and images — bathing beauties and starlets, boudoir and bun-
galow — conveyed to millions of Americans new images of Southern California
and new expectations for their own lives in Michigan and Maryland.

Because the movie-makers used Southern California locations, the old images
became more vivid than ever. In scores of movies the American people saw palm-
lined streets and lawn-fronted homes, romantic Spanish missions, broad ocean
beaches, oil fields, orange groves, vineyards, farms, deserts, forests and mountains
... California, a land different from Michigan and Maryland.

Different even during the Great Depression when the image of the Golden
State — land of sunshine and year-round crops — attracted hundreds of thousands
of destitute Americans who believed that such a bountiful state would provide jobs
or at least an escape from cold and suffering.

The majority of those hopefuls in that ironic, sorrowful migration came from
western and southern states where drought had transformed hundreds of counties
into what was called the Dust Bowl. Three hundred and fifty thousand farmers fled
this impoverished area, in boxcars and crowded jalopies, picturing in their minds
irrigated orange groves and fruit-ladened orchards, lawns and cottages. Their arri-
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val shocked Los Angeles. Advertisements and announcements published in news-
papers around the country warned people not to come to Southern California! The

Los Angeles city government went so far in February 1936 as to send its policemen
to rail and highway entry points along the Arizona and Nevada border, to turn
away hitch-hikers, boxcar riders, flivver families; anyone who might have “no defi-
nite purpose in coming into the state.”

By the mid-thirties newspaper stories, magazine articles, newsreels, books and
even movies reported the plight of the Dust Bowl refugees (so-called Okies and
Arkies). Their rejection and suffering created a new image of California — of
groves and orchards and irrigated fields where scores of thousands of American
workers (men, women and children) survived in miserable hovels, tents and broken-
down automobiles, without toilets, using water from irrigation ditches for washing
and drinking. Of strikers fighting police and National Guardsmen, of beatings and
arrests and the burning of pitiful labor camps.

The anger of the strikers, the misery of their families were reflected in the
pictures of Dorothea Lange and other documentary photographers. Like television
in a later time of agony, those images revealed to the nation a sad and wounded
California.

Most of all, it was John Steinbeck’s The Grapes of Wrath, first the book (1939)
and then the movie (1940), that involved the American people emotionally, vicar-
iously in the plight of California’s agricultural workers. The story of the Joad fam-
ily became part of the changing image of the Golden State.

Surrounded by the wonders of Nature and the works of Man, in the presence
of natural abundance and great wealth, California’s hundreds of thousands of
unemployed could not understand why the owner-employers left tons of peaches,
pears, tomatoes, onions, celery, oranges and other crops to rot in the fields. Some-
thing was wrong, something had to be changed.

Turning from the bankers, businessmen, engineers and politicians who gave
them no hope, those most affected by the Great Depression (laborers and white-
collar workers) listened to new leaders who talked of building a new society.
Between 1932 and 1938 five successive reform movements gained enthusiastic sup-
port, especially in Southern California.

‘ The first, Technocracy, assured each citizen his rightful share if the organiza-
tion and operation of government were placed in the hands of technicians. Skillful
publicity spread the Technocrats’ slogan “Plenty-for-All”.

This promise attracted more enthusiastic support in Los Angeles than any
other community in the nation. But the leaders were unable to organize their thou-
sand§ of followers and by mid-1933 the people’s stubborn optimism focused on the
Utopian Society. Offering a pension for everyone over the age of forty-five, this
scheme by the summer of 1934 had attracted 500,000 members, most of them in Los
Angeles. Again the promoters did not know how to direct the enthusiasm they had
aroused and the movement soon collapsed.

In contrast to its predecessors,. the next defiant political movement, End Pov-
erty in California, or EPIC, not only had a well-organized program and skiilful
lgadership, it undertook to achieve its far-reaching economic and social reforms by
direct government action: Upton Sinclair, the founder and leader, would run for
governor of California.

' His plan (including state operation of idle factories, establishment of farm col-
onies for the unemployed, issuance of scrip currency, new taxes for corporations
and the wealthy, a monthly pension for the widowed, aged and handicapped) and
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his popularity (he won the Democratic nomination for governor in August "34)
caused fear and loathing among the state’s banks, corporations, newspapers, large
landowners, capitalists, business leaders, Republicans and many Democrats.

Ridiculing EPIC as “Empty Promise in California” and organizing the Boy
Scouts in a crusade to help prevent the horror of Sinclair as governor, the fright-
ened Republican party (supported by thousands of conservative — frightened —
Democrats) spent an estimated $10 million in organizing the first mass-media cam-
paign in American politics. The anti-Sinclair forces plastered the state with roadside
billboards, ran ads in newspapers and magazines, created radio “spots” and worked
with the movie industry to produce “newsreels” and movie “shorts” that attacked
Sinclair as a Socialist, Communist, vegetarian, anti-Christ and pacificist.

By the time of Sinclair’s defeat in November 1934, another utopian plan had
won the confidence of thousands of despairing “old folks” who had come to South-
ern California to retire and had seen their savings and property swept away by the
Great Depression. Promoted by a retired physician from South Dakota, Dr. Fran-
cis E. Townsend, this vision centered on Old Age Revolving Pensions paying $200
monthly to every citizen aged 60 or more, each of whom would be required to
spend that income within 30 days. By 1935 the elderly flocked by the thousands to
hundreds of Townsend Clubs where they sang hymns, listened to speakers and
made contributions so that “the good doctor” could continue his work. By the end
of 1936 the crusade had faded, done in by passage of the Social Security program.

One more pension plan seduced and bedeviled California, this one founded in
1937 by a Los Angeles radio spell-binder who promoted payments to oldsters at the
rate of “$30-Every-Thursday.” In early 1938 a speaker proclaimed the plan would
soon be as familiar as ham and eggs and the phrase became the movement’s cam-
paign slogan. By fall the “Ham-"n-Eggs” plan had 750,000 names on a petition
which put the scheme on the statewide ballot. The fantastic proposal (a state bank
issuing scrip to finance the pension payments) came close to winning: 1,398,000
opposed and 1,143,000 in favor. .

But that was not the end. In 1939 the “Ham-'n-Eggs” organization (330,000
dues-paying members) succeeded in bringing about a special election to consider
their millennial proposal. This time the opposition — everyone from William Ran-
dolph Hearst and Upton Sinclair to economists and clergymen — attacked the plan
as a cruel hoax. In the November election $30-Every-Thursday was soundly
defeated.

While frightening the Establishment and shaking up the political parties, the
reformers and zealots projected a new image of California. Until the 1930’s miners,
bankers, shippers, railroaders, realtors, publishers, developers, engineers and politi-
cians had been able (most of the time) to control the images sent out to America
and the world. But in the disorder of the Great Depression, dreamers and schemers
sold their visions, their projects, their California. Through their newspapers, books,
speeches and spokesmen they envisioned a new and better California with increased
production, equitable distribution, Plenty-for-All, an End to Poverty, pensions paid
monthly, even weekly.

Because those images appealed to Californians by the hundreds of thousands,
the rest of the nation saw the state as a land of crackpots, a place where quacks and
charlatans bamboozled the voters and religious and cult leaders hypnotized the
gullible. Responding to this image, a widely-read New York City columnist
declared California incompetent and recommended a guardian. Other writers led

the way in what soon became (and remains) the national pastime of scorning and
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ridiculing Southern California. H.L. Mencken snorted: “The whole place stinks of
orange blossoms.”

More than any other state, California felt the impact of World War 11, imme-
diately and long-term. In February 1942, the U.S. Army removed 93,000 Japanese-
Americans (most of them American citizens) from their farms and businesses to
remote “relocation” camps. Through the four years of war the Federal government
spent $35 billion in California. This incomparable stimulus revolutionized every
aspect of the economy. Oil production soared, agricultural output tripled, industries
expanded at a frenzied rate. Government billions built on San Francisco Bay the
largest concentration of shipyards in the country and in Southern California the
major arsenal to produce military aircraft.

The nation and the world soon had a new image of California — a place of
prodigious productivity. The remembered images of sunshine and freedom and the
new one of wartime opportunities attracted workers by the hundreds of thousands
700,000 in 1943 alone. Where better to serve than in the Golden State where jobs
in Henry J. Kaiser’s shipyards or in San Diego’s aircraft plants secured exemption
from the draft? Government billions also paid for construction of Army, Navy,
Marine and Air Force training camps, new harbors, repair facilities and air bases.

For millions of Americans in industry and in service, wartime California would
never be forgotten — the temptations of San Francisco, the greatest “liberty town”
in the country; the glamor of the Hollywood USO; bars open all night; unmarried
women earning more than their fathers back home. The San Francisco Chronicle
summed it up in 1943: “The second gold rush has hit the west coast.”

Like that first boom, the wartime expansion of population and industry con-
tinued, even increased after V-J Day. When millions of servicemen and workers
returned to their homes, they told of California’s attractions, advantages, freedoms
and opportunities — the same as the returning gold-seekers. They became promo-
ters of the California image, and that image drew them, their families and friends.
Why work in Michigan? News of jobs in Southern California, newspaper and mag-
azine articles about “California living,” old images and wartime memories increased
the appeal of the Golden State year-by-year. By 1950 California’s population
totaled 10,500,000 — a 53% increase during the astonishing decade of the 1940’s,
which proved to be just a prelude.

In 1949 Russia exploded its own atom bomb. In 1950 the Korean War started.
With Peace an endangered concept and the Department of Defense an ever more
important employer and investor, California gained a new image in the 1950’s — as
the science center of the nation where Nobel Prize winners used modern physics to
control atomic energy, where professors in their labs worked with generals in the
Pentagon. The government spent millions upon millions to build research facilities
for California’s scientists. The British scientist and novelist C. P. Snow validated
(;alifornia’s newest image when he exclaimed: “Think of the astonishing constella-
FlOIl of talent . . . from Berkeley and Stanford to Pasadena and Los Angeles. There
is nothing like that concentration of scientists anywhere in the world.”

Beyond military science, in the rich tradition of California’s purest scientist
Luther Burbank (“the farmer’s Edison”), agricultural research created new vegeta-
bles and invented new machines to nurture an agricultural economy unlike that of
any other state or nation — specialized, industrialized, mechanized, irrigated and

- prodigally productive. In photos, stories and statistics, California sent out the

image of a fecund Eden, fertilized by the chemicals, machinery and money of the
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Golden State’s agri-business.

From the Sierra slopes of the Sacramento Valley to the desert reaches of the
Coachella Valley, California’s booming agricultural industry depended ever more
obviously on man-delivered water. The engineering feat most important to Ameri-
ca’s greatest farm was known as the Central Valley Project. This ambitious rearran-
gement of Nature moved water from the rain-rich upper Sacramento Valley to the
parched lower San Joaquin Valley. But as always with California water, what
promised to be plenty proved to be not enough. In 1957 the Department of Water
Resources issued the California Water Plan, a stupendous concept which included
another massive dam at the upper end of the Sacramento Valley and a system of
canals and pumping stations that would carry water over the Tehachapi Mountains
and across the Mojave plateau to a terminus near Riverside — in all a 600-mile
Mesopotamian marvel.

Whatever the final cost might be, the voters in 1960 approved a $1.75 billion
bond issue in partial payment for the new water system. Major support came from
Southern California voters who expected ever more water to be provided to sustain
their way of life — their shopping mall fountains and sprinklered lawns and public
and private swimming pools and man-made lakes, not to mention all the water
needed to irrigate thousands of acres newly-planted, to make up for thousands of
acres newly-covered with “planned communities” to house tens of thousands of
newcomers who arrived each year: Iowa farmers, Chicago businessmen, Massachu-
setts scientists, retired couples from Buffalo, all of them eager to find their place in
the freedom and sunshine of Southern California’s oasis civilization. During the
decade of the 1950’ the population of metropolitan Los Angeles increased by 54%
— and by 85% in San Diego.

Such statistics — proudly announced by promoters, Chambers of Commerce
and the government in Sacramento — prepared California and the nation for that
mystical moment in late 1962 when the population of the Golden State — more
than 17 million — officially surpassed the population of the Empire State. Gover-
nor Pat Brown declared a four-day celebration.

The enthusiasm of the celebration and the boasts and promises of promoters
and builders were shouted aside in the 1960’s by angry voices echoing the warnings
so futilely expressed long ago by John Muir. The Sierra Club, California Tomor-
row, the Save the Redwoods League; environmentalists, ecologists, radio and
newspaper commentators, professors and thousands of students made known their
anxiety about California as a fragile, endangered environment. Books such as Eden
in Jeopardy and California, Going, Going . . . took the lead in making Californians
think about their partnership in the degradation of what had been so long and so
boastfully called the Golden State.

