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PRAISE FOR A World Of Giving


“New foundations, appearing at a rapid rate, can benefit from a history lesson. Here it is at its best—the compelling story of the idea of the gift into perpetuity, and the practices that followed.”


—KENNETH PREWITT, Carnegie Professor of Public Affairs, Columbia University, and former director, United States Census Bureau, senior vice-president, Rockefeller Foundation, and president, Social Science Research Council


“A World of Giving chronicles the values, practical idealism, and a century of grantmaking set in motion by Andrew Carnegie, one of America’s great philanthropists. Along the way, the book delivers a wealth of wisdom for today’s foundations and other philanthropies, especially the growing number working in the global arena.”


—SUSAN V. BERRESFORD, trustee of the California Endowment, the Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation, and the Robina Foundation, and former president of the Ford Foundation


“Patricia Rosenfield’s study of the first century of Carnegie Corporation’s international philanthropy is a must read for both scholars and practitioners in the field. Drawing from her career at Carnegie Corporation and her analysis of the Corporation’s extensive archives, Rosenfield traces the evolution of Carnegie’s grant making from the early days of funding libraries and education to its current work building human capital and promoting peace and security. She focuses on the interplay of mission, the willingness to take risks and to fail, openness to long-term investments, and an ability to collaborate with other funders and local partners. At a time of burgeoning international giving by American foundations and the rise of funders around the globe, A World of Giving provides an important historical case study as well as a guideline for the practice of global philanthropy in the twenty-first century.”


—JOAN SPERO, Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, and former President of the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation, and US Under Secretary of State for Economic, Business, and Agricultural Affairs


“A World of Giving is a welcome addition to the growing corpus of literature on foundations and philanthropy. It stands out because it’s written by someone intimate with her subject matter and who has a scholarly command of the institutional history. Patricia Rosenfield excels at contextualizing the American century of philanthropy by demonstrating how the institution pioneered much of what is now taken for granted as indispensable ingredients of modern philanthropy as it is practiced globally today.”


—GERRY SALOLE, Chief Executive, European Foundation Centre and Chair, TrustAfrica, and former Ford Foundation Representative, Southern Africa


“A World of Giving is a landmark record of what men and women of financial, intellectual, and social resources have accomplished and continue to accomplish in confronting national and global realities. Such a study provides hope and inspiration. The author has organized a voluminous amount of information in an impressively clear, systematic way making it easy to follow the history of Carnegie Corporation’s work over the past century as each new president and administration added fresh ideas and tried new approaches. The reader will certainly appreciate how much Carnegie Corporation, a primary link in an increasingly interconnected world, and other foundations have contributed to building bridges and searching for solutions to some of the world’s most intractable problems.”


—AKIRA IRIYE, Professor of American History Emeritus at Harvard University and University of Chicago, and a co-editor of Global Interdependence: The World after 1945
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THIS VOLUME IS DEDICATED TO the generosity of one individual, his remarkable wife, and his family. Andrew Carnegie, his helpmate Louise, and their devoted daughter Margaret, all participated in the joyful but ceaseless work of giving away Mr. Carnegie’s fortune. The bold spirit of the Carnegie family and their descendants has resulted, as this volume shows, in long-lasting societal transformations.




INTRODUCTION: IN TRUST FOR THE PUBLIC


WHEN ANDREW CARNEGIE LAUNCHED Carnegie Corporation of New York in 1911, his institutional vision inspired the field of modern philanthropy. Carnegie had already defined a new rationale and style for philanthropic giving. For more than twenty years he had been writing about and experimenting with a variety of approaches to philanthropy. Carnegie Corporation of New York was his final major American endowment.1


Carnegie’s radical premise declared that money amassed by successful capitalists was not ultimately for their personal purposes, but rather that they held the funds in trust for the public and therefore should return those funds to the public.2 In his seminal 1889 essay Wealth, he proclaimed that “the man who dies thus rich dies disgraced.” This premise, arguably, launched modern philanthropy by eschewing the notion of giving for charity, that is, the short-term alleviation of human suffering. Instead, he embraced the notion of philanthropic giving to advance knowledge of the root causes of societal problems and to share that understanding widely, the mission he consequently bestowed on Carnegie Corporation of New York.