That degradation became familiar in newspaper and magazine photographs
and especially on television: smog obscuring downtown Los Angeles, loops and
twists of freeways cutting through cities and across farmland, aerial views of sprawl-
ing suburbs (slurbs) covering entire valleys; bulldozers crushing orange groves and
walnut orchards to clear the way for long rows of new tract houses.

Rather than complain or despair, many took action. To curb the power of the
State Division of Highways with its plan to build 12,500 miles of additional free-
ways, San Francisco led the way by preventing construction of a cross-town free-
way, while to the north anger at the proposed destruction of ancient redwoods
forced the rerouting of another freeway. But in Southern California (with a ratio of
one car for every 1.3 people) freeways reached out like a “Cement Octopus”. In the
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image of historian Tom Watkins “enough freeway concrete was poured in Southern
California to pave the State of Rhode Island. Rhode Island would have objected.
Southern California loved it.”

Important as it was for California to lead the American people in a re-
assessment of the environmental cost of Growth and Progress, it proved to be more
important for California to assess ‘the human cost among agricultural workers,
racial minorities and students, all of whom demanded reforms in the 1960’ and
~10s. Because of television, those demands and response to them commanded
national attention.

In agriculture the drama created a folk hero and redefined the image of Cali-
fornia poverty and anger. Cesar Chavez organized a few thousand “stoop laborers”
living in rural slums on the outskirts of farm towns and in 1965 his National Farm
Workers Association (later the United Farm Workers Union) dared to strike the
giant corporations that produced wine grapes. “Huelga” — strike! — became a
word known across America. Newspapers, politicians and national emotions sided
with Chavez. In 1966 the corporations signed contracts with his union.

The next year Chavez’s call for a boycott of California table grapes created a
social issue of national concern. There followed his Ghandi-like fast as a plea for
non-violence, his imprisonment in 1970, visits by the widows of Robert Kennedy
and Martin Luther King and the victories of his union, all played out in national
headlines and nightly TV images and in the growing realization that California
would one day have to break free from its peculiar institution (dependence on
migrant farm workers) by turning to the machines being invented in the state’s
agricultural research labs.

California’s migrant workers carried on their struggle over a period of years.
The anger and hatred that fueled the riots in Watts — the black city within the city
of Los Angeles — flared and burned for six days and four nights in August 1965. A
horrified nation saw rioters roving the streets, smashing and looting and torching
buildings. Fourteen thousand National Guardsmen battling snipers. Guerrilla war
in alleys, on roof tops. Armored cars, molotov cocktails and shoot-outs. When the
rioting subsided and the TV cameras surveyed the devastation, announcers reported
the inevitable statics — property damage, dead, wounded and arrested. From the
fear and meanness of it all, there emerged an image of black Americans filled with
despair and hate in a land of Health and Wealth, in America — only more so.

Seen as a disturbed and threatening place, California in the late 1960’s seemed
to be the source not only of black anger (which raged for three summers in ghettos
across the nation), but also of student defiance and rebellion. Though judged by
many to be spoiled rowdies with nothing to complain about, the students at the
University of California at Berkeley started the Free Speech Movement, called a
strike and occupied the administration building. Called “Berkeley fallout” by one
historian, sit-ins, assaults and arson disrupted campuses from Stanford to
Columbia.

Throughout the upheavals of the 1960’s, the media focused on California’s
revolution — the Black Revolt, the Student Revolt, the Sexual Revolution and,
most of all, the revolutionary “lifestyles” of the hippies with their drug LSD that

- spread the Psychedelic Revolution.

Reaction to these “revolutions” also emanated from California. When Ronald
Reagan ran for governor in 1966 he characterized rebellious students as “a minority of
malcontents, beatniks and filthy-speech advocates.” Declaring he was “sick of the
sick-ins, the teach-ins and walkouts,” he promised “when I am elected governor I
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will organize a throw-out.” Re-elected governor in 1970, Reagan briefly shut-down
every state college and university campus. Applauded for his leadership by some,
there were many people in other states who smiled to see California tormented.
They felt it was about time for the Golden State, with its free and easy ways, to
have its comeuppance. They enjoyed seeing Californians suffer for a change, even
though that suffering might be a forewarning for other states.

Certainly California’s environmental problems warned the nation of impending
dangers. As new words — Californification, uglification and slurbanization —
created new images; as the pall of yellow-brown smog became as much a part of
Los Angeles’ image as Hollywood, the Golden State exemplified the contrasts
between Man’s careless abuse of his environment and his evolving realization that
survival depends on protecting the environment. By the 1970’s the victories of
environmentalists and ecologists had placed California in the forefront of the
Environmental Movement. In one year, 1972, the Sierra Club prevented Walt Dis-
ney Enterprises from exploiting a pristine wilderness area, California voters passed
an initiative that created the Coastal Zone Conservation Commission to control
development along the Pacific shore and the town of Petaluma established land-
mark legislation to limit growth.

More than ever before, California during the 1970’s attracted the nation’s
attention and curiosity. Radio commentators, newspaper editors, syndicated colum-
nists and television analysts wrote and talked about California as “America’s labor-
atory for social change” and as “an exaggerated mirror of the American dream.”
Publishers brought out scores of books to meet the demand for more intensive
exploration of what had become — judged by its gross economic product — the
sixth nation in the world. Like America itself, the phenomenon was scorned by
many: “The oranges in California are on the ground because the people are in the
trees.” Others expressed respect: «California is comparable to Elizabethan London
in terms of its impact on the nation.” ,

By the mid-1970’s Hollywood had long-since displaced New York City as the
“fantasy factory” for the production of television shows — cowboy dramas, game
shows, family comedies, sit-coms and soap operas. Los Angeles had become the
national and world capital of the entertainment or mass culture industry: television,
movies and records. And its impact? A public opinion survey found that on the
night when Dallas was scheduled to reveal “who shot J.R.,” more Americans
watched that program than voted for Carter and Ford in the 1980 election.

Another place in California has become as familiar as it is powerful — Silicon
Valley. In this industrial park south of San Francisco, scientists working for Ameri-
ca’s fastest-growing companies have invented products indispensable to the nation’s
technological development — integrated circuits, semi-conductors, digital compu-
ters, electronic discs, laser beams and other more advanced wonders. )

So different yet almost as famous as Hollywood, this hi-tech center has a spe-
cial appeal because the American people love science, success and surprise. News-
paper, magazine and television interviewers feature young men and women whose
arcane knowledge puts them more in charge of the future than politicians. These
stars of Silicon Valley are scientists of a new kind — California entrepreneurs who
drive sportscars, live in mansions, sponsor rock concerts and get divorced, all of
which gives them the aura of celebrities worthy of People magazine and sometimes
the cover of Time.

No wonder California has such an appeal to young people. Where else are
daring dreams so welcomed and rewarded? All around the United States men and
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women compare California to their home cities and regions. They know the layers

of inheri.ted Problems in the older states — the economic, social, political obstacles
to “ma}(lng it”. In contrast there is the Golden State. However bad the srhog and
traffic jams may be, however dismaying the cost of a house or condominiums, Los
Angeles and San Francisco are attractive because they are experimental (;ities
open, less bur(}ened with tradition and generational authority. With the freedom tc;
make a new life and the opportunity to work for success in a wildly diversified
economy, C.alifornia is the place to take risks, to try what is new, “to embark on
vast enterprises” as Kipling observed in 1889. And if you fail, it wiil be without the
shame you would feel back home — and certainly with more chance to try again

That"s the bottom line — the risk-taking, go-for-it spirit of California And.yet
in the midst of §uch a spirit and widespread feeling of confidence and c;ptimism
there are many immigrants and born-in-California natives who feel they have no;
had their chance. For them California has failed to fulfill its promise. For them the
Golden State has proved to be gray, indeed a smoggy place.

]?.u.t the disappointed stay, not only because their economic plight makes leav-
ing difficult. There is another reason no exodus has occurred as it did from the Old
Sguth, from Oklahoma and Arkansas and in recent years from the depressed indus-
trial states. The explanation comes from that gold miner who failed to make his
fort.une and wrote home in 1852: “The independence and liberality here and the
excitement attending the rapid march of this country make one feel insignificant
and sad at the prospect of returning to the old beaten path at home.”




HERMAN E. GALLEGOS, Response

On the occasion of this meeting sponsored by what I consider one of the most
distinguished of American foundations, I was moved to listen to Jim Holliday’s
account of gains made in the past fifty years. [ agree that indeed there has been great
progress for most Californians in achieving a better quality of life.

As I settled comfortably into my chair, however, I was reminded of the late Bishop
James Pike of California, who was fond of saying that the role of the preacher is not
only to comfort the afflicted but to afflict the comfortable. Although I did not come
here to preach to you, I must say that I was troubled by the way in which progress has
come about. I have no qualms about enjoying the beauty of this state, but as Ilistened
to the account of the 49er psychology and the way in which people have been displaced
by machines, I felt that perhaps in my response I might comment on two issues that I
think are consequences of this psychology and this displacement.

The first is the continued presence of poverty in this state, and the second, our
response to the changing demographics taking place in the state. As one looks at the
statistics, one shouldn’t be alarmed or surprised that we’ve had change in this state
from the days of its inception. I think we need to give more attention to the men who
were displaced. What happened to the Hindustanis, Chinese, Filipinos, Mexicans,
West Indians, and blacks who were brought here to work in the mines and fields?

I think the facts challenge all of the doers and givers here today. It’s true that the
standard of living of Californians has increased dramatically over the past fifty years.
And yet, as a nation, we remain plagued by poverty. More than 33 million Americans
are poor; another 20 to 30 million are needy. Although the recent recovery has brought
about a slight decline in the poverty rate, the general trend seems to indicate continued
increases in poverty. In 1979 and 1983, using the government definition of poverty, the
number of poor people increased by over 9 million. The 1985 rate of unemployment in
excess of seven percent would have been regarded as intolerable only a short time ago.
Is this progress?

You will have heard these and other statistics before. One out of every nine white
Americans is poor; one out of three blacks and Native Americans is poor; one out of
every four Hispanics is poor. Even more alarming, and particularly alarming to those
here today, is the large increase in the number of women and children living in poverty.
Is this progress?

Today, children are the single largest group among the poor. According to one
recent Congressional report, over 12 million U.S. children lived in poverty in the
United States last year.

Given these facts, I suggest that our unfinished agenda must continue to focus on
the issue of poverty. It must be a sustained interest and a continuing action by the
people of this state and this nation. The ultimate cost is too high for us to do otherwise.

The National Conference of Catholic Bishops in their recent pastoral letter on the
U.S. economy have raised courageous concern about the problem of poverty, adding
their voices to the public debate on the subject and the direction in which the U.S.
economy should be moving. And while the bishops do not provide a blueprint for
economic reform nor definitive solutions to the problem of poverty, they do present a
serious moral analysis of economic justice. I quote from the pastoral letter: “Alleviat-
ing poverty will require fundamental changes in social and economiic structures that
perpetuate glaring inequalities that cut off millions of citizens from full participation in
the economic and social life of the nation.”

How much of a change are we willing to structure? How deeply do we need to

examine the economy before we come to grips with the reality of poverty in this
country? Or are we willing to have progress at the same expense — the same human
expense — we’ve had in the last fifty years?

Our experience over the past fifty years shows that we can reduce poverty. During
the 1960s and 1970s, we proved that we could cut poverty in half, not only by having a
healthy economy but by making responsible public policy decisions that improved
income transfer programs and created just and effective public policies. We have
learned that private charity and voluntary action in and of themselves are not suffi-
cient. And so as we look to the past and the wonderful work performed by the
voluntary sector, we must ask ourselves what role it can and should play in the future?
We know that by itself it can’t do it all.

I’m hoping that at this meeting we will have a chance to discuss various options for
climinating poverty: a healthy economy that provides adequate numbers of jobs at
decent wages; tax reform; child care; and the removal of the serious economic distor-
tions caused by the arms race, which disastrously impedes society’s ability to care for
the poor and needy.

But let me proceed to another area where I don’t think we have managed the
human resources of our society in a manner of which we can be proud. Poverty, we
know, is not merely the lack of adequate financial resources. Poverty entails a more
profound deprivation, the denial of full participation in the economic, social, and
political life of society that breeds an inability to influence decisions that affect one’s
life. It is in the context of full participation that California’s demographic trends
present major educational, economic, and social challenges. These challenges promise
to make the next fifty years every bit as eventful as the past. You’ve heard the statistics
that in the next twenty-five years the majority of the state’s population will consist of
minorities. For example, by the year 2030 the state’s Hispanic population alone will
equal the number of Anglos.

If you don’t think the changes are upon us, I must tell you that recently I wenttoa
fund-raising dinner honoring one of San Francisco’s notable civic citizens, and at the
dinner table there were party favors. These included small bottles of perfume and
cologne, and, among other things, bags of jalapeno jelly beans. Change manifests itself
in small and subtle ways. But aside from tacos and jalapeno jelly beans, how else will
society respond to demographic challenge in a human way? What are the implications
of the growth of minority populations for the economies of the state? To what extent
are institutions ready and willing to make systemic changes? And what significant
improvements in the lives of minorities are likely to occur? 4

Many people look at the changing demographics as a problem to be solved and see
the solution as very simple. In their opinion, all the immigrants, the “minorities,” need
to do is replicate the cultural patterns predominating in the state. Others fortunately
recognize that to be made in the image and likeness of God does not require the
finishing touches of an Anglo-American melting pot assimilation.

The ultimate injustice is for a person or group of people to be actively treated or
passively abandoned as if they were non-members of the human race. To treat people
in this way is in effect to say that they simply don’t count as human beings. Now,
despite the gains that have been made toward racial equality, prejudice and discrimina-
tion in our own time, as well as the effects of past discrimination, continue to exclude
many non-whites and other minorities from the mainstream of American life. Minori-
ties are not asking for paternalistic programs, but rather that social institutions be
ordered in a way that guarantees all persons the ability to participate actively in the
economic, political, and cultural life of society. I'm not talking about tokenism, but the




opportunity for full participation for all.

1 have aspecial word to my colleagues in philanthropy: if philanthropy istoreach
the diverse segments of our society, then broader interests must be represented in
decision-making positions. Without such representation there exists a danger that
paternalistic practices will prevail. Simple social justice requires that all persons have
the opportunity to work in ways that express their distinctive capacities for action; that
help meet human needs, not just of their own group but of other groups; and that make
true contributions to the common good of the human community. Unless we do that,
we will have a kind of social apartheid in which Anglo whites are afraid to share power
and resources, the kind of situation that prevails in South Africa. The longer this
situation continues, the harder it will be to change it. :

I think the Rosenberg Foundation is a superb example of philanthropy at its best.
A handful of progressive foundations like Rosenberg moved long ago to include
minorities as trustees. I was one so honored, and I will always be proud of my
association with such a pre-eminent American institution.

Yes, there has been great progress in the quality and quantity of grantmaking that
affects minorities and women. But the fact remains that the majority of boards clearly
lack the kind of diversity that could further enlarge foundation perceptions about what
the 1970 Peterson Commission on Foundations and Private Philanthropy referred to
as the “raw surge of American life.”

And so 1 say to you that the future will require that all institutions reexamine

themselves and become forerunners, and not laggards, in acknowledging and further-

ing the dignity and equality of all people and races in American life. Along with
utilizing the talents of our diverse population, we must increase support for those
programs that nurture a renewal of individual and community self-help. Foundations
and other institutions, if they are to be a significant force in bringing about our concept
of a democratic society, must continually ask whether they indeed act as flexible and
innovative agents for social change, or whether they are counting that problems will be
solved eventually through incremental change. Business corporations should also
continue to do their part to close the gap between the rhetoric of the American promise
and the reality of economic justice for all. We can help corporations understand that in
partnership with voluntary nonprofit groups they can be instrumental in creating a
new kind of effective citizenship and participation and cooperation to shape the
economic and social life of our nation. :

I've been intrigued with the question, Why is it that in certain areas of our
community life we have had progress, human progress, and progressive advancement
for the alleviation of human suffering and for the development of people? I thought
about this in relation to this meeting and recalled that we can learn valuable lessons
from the Rosenberg Foundation itself. There were times, before farmworkers were
organized, that the Rosenberg Foundation brought together growers and those con-
cerned with the issues of farmworkers, just for discussions; there was no set agenda. No
major agreements resulted, but one cannot help but feel that there were genuine
benefits simply from bringing people together when they needed to be brought
together.

I also recall the work of Saul Alinsky and Fred Ross, Sr. for example, who helped

to organize Mexican-Americans. They had a tremendous amount to do with develop- '

ing leadership.

The Rosenberg Foundation, Saul Alinsky, and Fred Ross offer us important
examples of how to bring people together for social change and to train leadership in
ways that respect the dignity and worth of the individual and the right of communities
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for self.-determination. We need to learn from the past to help prepare the next
ge.neratlon of leaders. Where will they come from? Maybe they’re here in this room. I
think each of us can recall the crucial difference made by people who have mentore;i

encourgged, supported, or'in some way helped make it possible for us to do something
more with our lives than simply be victims of oppression.

‘The bottorp line for all of this, it seems, is that each of us has a role to play. Given
tl}e increased diversity of our population and the presence of culturally and r.acially
diverse people, we must place an emphasis on identifying and encouraging individuals
of talent, leadership, an.d~promise and then inspire and motivate them to contribute
rolF;ﬁnliﬁItI(l);I}lllt:i(r:lcér‘nmunltles from which they spring, but to promote the common good

In cqnclusion, I thought about how change has come about — the 49er psychol-
ogy, the industrialization of mining; the new ethics of growth — and I thought to
‘myself, “Is this how we’re going to achieve progress in the next fifty years?” What
happened to people in the past could well happen to new groups of people And that
woulq be a waste. Yes, there has been progress, but I hope that the “progrt.ass” of the
next fifty years will not be as costly to human beings as it has been in the past.

HERMA HILL KAY, Response

Herman Gallegos outlined a goal that I found very intriguing. He said that what
we want is not just the old model of assimilation, that what we want is an approach that
.w111 allow people to realize their own potential to make distinctive contributions not
Just tg their own ethnic groups or cultural backgrounds but to the broader societ
benefitting all of us. I agree that that’s the ultimate goal. "

What concerns me is that implies the need for a new definition of what constitutes
excelle.nce. And I'say this in the context, for example, of education. We've made a great
commitment to education in California. We’ve spent a lot of our resources on buildin
a system of higher education that makes free public education available to mosgt
Californians. We have the university that’s considered the best public university in the
couqtry and yet, as we all know, if you look at the people there — the professors
adm1n.1stra.tors, and, by and large, the students at the University of California — 01;
see primarily reflections of the same people who’ve been there and been availablg all
ﬁalong..You see women and minorities coming in very slowly, and that when they come
in, Fhelr standard of success, of excellence, is how well they adapt to standards }flor the
white male model. Is there a way to use California’s universities as a kind of microcosm

for sharing power in instituti i
utions so that we can recognize a concept
of excelle
breaks out of a narrow mold? P noethat




J. HERMAN BLAKE, Response

As Dr. Holliday made his presentation, a number of images and ideas came to
me that I'd like to share with you. First of all, we do indeed interpret phenomena in
terms of our own images as well as our own reality. My remarks now cannot help
but be influenced by some of the images I've been dealing with recently and very
intensely. It was just this time a year ago that as a result of my work with Save the
Children Federation I became deeply involved with famine relief in Ethiopia. I, and
others, worked hard to relieve that desperate situation which commanded the atten-
tion of the world. In March Il spend ten days in an area where we've been working
with 400,000 Ethiopians, a place where we’ve been able to reduce the infant mortal-
ity rate from about 100 per 1000 to 10 per 1000. A few weeks ago I met with
another group to begin providing earthquake relief in Mexico City. As I watched
workers bring people out of buildings, I noticed that the people gathered together
waiting would all stand with their fingers crossed, making the sign of the cross and
praying that the victims were still alive. Then you’d hear the cheers of joy or the
cries of sorrow. This morning I spent time on the phone with people on the East
Coast putting together a team headed for Colombia, where we are once more faced
with tragedy; the death toll from the earthquake now stands at about 25,000.

These images — from Ethiopia, Mexico, and Colombia — haunt me when I
think of my experience in California, an experience which has been marked by
many of the qualities Professor Holliday mentioned. The thought that came to me
was when a friend and I planned to return to California from Chicago. We’d spent
some time in Chicago, and we were both coming back because we loved it here. 1
was on the plane; he wasn’t. Just as I thought he’d missed the plane, he showed up.
I asked, “What happened?” and he said, “When I arrived they were taking away the
jetway, so I came right on down, and I said, ‘Put it back. Soul takes precedence
over technology.” ” In terms of my own experience and the kinds of things I find
myself grappling with right now — Mexico City, Colombia, Ethiopia — I keep
searching for the kind of technology that will allow our souls to continue to grow
and thrive.

As I listened to Professor Holliday’s counterpoising Los Angeles and San
Francisco, and cities in California to cities in other places, and the comparative
images we often use, my thought about California as we look to the future is that
this state probably has the potential to provide guidance and leadership to the
world, not only to places where there is tragedy and suffering, but also to places
where there is great hope and desire, as in Geneva today, because it has the capacity
for soul.

I perceived this capacity for soul when I worked with young people from the
San Joaquin Valley, young people from the barrios of East Los Angeles, young
people from San Francisco, young people from Beverly Hills, who came together
seeking a philosophy and a strategy for building a future that they knew would be
theirs. When one gave them the opportunity to think creatively and worry less
about available resources and — what is there for me as compared to what is there
for you — they began to develop ideas that enabled them to break through con-
stricting mindsets. These young people became ready not only to grasp the struggle
for the rights of women but to recognize it as ultimately not a woman’s struggle but
a human struggle. These young people became ready to apply this perception
generally, recognizing that what is important is not gender or ethnicity or race but
the human soul and how it can be brought forward in its greatest degree.
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And so, listening to Professor Holliday and reflecting upon his experience, I
would say that while it is true that the future is not what it used to be, my ex ’e—
rience .in'California says that the future is not smog or urban congest,ion — Fhe
future is in the hopefulness of young people, who have an understanding that the
twenty-first ceptury is theirs. Our obligation is to inspire them to use their minds in
th@ most creatlve ways, to transcend whatever selfishness may have been character-
istic of us in our grasp for technology, whether as miners or urbanists or farmers
and recognize that technology is secondary to our humanity and must remain so. ,

As we approach a point in our state — and I can say “our state,” because I still

consider myself a part of California — where over half of the population will be
among those who were formerly considered minorities, California has the oppor-
tuni'ty to look to the assets of its soul in terms of immigrants or other groups and to
begin to fievelop a new psychology that derives from that population. Such a psy-
chology is desperately needed, for the world is approaching the point where the
“have’s” ggd “have-not’s” are more clearly delineated, and the terror that we are
able to visit upon one another in international terms, thanks to our technology
means that if our souls do not control the technology, we will have on an interna:
tional scale the Hatfields versus the McCoys, instead of a world in which people
understand that nationality is no longer a viable concept.
N If we un.derstand the history of California and draw upon the creative present
it is my conviction that California cannot only serve as a model for the future of the,
United States, but for the future of the world. It seems to me that what the Rosen-
berg Foupdation has done in the past and will promote in the future offers us an
opportunity to help this come to pass.
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AMERICAN FAMILIES: NEW CHOICES, NEW CONSTRAINTS
Isabel V. Sawhill

If we could all climb into a time machine and propel ourselves into the year
2000, what kind of a nation would we find? In particular, how would the political,
social, economic, and demographic landscape  have been affected by intervening
trends and events and with what consequences for American families and their

children?
a time machine has not yet been invented, so any attempt to

Unfortunately,
discern tomorrow’s landscape must be made from today’s armchairs with the assist-
ing to be bold in my speculations

ance of a few existing social science maps. I am goi
in the hope that this will provoke a more useful debate about the issues. Of course,

I may be wrong. Fortunately for me, no one will know how wrong for another 15
or 20 years. Then, too, some parts of the forecast are relatively uncontroversial, for
they involve nothing other than an examination of the shadow cast by existing
demographic realities.

One other preliminary comment is in orde
and diverse from sea to shining sea and so are the American families who inhabit it.

My portrait of this landscape is of necessity both broad-brush and highly selective.
Many of you will think of other mountains, trees, and villages — in short, other
topics — that should have been included. So I apologize in advance for all of the
sins of omission and commission that I am about to commit.

Let’s begin with the most solid part of the terrain, and that is demography.

The main facts here are so well known — having been reported countless times
in the popular media — that we needn’t linger long.