In today’s world, a century later, when the concept of a philanthropic grant-making foundation is so widely accepted, it may be hard to understand what a conceptual breakthrough Andrew Carnegie’s writings and subsequent actions constituted. Although philanthropic activities had been a constant of American life since the 1700s, the establishment of endowed philanthropic institutions was set in motion in part by Carnegie’s energetic promotion of the idea.3


To set the context for Andrew Carnegie’s bold creativity, imagine his challenge as the richest man in the world. He sold his company in 1901 for $492 million, the largest financial transaction of its day.4 As his millions multiplied and his fortune accumulated, he was stymied in meeting his own standard. He could not give his money away fast enough. He established five major trusts, including one that provided pensions for teachers and another aimed at ending war; he built the world a Peace Palace in The Hague and another for Central America in Costa Rica. He funded libraries and church organs throughout the United States, Canada, and around the world. Each time he gave away his money he sought to put a dent in his fortune, and each time he discovered that his investments more than made up for the money donated.5


To ensure that he could give away all his money before he died, in 1911 Andrew Carnegie, the philanthropic industrialist, and Elihu Root, America’s leading statesman and Carnegie’s lawyer, designed a public trust corporation intended to give the money away in perpetuity and to support the most creative and talented people of future generations.6 The founding of Carnegie Corporation of New York (the Corporation) began the age of the general-purpose foundation that gives grants to others. That is, in contrast to the operational foundations established earlier in the century, the institution would invest in the ideas and projects presented to it—to be carried out not by its staff but by people and institutions outside it. The Corporation’s trustees would both decide and monitor implementation by others. The aim was to make a lasting difference by advancing the understanding of mankind’s problems and by widely sharing that knowledge.


Carnegie Corporation of New York was incorporated through an act of the New York State Legislature, which approved its charter on June 9, 1911. The first meeting of the Board of Trustees was held on November 10, 1911; at that time Andrew Carnegie delivered the letter transmitting the deed of gift to the trustees and donated $25 million to the Corporation as his first gift. In that same letter, Carnegie also made it clear that he intended the philanthropic work he had set in motion to continue long after his own lifetime, writing, “My desire is that the work which I have been carrying on, or similar beneficial work, shall continue during this and future generations.”7


The foundation’s initial focus was on the United States, but that soon widened to include the British dominions and colonies in Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the Caribbean, Africa, and Asia. This study focuses specifically on the Corporation’s role as an international foundation over the past one hundred years by examining its grants, investments, and activities around the world that have aimed to advance and diffuse knowledge and understanding. A century since its founding, this living institution today makes over three hundred grants totaling over $100 million annually, and nearly half of its grant-making resources are devoted to international activities.8 It is not the money, however, but rather the history of how those resources have been applied that points the way toward a new century of international philanthropy.


SCOPE OF THE STUDY


ANDREW CARNEGIE WAS NOT CONCERNED about strategies or structures when he established Carnegie Corporation of New York. He knew the mission that he wanted to drive the institution, but he realized that conditions change, structures become inflexible, and strategies have limited lives. As a businessman, he had bet on good men and good ideas, seeking the most innovative approach, even if it reduced profit in the short run—he envisioned, for example, the advantage of iron over wood for bridges and established the Keystone Bridge Works Company. He adapted the Bessemer steel process for cleaner and more efficient steelmaking, thus providing the competitive advantage for Carnegie Steel Company. In establishing the Corporation and its twenty-some sister Carnegie philanthropies, Andrew Carnegie likewise sought to understand problems, not just throw money at them.9


Carnegie Corporation’s international endeavors illustrate how a commitment to a wide worldview can be sustained and a variety of results obtained amid changing national and international governmental contexts and an increasingly complex cast of characters both within and outside the organization. The Corporation’s body of work provides a time-tested set of experiences that illustrate the dynamics of grant-making, with a focus on understanding and contributing to international social change and enhancing the role that American citizens and American institutions can play internationally, as well as the role of immigrants and other transnational players, such as foreign scholars and international organizations, in the United States. The partnerships that have been forged with individuals and institutions in many countries and evolved over many decades of collaboration are another important component of this global philanthropy.


Andrew Carnegie, perhaps unintentionally, saddled the Corporation with creative tensions that are sometimes hard to balance. He not only endowed a foundation with a mission related to knowledge and understanding but also charged the trustees with shaping the foundation’s mission to the changing context of their times.10 The “pull” of mission and the “push” of changing context create the intellectual tension that drives decision-making—on the one hand, turning the focus toward central historical themes, and on the other, prompting an outward focus on an evolving world. A resolution of these oppositional forces has shaped Corporation responses to global challenges in times of both war and peace, of both economic prosperity and economic adversity, amid diverse nationalist and internationalist policies, and during ongoing variations in the demographic composition of the US population and that of other nations as well as dramatic advances in the civil rights of minorities and women. These significant contextual conditions and others provide the matrix for examining the pattern of the Corporation’s international work.