Point one is that the graying of America is underway. The elderly (those over
65) represented 7 percent of the population in 1940, 11 percent in 1980, and are
projected to be 13 percent by the year 2000. Female mortality has improved more
rapidly than male, so the feminization of the elderly population is also occurring.
The imbalance in the sex ratio, together with the tendency of men to marry younger
women, means that there are now more than 5 widows for every widower. Whereas
in a previous era, these elderly widows often lived with their children, such shared
living arrangements are becoming increasingly rare. This is primarily the result of
greater affluence, including more generous social security benefits, which allow the
elderly to live more independently than formerly. While the value of increased pri-
vacy and autonomy for both the older and the younger generation should not be
ignored, one wonders if there are not less costly and more humane ways for senior
citizens to live. Being totally alone, or else in a nursing home, at the end of one’s life
is surely a depressing prospect even when it is an economically viable one. Develop-

r. The American landscape is broad
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ing a mggh gfeater variety of congregate housing arrangements and retirem
c.om.rfr.lumtlis, including more options for those of modest means and those w??l:
nifi i
thgthe (;Slrln O}Ht ;oéesnetvuerrye. health problems, would surely improve the quality of life
'Tu?mng to the nonelderly population, I think there are three trends — th
decl}ne in fertility, the increased labor force participation of women, and the t:l
of 51ng1e-1?ar§nt families — that are very likely to continue. The ’pace of cirow
howeYer, 1s likely to slow, for the simple reason that if it did not, at some an'gez
early in the pext century, 100 percent of all women would be at wor,k all marrl')Oln
would. end in divorce, and the size of the population would be déclinin zi? o
alarmmg'rate. Currently, about 70 percent of women between the ages of 20gand 3151
are working, about half of all marriages end in divorce, and about one-fifth of all
births (:and almost three-fifths of births to black wome’n) occur to those wh0 ;
unmarr{ed. The fertility rate has been below the replacement level since 19730(;1 .
population is growing only because of immigration and recent sharp inc s in
the number of women of childbearing age. PR
These trends are not unrelated. Women are working more because they ha
more employment opportunities and more ability to control the size of theiry fa i
lies. B}lt these market opportunities have raised the cost of taking time off to cl:l-
izrnchlllc.lrfan, causing peqple to opt for smaller families. In addition, the ability trg
Oprtioi fl;/rlrfofsznr.nade divorce and single parenthood a more feasible or attractive
'The ups'hot is that the so-called traditional family is becoming a virtual anach
ronism and is being replaced by a far greater pluralism in living arrangement I-
19?84, only 11 percent of all households consisted of married couples iﬁ wh'chs.thn
wife staye‘d home to care for one or more minor children. By the 20(1) ‘
number will almost surely be smaller still. Y year 2000, the
These t?ends raise a number of issues, some of which are quite familiar t
but no les.s important for that reason. First, what happens to children in a N yc;lll
whgre their parents do not have the time to nurture them and where almost ha‘;lfoa:re
(gjomg to spend some time in a single-parent family? Is this really good for their
bevelopmen?, and if not, What are the alternatives? I doubt that the trends we have
t ;laen discussing are reversible, yet our social institutions have been slow to adjust to
1c—: changes that.haye a%ready taken place. On the other hand, as the pace of change
:hc;wsi,cfjrl plrleglct it will, t.he change itself should become more digestible. Norgis
availl)able fi rarlle i ;ci.a?ﬁ' Ch;li\l/éninsdmal;r familiei,lpar;nts are investing more of their
: ' , Where possible, they are purchasing high-qualit
market substitutes for their own time. For exa’mple nurser .
. R y school enrollm
Icllili\igrgsasir;lpisgrgntgh; ii;tedozentyeal:s. Moreover, studies of what happen:nttg
huldr rs, or to those with only one parent, have turned u
Ll\t]gﬁ 1;11 ;l;: r\»;;};iglfl ta:llrzlrlszv Zfiic;igi:rléiﬂi pt.';llrents really are coping, or children arle)
' . Still, there are some negative findings in the
research literature, and there are enough stories about latchkey childr :
dir\llxgs and suicides, and children who spend 60 hours a week wa)t{ching tee;:a,vitseii)nna%g
give one pause. We can welcome the greater choices available to adults b i
worry about the consequences for children. ot sl
Fm.ally, if the decline in fertility rates begins to shrink the size of the U.S
f(?li);l;tilc;z’t one coduld see a very di.fferenF spt of attitudes emerge both with respéci
o gration an such pro-natalist p011.01es as providing children’s allowances or
awing abortion. In another decade, it won’t be possible to argue that immi-




grants are taking jobs from Americans, because there won’t be many Americans
entering the labor market. Rather, concern is likely to shift increasingly to who is
immigrating into the country and who is having children and what this portends for
the future composition of the population, its social stability, and its social service
needs. While Americans have always been reasonably tolerant of diversity, it would
be easy for a new streak of racism or ethnic conflict to emerge in such an environ-
ment. We had better be prepared to deal with it, perhaps by emphasizing the posi-
tive contributions that such diversity has produced in the past.

I want to turn now from demography to the economy. Long-term forecasts of °
the economy are notoriously poor, so let me begin by grounding this discussion
firmly in the present and in the recent past. As we all know, the economy per-
formed poorly in the 1970s. The inflation-adjusted income of the average family
was little higher at the end of the decade than it was at the beginning. Moreover,
what improvement occurred was mainly accomplished by sending a second earner
into the labor force. So if people had a little more income they also had less time.
Similarly, the incidence of poverty, which fell sharply in the 1960s, leveled off in the
1970s.

President Reagan was elected in 1980 with a promise to improve on this
record. So far he has not done so. For all of the talk about the vigor of the recent
economic recovery, the fact remains that strong recoveries always follow deep
recessions. In 1984, according to the Census Bureau, the typical family’s inflation-
adjusted income was no higher than it had been in 1980 and, indeed, with the
exception of the recession years 1981-83, lower than in any year since 1972. So, if
it’s “morning in America,” it’s not because people are objectively better off but
because they feel better about their lives. Perhaps the President’s sunny disposition
and optimism about the future are contagious. Whining about one’s own situation
is out; doing something about someone else’s situation — the situation of someone
less fortunate — is also out, and that I find troubling.

This brings me to another aspect of the economic picture and that is, what has
been happening to the distribution of income and the incidence of poverty? While
the incomes of the most affluent Americans (those in the top onefifth of the
income distribution) increased by 9 percent between 1980 and 1984, the incomes of
the least affluent (the bottom one-fifth) declined by 8 percent over this same period.
And the proportion of the population that was poor in 1984 stood at 14.4 percent
— higher than it was in any year during the 1970s. Two-fifths of those poor were
children.

Poverty has increased rapidly in the last five years chiefly as the result of infla-
tion, recession, and reductions in government spending on the poor. It is particu-
larly high among minority children. About two-fifths of all Hispanic children and
half of all black children are poor compared to 15 percent of nonminority children.
Experts predict that the poverty rate is unlikely to fall again to the level of the
1970s over the remainder of this decade, assuming that we have moderate economic
growth, that fiscal constraints make an increase in federal spending on the poor
highly unlikely, and that growth in the number of single-parent families continues
at current rates.

What can be done to reverse this trend in the absence of a new intusion ot
federal money? Based on all the evidence I have seen, the most promising strategies
would include greater efforts to prevent teenage pregnancies, the collection of more
child support from absent fathers, and greater work opportunities for mothers on
welfare, including those with young children. I noted with interest the recent deci-

sion of the California legislature to enact a statewide workfare program. Certainl

the pr(?liminary results from an evaluation of how such a program is \;vorking i1}1’
Sa.m. Diego look promising. The evidence suggests that welfare recipients are quite
w1l'11ng to work and consider a work requirement entirely fair. Many of them are
qmttz e:rl(?.lf(;yalile and only need a little help in negotiating the labor market. The
greatest difficulty will be in finding e ] i idi i

greatest &1 theiz ! ng enough jobs for them and in providing substi-

I think providing jobs to welfare mothers has some intangible benefits that
may have been overlooked. Research on the consequences of poverty in a country
l?ke ours, where even the poor are quite well off in terms of the real necessities of
life (such as food, shelter, and health care), shows that having a low income is a
psychological problem as much as a physical one. People who are poor do not feel
good ?bout themselves and do not feel in control of their environment. They pass
on tl:us lack of self-worth and personal efficacy to their children. I s'uspect that
ho.ldmg a job can change this somewhat, with benefits for both the adults and the
children in such families.

So far, I have only touched on the difficult subject of what is likely to happen

to the economy and to family economic well-being over the longer-run. Now I want
to be b(I)Id and address this issue head on, in part because it is critical to the nation’s
well-being and in part because my colleagues and I at The Urban Institute have
done a lot of work on this issue,
. Our research suggests that the economy is going to grow, and living standards
improve, at a rather slow pace over the next decade or two. The primary reason is
—ina word — deficits. Relative to some other nations, Americans do not save a
very high proportion of their income, and recently they have been saving even less
thap usual in spite of new tax incentives that were intended to encourageﬁ greater
saving. About two-thirds of this saving is being absorbed by the federal government
to finance current deficits. This leaves very little for private investment — a major
source of productivity, growth, and future improvements in standards of living. So
far, investment has not been adversely affected by deficits, because we are imp.ort—
ing enough savings from abroad to finance both the deficits and domestic invest-
ment. But some portion of our future incomes is going to have to be earmarked to
pay the interest on this accumulation of foreign debt. It will be like a new tax that
we bave not had to bear before, at least in this century. Moreover, if and when
forelgners stop sending us their savings, domestic investment will have to be sharply
curtailed, with major implications for productivity and growth. In short, we are on
a consumption binge now, but we are going to have to pay for it 1;1ter. Rudy
Penner, th.e Director of the Congressional Budget Office, calls this “fiscal child
abuse.” It is an apt description and one that is particularly pertinent when thinking
ab.out the future of American families. So our economic future does not look very
br,1g1:1t from the perspective of 1985. While the average family’s income is likely to
continue to grow over the next several decades, I predict that it will be at a slower
pace tl.lan during most of the postwar period.

Finally, let me turn to some of the possible political and social ramifications of
the economic and demographic trends we have been discussing.

Put most simply, I think we can no longer look to Washington for solutions to
our economic and social problems. It will take years to solve the current fiscal
crisis, and there will be no room for new spending on social programs over that
perlod.' While taxes could be raised to pay for such initiatives, the public has shown
little willingness to pay higher taxes, and any new taxes will probably be dedicated




to reducing existing deficits. Moreover, I think the country’s mood is likely to
remain somewhat conservative. There could well be a rejection of the current
administration’s specific policies once people realize the economic damage they
have done, but I think the President’s basic argument that the federal government is
not the solution to all of our problems may have found a receptive audience across
the country. Certainly, we are seeing a burst of new activity and leadership at the
community level, as local governments and nonprofit organizations attempt to fill
the gap left by the federal withdrawal. While there are fiscal constraints for these
entities as well, the community-level response to the Reagan retrenchment has been
far greater than most of us predicted a few years ago. For example, an increase in
private giving and in fees for services has replaced much of the federal money with-
drawn from the nonprofit sector. However, the impact has been rather uneven, with
organizations supporting cultural activities and health services faring better, for
example, than those serving the disadvantaged. What this means, in a nutshell, is
that the future lies, more than ever, in the hands of the kinds of people who are
assembled here today. Those of you who are community leaders cannot solve the
fiscal crisis or end the arms race; at a minimum, these must remain national respon-
sibilities. But you may be called upon increasingly to address other problems. I
have touched on several that I believe will loom large in the future: (1) poverty
among our children and especially our minority children, and (2) the lack of social
support mechanisms for the growing number of older people and for two-earner or
single parent families with children. It is a heavy burden to ask you to bear. There
are no easy solutions. Resources are scarce, but local creativity is surely needed.

In summary, the American public has made a number of critical choices. They
have rejected the traditional family and opted for a much greater pluralism in living
arrangements and lifestyles. They .have rejected further growth in the centralized
welfare state and opted for the greater pluralism of community-level and private
sector or individual responses to many social problems. Along with these new choi-
ces, America’s families face new constraints imposed by shortages of time and shor-
tages of money — the first brought about by the absorption of most prime-age
women into the labor force and the second by the failure of the economy to grow as
rapidly as it has in the past. Lest I end up sounding too pessimistic, let me note that
we have already achieved a level of affluence that is the envy of most of the world
and have the talents and resources to do better. So if these are not the best of times,
neither are they the worst of times.

Thank you so much for inviting me to be with you today. If I have done no
more than provoke your own thinking about the future, I will be quite satisfied,
and I look forward to hearing the comments of my fellow panelists.

ANTONIA HERNANDEZ, Response

In listening to the presentation I kept thinking, “All these controversial issues
all Fhese contentious issues are going to impact my interest, my community thé
Latfno community.” In essence, that is really what I foresee for the future o,f the
Latmo community. I must confess to you that every time I make a public presenta-
tion I‘have to keep in mind where I am. I was in New Mexico last week, where
therg is an Hispanic community. The week before I was in Texas, whicl; has a
Mexican-American community. I lived for five years in Washington, D.C., where
nobody knows us except as Hispanics. When I returned to California rec:antly I
was told that in San Francisco, it’s a Latino community. So in this forum I w,ill
address the concerns of the Latino community.

Ip our community the issues of poverty and of the family are inseparable. Dr.
Sawhill t'fllked about the rejection by society of some values that in our community
are very important. It seems the United States has rejected the traditional family.
As you all know, in the Latino community the traditional family is the foundation
of our community. Dr. Sawhill rejected the federal government as the source of a
solution to our problems just when we were beginning to look to the federal
ggvernment to provide a remedy and a solution. And then Dr. Sawhill went on to
discuss fgture conflicts. One of the major ones is poverty. As you know, the Latino
community is one of the poorest communities in the country.

Dr. Sawhill spoke of the issue of migration, and I will address that a little later
on. In 'this society today, and in the foreseeable future, you will be talking about the
migration of brown people — people from Latin America, South America, Central
Amerlca. If you talk about the issue of change in demography — the agiilg white
society, the majority, and the growth in the minority Latino community — you’re
Falkmg about conflict of interest. In fact, we are beginning to see this as the major-
ity of society becomes older; their interests no longer coincide with our needs: the
need for education, for child care, for the family. So in listening, I said to myself
“My God. The Mexican-American Legal Defense Fund is in for a fight.” ’
. I?m very happy to be here today for several reasons. One of them is that it’s the
first time I’ve addressed a group of people in the foundation world. It’s good to be
up here and have you down there, instead of simply coming to you and asking you
for money. It also makes me feel good, because I believe that my presence here
reflects an awakening in the philanthropic world to the concerns of the Latino
community. As you know, a problem we have had in the past is the lack of recep-
tiveness and understanding of our concerns by the philanthropic world. It gives me
great pleasure to be able to tell you how important Latino concerns are.

I think the issues that are going to be faced by Latinos here in California are
ones our society in general will have to face. They are no longer just Latino issues.
Th(? future of California, economic and otherwise, rests upon the majority of
society l(?oking at what is happening within the Latino community, within the black
community.

I dic! an analysis of how the changing economy was going to affect the Latino
community, and I called it, “The Year 2000.” It looks like a very, very dim future
.for us. The change from an industrial economy into a service, information economy
is going to impact everybody adversely but hit Latinos especially hard.

In exploring how I was going to bring my concern for the Latino community
to the attention of the corporate community, the philanthropic community, I liter-
ally stumbled upon the fact that these communities share a mutual inter’est: the




future of this economy is going to depend to a large degree on the Latino commun-
ity, both migrants coming into California and those of us who have been here a
long time. No longer can California look away and say that this vital resource is no
Jonger needed. Interestingly enough, the business community is beginning to under-
stand this. They wonder, “Where are we going to get our workers?” One of the
interesting statements made by Dr. Sawhill was that in the near future American
society will no longer be able to view migration negatively. Migration is and has
always been a good thing for California. The fact that society does not want to pay
the social consequence is a different story, but, economically, the migration of Mex-
ican people and Latin people into California has been beneficial. Most studies show
that if California is to remain a vibrant economy, it will need those migrant
workers, those Latino and Mexican workers.

There are many misconceptions about migration. A lot of us think of immi-
grants as farmworkers, the braceros. In reality, 85 percent of migrant undocu-
mented people are urban. These people are providing the labor in many of the
industries that make California an economic leader.

What does all this have to do with the family? For an ethnic community, fam-
ily is vitally important. If we are to leave the spiral of poverty plaguing our com-
munity, our only avenue is education. Secondly, the Latino family must be given
assistance and support and credibility. Right or wrong, there’s been an assumption
that the traditional family is no longer valuable or necessary. In fact, in our com-
munity it is. Dr. Sawhill spoke of women entering the work force and making a
difference. It might be so for some of us who have a choice of whether to work or
not, but for the majority of women in the Latino family, working for wages is a
necessity, and even then you’re still in poverty. We talk about the growing need for
and availability of child care for the non-traditional Anglo family. Economic reality
precludes our community from providing adequate child care to those forced to
work. This is a major problem for women entering an economy by taking a low-
paying, repetitive job that doesn’t even pay enough to pay for child care. If, at the
same time, women are being asked to reject the very values that have served as the
foundation of their existence, there is really no choice as to what to do. You talk
about the rates of pregnancy, of suicide, of children not having proper child care
during the day: these are matters that hit hardest on the poor, on the Latino family.
They are issues of great concern to me, to my organization, and I trust, to you.

The problems of the poor, the family needs of the poor, differ from those of
the middle class and the affluent. I can afford alternative child care that is ade-
quate; poor people cannot. I can afford to choose between having a career or stay-
ing home; poor people in the Latino community cannot.

Finally, I want to speak of certain issues regarding migration that one does not
often talk about: the fears, the phobias. Migration has provoked a fear that our
society and our culture are going to be changing. In fact, they have changed
already. For people to say, “We should do something to prevent it,” shows that
they are not looking at what is happening today in our society. Take the media.
You can hear discussion of immigration and sense fears of Latinos coming,
“hordes” of Latinos. The fear of the changing complexion of our society is, among
other things, a fear literally of changing the complexion of our society. This is a
concern for all of us, because migration is going to play a very important role in
our future. The migration of people from the Third World — whether from Asia,
Mexico, Central or South America — will continue, regardless of what we do, we
must prepare for it. We are going to have to accept it — we have no choice. The
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best thing to do is deal with it honestly, forthrightly, and accept the benefits those
migrants bring.

As American-Anglo society grows older, whe is going to support all those
older people if it isn't the work, the resources, of younger people? As indicated
Anglo fertility is dropping. So it is going to be the work and resources of migrants. ’
. Even so, we must change our perception of people coming into our country as
just an economic resource. We are not bringing in machines; we are bringing in
people, people who are going to remain with us, to become “us.” It is in our interest
to accept those people and to integrate them into our society as soon as possible.
The sooner we accept that challenge, the sooner California can lead the way. Cali-
fornia has shown this country how we have done it in the past. We can do it in the
future; whether we like it or not, we Californians are going to be the guinea pigs.




ROBERT H. MNOOKIM, Response

There’s a real sense of continuity here today. It’s a wonderful anniversary and
wonderful to realize that Mr. Sloss is the third Sloss who has headed this founda-
tion. Mr. May’s charming introduction and the renewed commitment of the Rosen-
berg Foundation make me feel guardedly optimistic, not withstanding the sobering
statistics of our speaker, Isabel Sawhill.

The fact that Rosenberg has made it for fifty years and that Mr. May insists
that the first fifty are the hardest, reminds me of a story I’m sure you've heard
about Molly and Herman Goldberg. Herman was 93, Molly was 90, and Molly
filed for divorce. They went before a trial judge who asked the obvious question,
“Mrs. Goldberg, you’ve been married fifty years. I'm sure all marriages have their
problems, but why now? Why have you filed for divorce?” And Mrs. Goldberg said,
“We were waiting for the children to die.” To the credit of the Rosenberg Founda-
tion, at fifty years it’s still going strong. Far from waiting for the children to die,
they've renewed and refocused their energies once again on children and families
and particularly on poor children and families. I commend you on that
recommitment.

Now I’d like to make two observations, both of which relate to Isabel Sawhill’s
very stimulating talk. The first has to do with what I see as a central issue of
democratic theory, and the second with a central policy concern, teenage
pregnancy.

Let me begin with kind of a high falutin’ issue of democratic theory. I'd like to

pose the question of who speaks for children? I am troubled, because in a demo-

cracy, policy is made by legislators, and I don’t think it’s any accident that in the
last twenty years there has been the most remarkable march out of poverty by the
elderly in this country at a time when children, particularly children of the poor,
have suffered increasingly. I think this has something to do with democratic theory
and demography. The proportion of our population who are elderly is rising, and
it’s going to continue to rise, and the elderly vote. The proportion of our population
who are children is declining and is going to continue to decline. The proportion of
our adult population who currently have children who are dependents is shrinking.
So, to the extent that parents are speaking for children, they make up a smaller
proportion of our population, even before Proposition 13. Indeed, Proposition 13
perhaps reflects this fact to some degree. People who are involved in local educa-
tional policy can tell you how tough it was to pass bond issues as the school popu-
lation shrank. Who speaks for the children, and who’s going to speak for the
children? .

I have a modest proposal, with Swiftian overtones. Imagine a world where we
gave the vote to children, too. I don’t mean this entirely as a Swiftian notion, but
with some seriousness. Suppose children could vote: what would happen? What
would be the objections? One objection would be that children are too immature to
participate in the political process, that they wouldn’t know what their own inter-
ests are. Perhaps. I think many teenagers could identify their own interests pretty
well. Younger kids — who knows? I know many adults who have some trouble
identifying their own interests. I think that a more serious concern might be how
they voted. A vote might be too dominated by their parents’ attitudes. My response
to that would be, that may not be a bad thing. A single mother with three kids
would get four votes if her kids followed her instructions at the ballot box. Having
a fifteen-year-old and an eighteen-year-old myself, I know it’s foolhardy to think
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our children will necessarily follow our instructions.

Yet there is a real problem in terms of democratic theory with respect to child-
ren, a problem that we haven’t focused on, and one exacerbated by the demogra-
phic shifts. I do not think the voting age will soon be lowered from eighteen to
three or to one. Indeed, part of the problem, particularly with respect to Antonia
Hernandez’ constituency, is that many adults can’t vote either. I found very interest-
ing Ms. Hernandez’ point that part of the willingness to accept immigrants must be
a willingness to accelerate the pace at which, if they choose, they can become citi-
zens and voters. In the meantime, what to do?

Two points seem important to make. First, I think it is very important for
those of us concerned with the interests of children and minorities and families, and
particularly poor families, to recognize the obvious, and that is that we’re operating
in a political environment, in a political community. Given the status of children
and minorities, it’s probably profoundly important that we build coalitions and try
to define both the interests of our constituency and the interests of the broader
community.

Second, I think it’s critically important, and it’s consonant with our being a
democracy, that these groups and children have access to lawyers and courts.
Courts are in a sense very undemocratic institutions. Judges, federal judges at least,
are appointed for life. Given the reality that children, in particular, can’t participate
in the electoral process, I think it is absolutely essential that we have some non-
democratic institutions that can occasionally put a thumb on the scale when the
political balance is being struck. ,

Now let me turn to a very easy problem, that of teenage pregnancy. For th
last couple of years I've participated on a panel of the National Academy of Scien-
ces that’s been trying to grapple with the problem of adolescent pregnancy and
what to do about it. I can assure you I don’t know of any silver bullets at all.
Nevertheless, I do want to mention what I see as a few promising signs. First, I
think the legislation that was strengthened last year in terms of support enforce-
ment is a terribly important step, not only for pregnant teenagers but for divorced
women and single women of any age. As a lawyer and as a man, I simply find
scandalous the data on the extent to which fathers are not meeting their support
obligations after divorce, not to speak of fathers who were never married to the
mother of their child. This is an issue that we liberals particularly have ignored for
too long, and I believe there are likely to be very promising results of stricter
enforcement of support obligations.

It’s striking that when one looks at the issue of teenage pregnancy, it is always
defined as the young woman’s problem. In terms of economics and the long-run
consequences, there is considerable truth in defining it that way. There haven’t been
many studies of unwed fathers and the economic consequences for them. But, at
least when I was in high school, it took two to tango, and I think it still does. If you
look at the difference in incentive structures for males and females that have
occurred in the last twenty years, partly as a result of some good liberal reform —
the women’s movement and the notion that the decision on abortion is the woman’s
— I fear that one unintended consequence of the ideology and the rhetoric is that
guys feel, “It’s your problem, baby — and mother. Contraception is your problem,
not my problem.” That’s got to change. While I hope that stricter support enforce-
ment may make a small difference, I think there should be much more discussion of
the role of males in this process and what could be done to change male attitudes
and feelings of responsibility towards these children — who are their children.
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A second essential element in addressing this problem is to improve the job
market for young males. One reason a high proportion of pregnant young women
who will bear a child do not marry the father is that the young man’s prospects in
the labor market are often very bleak. Until we can come to grips with improving
'the job market for young males, I'm not sure we’re going to see very radical changes
in the proportion of minority children born out-of-wedlock. Otherwise, we’re left
on the horns of a terrible dilemma. We either provide greater public support of
mother and child, thereby allowing conservatives, not without some justification, to
claim we are creating greater incentives for more unwed teenagers to bear children.
Or, we can refuse to increase that support, and thereby relegate an ever-increasing
proportion of children to poverty.