Over the past one hundred years, the twelve individuals who have served as Corporation president have been the significant force defining the Corporation’s interpretation of Andrew Carnegie’s vision, principles, practices, and passions in response to the needs of a changing world. Their interpretations have incorporated guidance from trustees, staff members, consultants, the grant-seeking community, and other foundations, including, at times, the other Carnegie philanthropies. Over the decades the Corporation’s fidelity to its mission as exemplified by the trustees and the presidents has resulted in a notable continuity of international commitment.


The Corporation has supported activities in two broad areas:


       •  Extending access to knowledge and ideas through support of public libraries, technology-based information systems, and educational institutions in Africa, Asia, the Caribbean, Russia, and North America


       •  Promoting peace, democratic institutions, socioeconomic development, and international engagement through support of innovative partnerships and collaborations, travel grants, and exchanges, as well as institutions, organizations, and professional associations in the United States, Canada, Europe, Commonwealth Africa, and the Southern Pacific region


Historically, grants reinforced the development of libraries and educational research in Australia and New Zealand; increased American governmental and philanthropic attention to Africa in the midst of decolonization and independence movements; introduced new approaches to cultural understanding through development of the field of museum directorship; and promoted both music—originally through the support of church pipe organs and then by circulating music sets (collections of recordings of canonical music, as well as musical equipment)—and art, through the circulation of art education materials around the British Commonwealth and in the United States. Echoing grants made from the late 1930s to the mid-1960s, the Corporation, since the 1980s, has conducted research on, for example, ways to inform national security policies and reduce the likelihood of the use of weapons of mass destruction. This research is often conducted through approaches that connect scholars from the social sciences, policy studies, and occasionally the physical and natural sciences with key policymakers. A consistent theme has been the pivotal role of universities in building capable citizens who can effectively contribute to their societies.


With varying degrees of success, the Corporation has sought to educate Americans of all ages about the importance of understanding and engaging in world affairs. This effort began with support for the teaching of foreign languages in the United States and Canada and evolved into funding the early development of the field of international relations in the United States, South Africa, and Australia, along with country or regional area studies in US universities. These activities continued in the twenty-first century with a ten-year focus on public scholarship in the United States that specifically focused on Islam and Muslim communities in its last five years.


The Corporation was a prominent supporter of British Commonwealth–related activities from the days of the Empire, especially strengthening educational institutions, whether community-based or at colleges and universities. Corporation leadership did not shy away from controversy in its international grant-making, as illustrated by the range of Corporation activities in South Africa, such as supporting investigations into white poverty in the late 1920s and 1930s, promoting public interest law under apartheid in the 1970s and 1980s, and studying black poverty later in the 1980s, still under the regime of apartheid.


Soon after the founding of the Corporation, in 1913, the Rockefeller Foundation was established and also undertook grant-making overseas as well as in the United States. These two giants of the field prompted other philanthropists to expand their efforts around the world. A century later, American foundations continue to support international activities, not only work in other countries, including work on issues that traverse national boundaries, but also work in the United States to strengthen understanding of international issues.11


The history of the Corporation epitomizes the role of American foundations working internationally; straddling multiple worlds; and sharing priorities, grantees, and, especially, the same concern that has permeated society over the last one hundred years: how can individual generosity make a lasting contribution to social change? At the global level, foundations have played a significant role in building a new type of globalism—cultural, not political, economic, or legal—that seeks global understanding and a continuing emphasis on peace and social progress. As historian Akira Iriye has described it, such cultural internationalism “entails a variety of activities undertaken to link countries and peoples through the exchange of ideas and persons, through scholarly cooperation, or through efforts at facilitating cross-national understanding.”12 Cultural internationalism has defined the practice of international philanthropy as conducted by Carnegie Corporation and other American foundations over the past century.


The Early Years


Under Andrew Carnegie’s presidency from 1911 to 1919, the Corporation continued his previous long-term practice of granting funds for libraries and church pipe organs, both in the United States and throughout the British Empire. These grants constituted the initial focus for the Corporation’s international grant-making, following the receipt of Carnegie’s second gift in January 1912: $75 million specifically earmarked for grants to the United Kingdom, Canada, and the British colonies.13 In 1913, President Carnegie and his trustees decided to move beyond the international focus in support of church pipe organs and libraries with a grant for the endowment fund of Queen’s University in Ontario; subsequently, universities in Canada became a major theme of the Corporation’s international grant-making. Beginning in 1917, Carnegie’s longtime support for libraries was expanded from the provision of books and bricks and mortar to the cultivation of librarians and library systems.