Yet another element of the dilemma has to do with abortion. The hard truth is
that abortion has become the primary means of contraception for the youngest
group of teenagers. For pregnant teens under sixteen, more than half terminate
their pregnancies through abortion. In my view, it would be catastrophic to block
their access to abortions. On the other hand, the prevalence of abortion certainly
doesn’t lessen the social tensions. I don’t see any easy answers. Frankly, I do not
believe that more contraceptive instructions and a few more clinics on corners are
going to make a huge dent in the problem of teenage pregnancy. The evidence we
h.ave suggests that younger teens particularly are not very successful with contracep-
tion. I don’t know how we’re going to change that. '

The most promising sign I see is that in the communities themselves the issue
of adolescent pregnancy has now been identified as centrally important and critical,
and people in the community are focusing their attention on it. I think that for
change to occur, it’s going to have to come from those most directly affected. I
don’t think that this problem is one that’s going to be solved easily by a new federal
program. I certainly hope the Rosenberg Foundation continues to support these
local efforts. Let me therefore echo Isabel Sawhill’s message concerning the impor-
tance of nongovernmental players, including foundations. ,

I want again to wish the Rosenberg Foundation a very happy anniversary.
You're not like the Goldbergs: you’re sticking it out; you’re going to help the child-
ren, not wait for them to die.
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M. FRANCES VAN LOOQO, Response

As you can tell from the introduction, I'm normally dealing with students, and
although I am in a business school, my specialty has to do with nonprofit organiza-
tions. I talk with people who want to learn how to be directors of symphony
orchestras or how to become involved with the mentally retarded or how to help
people in various different types of organizations that we generally call nonprofits.
The keynote address was given by an economist, so I thought it might be useful for
me to concentrate on one of the more economic questions that could be raised, in
particular, one that links up with my interest in nonprofits. I've had a very distin-
guished set of predecessors in the area of the law who have had various different
areas of expertise, but I thought that what might be helpful is my concentrating on
an area a little bit different. In order to do so, I'd like to tell you a bit about
nonprofits.

Historically, nonprofit organizations have preceded government in the area of
involvement. If you think about our welfare system, youll know that the Red Cross
and church groups and the Salvation Army existed long before we had government
programs. If you start thinking about other areas in which the government is now
involved, you will realize that usually nonprofits have preceded government invol-
vement. This is not an accident but, in general, reflects the fact that in a democratic
society a majority of people must vote positively in order to place an issue into the
public arena. And in order to do that, oftentimes we have to identify an issue by
having a great many people doing things about particular problems around the
country. So, although I’m not particularly happy about what’s been happening in
the recent past with the decline of federal interest and to some extent state and local
interest in some of the problems that concern us, what I'm saying is that it may
simply be a fact of life for a while and that, moreover, this is how such matters have
usually evolved.

What our true job may be is to identify the problems and find creative solu-
tions for them and then capture the popular imagination, which may be necessary
for bringing about greater government involvement. I'm, not necessarily saying that
government is always the answer. As an economist, I'm very interested in incentive
systems, and government provision may prevent their development. Sometimes it is
useful to have many different groups addressing a particular concern; when we
must persuade people that it’s more important to support our way of solving a
particular problem than another group’s way of solving it, we end up by finding
some highly creative and highly unusual and successful ways of doing things. In the
course of our solicitation, we also educate the public.

When I have students come from Europe, I'm struck by the fact that they’re
intrigued with some of the solutions we've found in areas such as health care,
neighborhood clinics, or things that we do in a very different way from their
government-supplied counterparts.

Lest I leave you with the impression that I think that nonprofits can provide
easy answers to our problems, let me underscore that economic theory also points
out that there is a big problem with fundraising, and that, as you all know, there is
something known as the “free rider.” Generally, a “free rider” is someone who
derives a benefit from something without having to pay for it. If we can get some-
thing for nothing, many of us choose to do just that. I think of public television
stations, such as KQED here in San Francisco, which is watched by many who
don’t pay for it. I usually ask students to raise their hands to determine what per-
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cent of the class is watching and what percent is paying. Free riders are endemic in
the area of nonprofits. We enjoy the benefits without contributing. This occurs in
areas that may seem remote. Personally, I am affected when I see someone walking
down the street who is not getting adequate drug rehabilitation. So if I'm not con-
tributing to drug rehabilitation, essentially I'm a free rider on the coattails of people
who are contributing. I think some of the areas of nonprofit theory can offer valua-
ble insights about what foundations need to do.

First of all, I think one thing that we can do is to pay very close attention to
making people feel more part of the community. I’'m not sure how many of you
have read Robert Bellah’s recent book, Habits of the Heart: Individuality and
Commitment in American Life. I think it is a very important book, because it
stresses the importance of community. I'm a strong believer in the importance of
community, because I think that when people feel themselves part of a community,
they are more likely to give to organizations that serve the community. There may
be no mentally retarded person in my family, but if, in fact, I feel a sense of com-
monality with a community that includes mentally retarded people, I'm more likely
to support the mentally retarded. I'm more likely to care about what’s happening to
migrant farm workers if I feel part of the community of California, rather than
seeing myself as just someone living in an urban part of the Bay Area. So, in this
way, I think development of community can be very important. By “community,” I
have in mind more than just neighborhoods, more even than cities; I have in mind-
states and nations. When communities define themselves broadly enough, they will
contribute the kind of money that’s needed to initiate the creative solutions that we
economists think are more likely to succeed when they are supported by several
different organizations.

The second thing is that we need to pay careful attention to what kind of world
we want to have. I was very struck with Antonia’s characterization that we are all
benefitting from the immigration that’s occurring, and that we need to be concerned
about what’s happening to people who are recent immigrants here, because these
people do not just contribute economically but are becoming part of our society. I
think we have to pay careful attention to the life experience of teenage pregnancy,
including the father, and ask what it means when fathers do not take on parental
responsibility? What kind of co-workers do people make when they are not being
taught within the family that it’s important to take responsibility for their actions?
Attitudes about personal respon51b111ty affect the way you work, the way you are
with casual friends, the way you are in intimate relationships. So I think that in the
proposals that you write, it’s important to keep in mind the way you want the world
to evolve.

Many of you know that one of the roles that foundations have played in Amer-
ican history has been to target areas of specific concern and lead the way. Part of
the job of those of you who write grant proposals is to give foundations the oppor-
tunity of funding you. They need creative ideas. You who are out there dealing with
specific concerns are oftentimes in the best posmon of all to come up with some
creative solutions, much better off than we in academia or people who typically
judge grant proposals. You know the problems; you’re very likely to arrive at some
of their solutions. And, incidentally, that is what I mean by the notion of trying to
see if we can’t identify the strengths of having nonprofits solve some of our prob-
lems. I wish that we could have more government funding, but if we’re not going to
have it — and I tend to agree with you, Dr. Sawhill, that we’re not — then let’s see
how creative we can be in writing our grant proposals to try to solve some of these
problems.

- 40 -

From watching history and understanding this theory of nonprofits, I havF: a
sense that it’s going to be from nonprofits that we’re going to get started solving
some of these longer-term problems. So I leave you with a real challenge. It is very
frustrating not to have a higher level of governmental support for p.roblt?ms S0
acute — I think this is particularly true for those recent immigrants, the immigrants
from Latin America and the immigrants from Asia as well — but also for black
Americans who’ve been here a long time and still live in poverty. So in dealing with
these problems I want to emphasize the need for creativity.
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CLOSING REMARKS
Lewis H. Butler

This occasion comes round only once every fifty years and, since most of us
will not be here for the next one, some things have to be said. To state the obvious,
this Foundation exists through and for its grantees, a few of whom we have just
honored. (See the Appendix.) If the Foundation has had any success, it’s been
because of their success and their dedication. But the fact is that we never would
have known of or had anything to do with these grantees if it hadn’t been for three
extraordinary people. In fifty years, just three people have been the link between
those grantees and the Foundation. Those three people, with the grantees, are in
every sense of the word the history of this Foundation.

The first was Leslie Ganyard. When it was not a common thing to do, she
quietly made her way around California looking for exceptional individuals who
were doing exceptional things.

Happily, the other two are here. Together they represent almost thirty years of
the history of this Foundation. A whole speech could be made and probably ought
to be made about each one of them. I thought about doing so. But I wouldn’t know
where the words are to describe the gratitude, respect, and affection that we feel for
them. If I had found the words, I am absolutely sure I never would have been able
to get them out standing here in front of all of you. So for those of us who have
been honored to serve and who have enjoyed serving as directors of this Founda-
tion, we just want to say simply — thank you, Kirke Wilson and Ruth Chance.
There’s also a friend of theirs here, who for almost twenty of those years has been
their partner and the administrative heart of this Foundation, Betty Bettell.

To summarize the discussion in the small groups today, I think there was not
only understanding of but appreciation for the description of the major trends iden-
tified by the speakers. Clearly, there are demographic, economic, and social forces
that are of a proportion that we’re just not used to, and those were described
extremely well by the speakers.

There was also an understanding of something else, which in some of the
groups came to be called “greed,” and an understanding that a lot of the history of
California that Jim Holliday described was marked by a big hunk of greed. In some
of the groups we began to hear references back to Tocqueville and the time-
honored problem of a democracy, of how do you summon enough commitment to
a common good to balance the individualism and enterprise and, if you want to use
the word, greed, in such a vibrant society?

And so there was a call for community. There was also difficulty in defining
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what community means in a place as big as California; what it means even in our
cities, which are so diverse; what it means when there’s such mobility and tran-
siency. All the dynamism so characteristic of California in a way works against a
sense of community. ‘

In one of the sessions there was discussion of the “new polarity,” which seemed
like a good way to focus on things. From this discussion two different points of
view emerged. You could describe them as optimistic and pessimistic, although the
more I listened, the more they seemed to me almost identical. My own interpreta-
tion, which is probably what I arrived with and not what I heard, is that the optim-
ists are just that; and that the pessimists are also optimists, because otherwise they
wouldn’t have been doing with their lives what they have been doing, but that they
insist on pointing out the enormous obstacles there are now to moving forward.
You might call that being realistic. .

This discussion of polarity raised the terrible, divisive elements which are real
in this society: the conflicting needs — at least from the standpoint of public policy
— of the elderly versus the young; the arguments over scarce resources among
different groups of the poor that set one group against another; the failures in
public policy and the advice that everybody should turn to the private sector for
their funds, at which point people are squabbling over what I would describe as
crumbs, although I did not hear that word used in the discussion. If you want to
think about pessimistic aspects, there was a lot of talk about how difficult it is and
will be to carry on if the combination of circumstances described by the major
speakers is really accurate and going to be accurate. This includes the problems
with the economy and the shrinking pie, the problems stemming from changing
family structure, and the problems of an absence of governmental public initiative.

A lot of detail, and wonderfully rich detail, went into these discussions. I might -

try to sum them up by quoting a member of one of the groups, who said, “The civil
rights movement was wonderful. The glorious *60s. We were told we could get up to
the lunch counter. Now that we’re up there, we don’t have the money to buy a
hamburger.” We heard the statistics on poverty, and I think that there’s a lot of
truth to them.

On the optimistic side, we have heard from an enormous variety of people, and

amazing things are still being done, at the community level, in individual organiza-
tions, in some cases against all odds. What we heard — at least what I thought I
heard — is that there are many people who know all of this bad news, what some
people think is bad “news,” but who still show up Monday morning and do what
they’ve always done, which is working for a better society. There was a great deal of
talk about making sure that traditions are carried on to the next generations, talk
that we were the common worriers of the 60s and talk of the need to rally some
common worriers of the *80s. There was talk about leadership for young people,
mentors, advisors, examples — I could interject that some of the best examples are
sitting in this room. I also heard expressed a great deal of hope that another genera-
tion will come along, and generations beyond it, and even if the problems we face
are going to be difficult, they are not insurmountable,
- Now, just a few final words. We wanted this to be a true celebration, and I
hope it has been. We know there are problems. Most of our days we think about
them and what to do about them and the new problems which' come with the
solutions to the old ones. If we need any reminder of how fragile our civilization is,
the summit meetings starting tomorrow in Geneva will do well enough.

But at the end of this day I would like to suggest that we permit ourselves to

wallow in optimism. Looking around this room, there is much to be optimistic
about. We can at least take time to wonder and marve] at how many women and
men give every day so much to this society in ways that no economic theory can
ever adequately explain. '

Our focus has been a place called California and not just because this is where
the Rosenberg Foundation has worked these fifty years and where we are now. The
historian Chuck Wallenberg, in writing a usable history for a multicultural state,
notes, “California is like the rest of the United States, only more so.” California is
the ultimate immigrant state, drawing from all the rest, representing all that is best
and worst in American life. Earlier, someone referred to Lord James Bryce, who
was the British ambassador to the United States around the turn of the century. In
1909, Lord Bryce asked a question which today few even remember. He asked,
“What will happen when California is filled with fifty millions of people? . .. The
real question will not be about making more wealth or having more people, but
whether the people will then be happier or better than they have been hitherto or
are to this moment . . . Although that time has not yet come, the time has surely
come when you may begin to ask yourselves what are the ultimate aims for which
you are working?” '

For the past fifty years tens of thousands of people, most of them unheralded,
a few of them supported by this Foundation, with their lives have been offering a
working answer to that question. By some strange quirk of our minds, the changes
they have helped bring about are so profound that we forget it was not always this
way. The full list is too long to recite, but we need to remind ourselves of a few
things:

Never again will children publicly be niggers, okies, pachooks, or
chinks.
Never again will Hispanic children be punished for speaking Spanish

in schools.

Never again will children and their parents be sent to internment
camps for the crime of being Japanese.

Never again will parents know that their children are barred from
birth from certain universities and professions.

Never again will society hide its dirty little secret that children are
abused.

Never again will we have workers cross our borders while we pretend
that we have no obligation to them.

And on and on.

Now, if Lord Bryce is listening, we’re trying to answer his question for the next
fifty years. Forces that no one could have predicted are creating in California the
world’s first multi-cultural modern society. People from almost all the races and
cultures in the world have, for the first time, come together in this one place.

And what are our aims? Again tens of thousands of dedicated people, like
those here, are living their answer. It is simply this:

Despite vast differences and obstacles, we can create a working society
together.

We can have both unity and diversity, both excellence and opportunity.

The American experiment is not over: it is just beginning.

And, finally, this democracy, is more than just a cat fight among com-
peting groups: it is an ideal nurtured by unselfish people.

For its part, the Rosenberg Foundation will go on supporting those unselfish

people.
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SPEAKERS

J.S. Holliday

J.S. Holliday is Executive Director Emeritus of the California Historical
Society. He has also served as Director of the Oakland Museum, Associate Profes-
sor of History at San Francisco State University, Assistant Director of the Bancroft
Library and Research Fellow at the Henry E. Huntington Library. He is the author
of The World Rushed In: The California Gold Rush Experience. He is a graduate
of Yale University and the University of California, Berkeley.

Isabel V. Sawhill

Isabel V. Sawhill is a senior fellow at The Urban Institute, where she is currently
Co-director of the Changing Domestic Priorities Project. She previously served as
Director of the National Commission on Employment Policy during the Carter
Administration and taught economics at Goucher College. Dr. Sawhill is the co-
author of Economic Policy in the Reagan Years and co-editor of The Legacy of
Reagonomics: Prospects for Long-Term Growth and The Reagan Record: An
Assessment of America’s Changing Domestic Priorities. She attended Wellesley Col-
lege and received a bachelor of arts degree from New York University, where she also
earned a Ph.D. in economics,

Lewis H. Butler

Lewis H. Butler is President of California Tomorrow, a non-partisan organiza-
tion promoting public discussion and action on long-term issues critical to the
future of California. He is also Adjunct Professor of Health Policy at the University
of California, San Francisco. He previously served as Assistant Secretary for Plan-
ning and Evaluation in the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Peace Corps director in Malaysia, and also practiced law in San Francisco. Mr.
Butler is a graduate of Princeton University and earned his law degree at Stanford.
He is a former President of Rosenberg Foundation and served as Chair of the
Foundation’s 50th Anniversary Planning Committee.
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RECOGNITION FOR LIVES OF SERVICE

As a grant-making private foundation, Rosenberg Foundation is dependent on the
vision, creativity and commitment of those people who lead the private and public
organizations of California. At the 50th Anniversary Convocation, the directors of
the Foundation acknowledged the contribution of these leaders over the past 50
years and recognized five distinguished Californians whose lives of service have
enriched the lives of children and families in California.

Max Cochran

During his long career as a school administrator in Tulare County, Max Coch-
ran has been an innovator and an education leader. In the 1950s, he established
pioneering education programs for Spanish-speaking children and emotionally-
disturbed children. He was a leader in organizing a county-wide outdoor education
program in the 1950s and a pre-school program for disadvantaged children in the
early 1960s. He also promoted wider-horizons programs for rural children as well
as rural school administrators and created opportunities for teachers from minority
groups to become school administrators.

Ernesto Galarza

The late Ernesto Galarza has been an inspiration to young people for more
than fifty years. He was born in Mexico and raised in a farm worker family in the
United States. He earned degrees at Occidental College, Stanford University and
Columbia University before becoming an international educator, a farm labor
union leader and the author of books on Latin America and farm labor issues in
the United States as well as stories and poetry for children in Spanish and English.

Bard McAllister

As Farm Labor Secretary of the American Friends Service Committee, Bard
McAllister began community organizing work with San Joaquin Valley farm
workers in 1955. His patience and creativity contributed to the development of
self-help housing for low-income families, the creation of water systems for rural
communities and the improvement of conditions for farm workers.
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Edwin “Red” Stephenson

Unemployment, housing, education and discrimination were severe problems
in the North Richmond community in 1948 when Red Stephenson began work
there as a representative of the American Friends Service Committee. He assisted
community leaders to establish North Richmond Neighborhood House, which later
selected him as Executive Director. During his thirteen years as director, he deve-
loped after-school study halls to improve education, youth activities to reduce
delinquency and gang violence, on-the-job training for young people, a nursery
school, a community newspaper, and other programs.

Florence Wyckoff

While working for the State Relief Administration in the 1930s, Florence
Wyckoff learned first hand the living conditions of farm worker families in .rural
California. After World War II, she was appointed to the Governor’s Advisory
Committee on Children and Youth where she investigated conditions of children in
rural areas and helped establish clinics and other programs for children of migrant
farm workers. As a result of her leadership, there are now health clinics for migrant
farm workers throughout the United States.
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50TH ANNIVERSARY CONVOCATION PARTICIPANTS

Roberta Achtenberg
Lesbian Rights Project,
San Francisco

George Ballis, Tollhouse
Maia Ballis, Tollhouse

Kitty Barragato
American Friends Service
Committee, Pasadena

Bonnie Baskin, Berkeley

Judy Belk
Mervyn’s Stores, Hayward

Jackie Berman
IPEN, Palo Alto

Janine Bertram
Prison Match, Oakland

Betty L. Bettell
Rosenberg Foundation,
San Francisco

J. Herman Blake
Tougaloo College, Mississippi

Susan Blachman
California Tomorrow, San Francisco

John Blum
Kramer, Blum & Associates,
San Francisco

Robert Bothwell
National Committee for Responsive
Philanthropy, Washington, D.C.

Martha McEnerney Brigham
University of San Francisco-School
of Law

Carole Brill
Legal Services for Children,
San Francisco

Margaret Brodkin
Coleman Children & Youth Services,
San Francisco
Carroll Brodsky, M.D., San Francisco
Stephen Brooks, Walnut Creek

Carolyn Brown,
Commonweal, Bolinas

Leah Brumer, Abelard Foundation,
San Francisco

Hugh Burroughs,
William & Flora Hewlett Foundation,
Menlo Park .

Alan Burton
Youth News, Oakland

Lewis H. Butler
California Tomorrow, San Francisco

Joe Carrillo
Tule Indian Wilderness School,
Porterville
Ruth C. Chance, San Francisco
Allan E. Charles, San Francisco
Maria Chavez, Los Angeles
Bob Choate, San Diego
Sandy Close
Pacific News Service,
San Francisco
Lisa Cobbs
Center for Women’s Studies &
Services, San Diego

Price Cobbs, M.D., San Francisco

Irene Cochran, Visalia
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Max Cochran, Visalia

Betty Cohen
BANANAS, Oakland

Maryanna Colwell, Corte Madera

Wilma Consul
Youth News, Oakland

Phyllis Cook
Rosenberg Foundation,
San Francisco

Toni R. Cook
Bay Area Black United Fund,
Oakland

Wayne Cornelius
Center for United States-Mexico
Studies, University of California,
San Diego

Bert Corona
National Immigration Coalition,
Sun Valley

Adele Corvin, Belvedere

Jeannette Costo
American Indian Historical Society,
San Francisco

Rupert Costo
American Indian Historical Society,
San Francisco

Chockie Cottier
Corporation for American Indian
Development, San Francisco

Jane A. Couch
National Public Radio,
Washington, D.C.

Lorez Crenshaw
Youth News, Oakland

Arlyce Currie
BANANAS, Oakland
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Tom David
Bush Program in Child & Family
Policy, University of California,
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Laura Davis
Youth News, Oakland

Nancy Davis
Equal Rights Advocates,
San Francisco

Phyllis Davis
California Indian Education
Association, Sacramento

Elizabeth Davoren, Tiburon
William Davoren, Tiburon
Barbara De Foe, Fresno
Edward De Foe, M.D., Fresno
Paul De Fremery, San Francisco
Roberto de la Rosa
Organization for the Legal
Advancement of Raza, Porterville
Joseph G. Dempsey
Dempsey Associates,

Pacific Palisades

Kellye Denson
Youth News, Oakland

Joanne Dills
Morris Stulsaft Foundation,
San Francisco

Leonard Duhl, M.D.
Department of City and Regional
Planning, University of California,
Berkeley

Jeanette Dunckel
Children’s Research Institute of
California, San Francisco

Hon. Ben C. Duniway
United States Court of Appeals,
Ninth Judicial Circuit,
San Francisco

Louise Dunlap, Washington, D.C.

Ronald E. Eadie
Wells Fargo Foundation,
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California Rural Indian Health
Board, Sacramento

Rick Eckel
Youth News, Oakland
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Walter Johnson Foundation,
Menlo Park
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Maroevich & O’Shea Insurance,
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Marti Erickson
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Judy Evans
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Tim Fong
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Management Assistance Group,
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Berkeley
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Child Development Programs
Advisory Committee, Sacramento
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Heidi Harris, San Francisco
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Women’s Economic Agenda Project,
Oakland

Antonia Hernandez
Mexican American Legal Defense &
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San Francisco

Sanford Hirshen
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University of California, Berkeley
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Menlo College, Menlo Park
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San Francisco
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Roberta Hollimon
IPEN, Palo Alto

Marsha Howard
Children’s Self-Help Project,
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California Coalition for Fair School
Finance, Menlo Park
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Spanish Speaking Unity Council,
Oakland
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Intertribal Friendship House,
Oakland
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L.J. & Mary C. Skaggs Foundation
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Martha Jimenez
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Sherry Joe
Youth News, Oakland

Adrienne Johnson
Youth News, Oakland

Connie Jolly
American Friends Service
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Irene Kane, San Francisco
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Farallones Institute, Occidental
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Rosenberg Foundation,
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Finance, Menlo Park

Hal Levin
College of Environmental Design,
University of California, Berkeley

Steven Lieberman
Northern California Grantmakers,

San Francisco
Ken Light, Vallejo

Geraldine Martinez Lira
Native American Health Center,

Oakland

Iris Litt, M.D.
Children’s Hospital at Stanford,

Palo Alto

Ted Lobman
The Stuart Foundations,

San Francisco
James Loucky, Los Angeles
John Lowry

McCutchen, Doyle, Brown & Enersen,
San Francisco

Mary Luke
Planned Parenthood, Alameda/San
Francisco, San Francisco

Leslie L. Luttgens
Rosenberg Foundation,
San Francisco

Bacilio Maciel
Radio Bilingue, Fresno

Edward Markmann, Berkeley

Robert Marshall
Self-Help Enterprises, Visalia

Philip Martin
University of California, Davis

Jean Bolton May, San Rafael
John May, San Rafael
J. Bard McAllister, Visalia
Olga McAllister, Visalia
Rick McCracken
Children’s Home Society,
Los Angeles
Jose Medina
Instituto Laboral de la Raza,
San Francisco
Henry Mestre

Local Initiatives Support
Corporation, San Francisco

Mary S. Metz
Rosenberg Foundation,

San Francisco
Louise M. Miller, San Francisco

Rebecca A. Mills
United States National Park Service,

San Francisco
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Richard Mines, Ph.D.
University of California, Berkeley

Edna Mitchell
Mills College, Oakland

Robert Mnookin
Stanford University, Palo Alto

Ed Moncrief
CHISPA, Salinas

Hugo Morales
Radio Bilingue, Fresno

Mabel Muller, Walnut Creek

Anne Firth Murray
William & Flora Hewlett Foundation
Menlo Park

>

Kathleen Murray, San Francisco

Art Naldoza
Health Officers Association of
California, Sacramento

Edward Nathan
Zellerbach Family Fund,
San Francisco

Wendy Nenthorne
California Indian Education
Association, Willows

James Newton
San Francisco State University

Wade Nobles, Ph.D.
Institute for Advanced Study of
Black Family Life, Oakland

Betty Noling
California Tomorrow, San Francisco

Barney Olmstead
New Ways to Work, San Francisco

Laurie Olsen
Citizens Policy Center, Oakland
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Michael O’Neill
Institute for Nonprofit Organization
Management, University of
San Francisco

Evelyn K. Oremland, Sausalito

Henry P. Organ
Stanford University, Palo Alto

Paul F. O’'Rourke, M.D., Berkeley

Samuel Orozco
Radio Bilingue, Fresno

Robert Orser
The Management Center,
San Francisco

George Ortiz
California Human Development
Corporation, Windsor

Roxanne Ortiz
Indigenous World Association,
San Francisco

Joseph Ossmann
Friends Outside, Salinas

Parker Page
The Children’s Television Resource
& Education Center, San Francisco

Chris Paige
California Human Development
Corporation, Windsor

Herbert J. Paine
United Way of California,
San Francisco

Martin Paley
The San Francisco Foundation,
San Francisco

Peter Pazzaglini
Graduate Theological Union,
Berkeley

Nico Pemantle
Youth News, Oakland

Karla Pepe, San Jose
Marcia Perlstein, Berkeley

Drummond Pike
Tides Foundation, San Francisco

William Plumb
Association for the Retarded,
Ridgecrest

Sandra Pyer
East Bay Community Foundation,
Oakland

Holly Quan
Youth News, Oakland

Caitlin Ramey
Youth News, Oakland

Joyce Ream
Commission on the Aging,
San Francisco

Sherry Reson
United States Leasing International,
San Francisco

Eduardo Reyes
Spanish Speaking Unity Council,
Oakland

Pat Reynolds
Children’s Home Society,
Los Angeles

Hon. Cruz Reynoso
Rosenberg Foundation,
San Francisco

C.E. Richardson
United Way, San Francisco

Francis X. Riley
International Institute of East Bay,
Oakland

Barbara Risling
NAS Tecumseh Center, Davis

S. Donley Ritchey
- Rosenberg Foundation,
San Francisco

Gilbert Robinson
San Francisco State University

Martha Roditti
Children’s Council of San Francisco

Marco Antonio Rodriguez
Centro de Asuntos Migratorios,
National City

Richard M. Rosenberg
Rosenberg Foundation,
San Francisco

Alex M. Saragoza
Chicano Studies Program, University
of California, Berkeley

Isabel V. Sawhill
The Urban Institute,
Washington, D.C.

Pastor Gustav H. Schultz
University Religious Council,
University Lutheran Chapel, Berkeley

Franz Schurmann
Pacific News Service, San Francisco

Susan Shira
Lowell Berry Foundation, Oakland

Ray Shonholtz
Community Boards Program,
San Francisco

Patty Siegel
California Child Care Resource &
Referral Network, San Francisco

Bruce Sievers
Walter & Elise Haas Fund,
San Francisco
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Judy Siff
Legal Services for Prisoners with
Children, San Francisco

Susan Silk
Columbia Foundation, San Francisco

Thomas Silk
Silk & Marois, San Francisco

Duane Silverstein
Richard & Rhoda Goldman Fund,
San Francisco

Adrienne Sloss, Belvedere

Frank H. Sloss
Heller, Ehrman, White, & McAuliffe,
San Francisco

Peter F. Sloss
Rosenberg Foundation,
San Francisco

Norvel Smith
Rosenberg Foundation,
San Francisco

Suzanne Smith
New Ways to Work, San Francisco

Mark Soler
Youth Law Center, San Francisco

Bill Somerville
Penninsula Community Foundation,
Burlingame

Jo-Ellen Spencer-Perry
BANANAS, Oakland

Gail Steele
Eden Youth Center, Hayward

Roberta Steiner
The Foundation Center,
San Francisco

Edwin P. “Red” Stephenson,
Santa Rosa

Madeleine Stephenson, Santa Rosa

David Stern
School of Education, University of
California, Berkeley

Carol Stevenson
Child Care Law Center,
San Francisco

Kim Storch, Ph.D., San Francisco

Dale Frederick Swartz
National Immigration, Refugee &
Citizenship Forum, Washington, D.C.

Art Tapia
Coleman Advocates, San Francisco

Donna Terman
Walter S. Johnson Foundation,
Menlo Park

Gladys Thacher
San Francisco Education Fund

Julia M. Thoron
Enterprise for High School Students,
San Francisco

Pnina Tobin
Children’s Self-Help Project,
San Francisco

Caroline McGilvray Tower
Northern California Grantmakers,
San Francisco

Richard Trudell
American Indian Lawyer Training
Program, Oakland

Joseph W. Valentine
United Way of the Bay Area,
San Francisco

M. Frances Van Loo
University of California, Berkeley

Jose Varela
La Raza Law Students Association,
Berkeley
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Vera Vern
Tule River Indian Tribal Council,
Porterville

Edwin Warren
Human Services Management
Corporation, San Francisco

Alan Watahara
California Tomorrow, San Francisco

Malcolm S.M. Watts, M.D.,
San Francisco

Chris Webb-Curtis
Rural California Housing
Corporation, Sacramento

Albert B. Wells
Abelard Foundation, San Francisco

William P. Wentworth, Berkeley
Mrs. Frederic B. Whitman, Oakland
Colburn Wilbur
David & Lucile Packard Foundation,
Los Altos
Sara Wilson Wilenchik, Forest Knolls
Susan Wilner
United Way of the Bay Area,
San Francisco
Kirke Wilson
Rosenberg Foundation,
San Francisco
Louis J. Wiman, San Mateo

Florence Wyckoff, Watsonville

Damir Zekhester
Youth News, Oakland

Elaine Zimmerman
Women’s Economic Agenda Project,
Oakland
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ROSENBERG FOUNDATION

Rosenberg Foundation was established in 1935 by a group of relatives and
business associates who were designated as trustees in the will of Max L. Rosen-
berg. Mr. Rosenberg, a San Francisco businessman and philanthropist who died in
1931, was the president and major shareholder of Rosenberg Brothers & Co., the
firm he and his brothers Abraham and Adolph had formed in 1893 to pack and
ship dried fruit from California. The company prospered and became the largest
concern of its kind in the world with packing houses and mills throughout the
agricultural areas of California and Oregon and sales offices in 65 foreign countries.

In his will, Max Rosenberg left the bulk of his estate to establish a foundation
with broad charitable purposes and wide latitude in how the foundation might be
operated. As the Foundation later explained in its 1937-1946 report Ten Years of
Community Service:

No pattern was laid down in advance for the type of grants which the
Foundation should make. The greatest influences on the direction of its
interest have, therefore, been an early interest in the agricultural areas of
the state, the character and diversity of the population of California, the
impact of national events within the state . . .

In late 1936, the new foundation opened an office in San Francisco, hired its first
staff and began making grants. In 1938, Rosenberg Foundation published the first
report of its activities and began to diversify the composition of its board of direc-
tors. By the end of World War II, the Foundation had started the process that led
to the sale of the company and the diversification of the Foundation’s investments.

Although the directors of the Foundation had wide discretion in the types of
programs they might support, they quickly recognized that they would have to
focus their grantmaking in a limited number of fields to be effective. The Founda-
tion’s early grants were concentrated in the fields of public health, inter-group rela-
tions, education and community planning. In each of these fields, the Foundation
had a particular interest in the rural areas of California and the children of Califor-
nia. The end of World War II provided the directors of the Foundation an oppor-
tunity to review the work of the Foundation during its first decade and to plan the
Foundation’s program in the context of the changing circumstances of the postwar
period.

The results of the 1946 review have guided the Foundation to present day.
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Although the specific program priorities have shifted over the years as needs and
opportunities have changed, the basic commitment to innovation and to the child-
ren and families of California has continued. This singular social role of private
foundations as a source of support for the testing of new ideas is summarized in the
Foundation’s 1937-1946 report:

Perhaps the greatest benefit of foundation funds is that they are free and
unencumbered; they can be used in uncharted fields which do not con-
form to predetermined regulations. Because of this, a foundation can
support exploratory ventures which individuals in other types of organi-
zations may dream of but be unable to undertake. It can enable innova-
tors to demonstrate to their constituency or budget group the validity of
an idea . . . Judicious grants of free money can give persons or groups
with creative imagination, with courage and well thought out ideas an
opportunity to experiment.

Over the past fifty years, many of the issues have shifted and new methods of
bringing about change have evolved, but the need and opportunity for innovation
continue. Rosenberg Foundation has had the privilege of assisting a large number
of gifted women and men who have had the creative imagination, courage and
commitment to improve conditions in California.
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS STAFF

Leslie W. Ganyard,* Executive Director, 1936-1958

Director President e . .
Emilie Oppenheimer* 1935-1940 1935-1940 Constance Cavender, Admm%stratlve Ass§stant, 1945-1947
Arthur C. Oppenheimer* 1935-1944 Elsie Gardner Single, Administrative Assistant, 1947-1948
Walter Rothchild* 1935-1937 Claire Davis, Administrative Assistant, 1948-1966
Louise R. Berman* 1935-1951 Mabel L. Ellsworth Muller, Assistant Director, 1955-1959
R.S. Green* . ‘ 1937-1938 Ruth C. Chance, Executive Director, 1958-1974
?:dhoat;::i‘ X]?:s;;c;lkus* iggg:}ggg igg(l):iggg Evelyn Stewart,* Staff Assistant, 1963-1964
Paul C. Edwards* 1941-1961 BCtty L. BCttCll, Administrative Assistant, l967-present
Garrett W. McEnerney* 1941-1942 Kirke P. Wilson, Executive Director, 1974-present
Bishop Edward L. Parsons* 1943-1957 Heidi Harris, Summer Intern, 1982
Charlotte S. Mack* . 1943-1948 Catherine W. Kulka, 50th Anniversary Coordinator, 1985
?‘1322 hl\:;lilﬁzl:;iadt igjg:}ggz 1954 Anne Knight, Editor, 50th Anniversary Report
Eleanor F. Sloss* 1946-1970 1961-1964
Harold McKinnon* 1946-1955
Caroline M. Charles* 1948-1974 1971-1974
Richard E. Guggenhime 1950-1969 1954-1958
Roy Sorenson* 1951-1966 1958-1961
W. Parmer Fuller 111 1954-1960 MAJOR DONORS
Frederic B. Whitman* 1955-1973 1965-1968
Robert Di Giorgio 1957-1962 Estate of Max L. Rosenberg 1935
Hon. Ben. C. Duniway 1960-1975 1964-1965 Estate of Walter Rothchild 1938
Fred H. Merrill* 1962-1972 esioT Robert A. McDonald 1945
Malcolm S.M. Watts, M.D. 1962-1973 Estate of Charlotte Mack 1970
Frank H. Sloss 1963-1977 1974-1977 Adolph Rosenberg Trust Fund 1978
Lewis H. Butler 1967-1969 1977-1979 Eleanor F. Sloss Trust 1979

1972-1984 Estate of Zulman H. Goldenberg 1981
Leslie L. Luttgens ) 1969~ 1979-1981
Peter E. Haas 1969-1983 1981-1983
William M. Roth 1970-1977
Herman E. Gallegos 1973-1979
Jing Lyman 1973-1980
Norvel Smith 1974- 1983-1985
Marguerite S. Lederberg, M.D. 1975-1978
William R. Kimball 1977-1985
Peter F. Sloss 1977- 1985-1987
Herma Hill Kay 1978~ 1987~
Hon. Cruz Reynoso 1979-
James C. Gaither 1980-1984
Phyllis Cook 1983~
Richard M. Rosenberg 1984-1985
Mary S. Metz 1985-
S. Donley Ritchey 1985~
Benton W. Dial 1986-

*deceased
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