Responding to Carnegie’s passionate promotion of peace by advocating for sound American policies and international arbitration arrangements, the Corporation considered how best to create an informed American citizenry by enhancing understanding of international conditions as well as supporting peace-related initiatives, including the Church Peace Union in 1914.14 The Corporation also realized that great worldwide changes precipitated by World War I required enlarging the scope of its grant-making.


During the four years following the death of the founder, the presidency passed through the hands of three men.15 The Corporation was helped through these transitions by a strong commitment among the trustees to pursue the mission and maintain the organization in perpetuity. Charter revisions in 1913 and again in 1917 helped to smooth out competing international and national priorities, and the focus shifted to major institution-building, with special emphasis on enhancing internationally related activities within the United States.


The Transformative Years: The 1920s to the 1940s


The Board of Trustees elected Frederick Keppel as the Corporation’s fifth president in late 1922.16 Under his presidency, which continued until 1941, the Corporation resolved tensions between international and national orientations in grant-making, and activities began to span the globe, fulfilling its international mandate with grant-making in Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and parts of Southeast Asia and throughout Africa and the Caribbean. During this period of energetic internationalism at the Corporation, the linkages between grant-making in the United States and overseas defined the themes pursued in several areas, including adult education, museum study, and support for higher education. A range of studies and associated grants revealed the sometimes ambiguous perspectives of the Corporation’s approach to race issues, a major theme in the 1930s, as will be discussed in this volume in the context of the interplay of grants made in South Africa, the British colonies in East Africa, and the United States. In later years, however, the Corporation’s work to advance racial and gender equality became a major commitment.


 








THE CARNEGIE FAMILY OF INSTITUTIONS


ESTABLISHED BY ANDREW CARNEGIE, 1891–191917


CARNEGIE HALL (New York City) was established at the request of Walter Damrosch and Louise Carnegie. Work started in 1889 and was completed in 1891, with Carnegie’s contribution of about $2 million toward the total cost of $2.2 million.


THE CARNEGIE INSTITUTE (Pittsburgh) was initiated in 1893 with a gift of $1.12 million, followed by a gift of $5 million and an endowment grant of $6 million. Eventually the Institute comprised the Carnegie Library of Pittsburgh, the Carnegie Museums of Pittsburgh (Art and Natural History), and the Carnegie Music Hall. It now also includes the Andy Warhol Museum.


CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY (Pittsburgh) was originally organized in 1900 as Carnegie Technical Schools; in 1905 it became part of the Carnegie Institute through an initial grant of $2 million with an additional $1.34 million for buildings, followed by $4 million more for endowment. Organized by 1912 into the Carnegie Institute of Technology, it became Carnegie Mellon University in 1967.


THE CARNEGIE TRUST FOR THE UNIVERSITIES OF SCOTLAND was established in 1901 and endowed with $10 million for use in Scotland. Located in Dunfermline, the Trust initially focused only on Scotland’s four higher education institutions but now works with all Scottish universities.


THE CARNEGIE INSTITUTION FOR SCIENCE (Washington, DC), originally known as the Carnegie Institution of Washington, was established in 1901 for the promotion of science, especially the advancement of basic scientific knowledge. Carnegie endowed the Institution with a gift of $10 million; he added $2 million in 1907 and another $10 million in 1911.


THE CARNEGIE DUNFERMLINE TRUST, established in 1903, was intended to assist Carnegie’s hometown—the site of his first library—with an endowment of £750,000 (then US$3.7 million).


THE CARNEGIE HERO FUND COMMISSION was established in Pittsburgh in 1904 with a $5 million fund covering the United States and Canada; the Carnegie Hero Fund Trust, established in 1908 with a fund of $1.25 million and based in Dunfermline, Scotland, extended the concept to the British Isles and Ireland, England, Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland, the Republic of Ireland, and the Channel Islands; Fondation Carnegie (France) was founded in 1909; and the Carnegie-Stiftung für Lebensretter was established in Germany in 1910. In 1911, seven more Hero Funds were established: Carnegie Heltefund for Norge (Norway), Fondation Carnegie pour les Sauveteurs (Switzerland), Carnegie Belonningsfud for Heltemod (Denmark), Carnegie Heldenfonds (the Netherlands), Carnegiestiftelsen (Sweden), Fondation Carnegie (Belgium), and Fondazione Carnegie (Italy). The eleven Hero Funds celebrate the heroic deeds of ordinary citizens in peacetime for their efforts to save the lives of their fellow citizens.


THE CARNEGIE FOUNDATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF TEACHING, founded in 1905 in New York City, is now located in Stanford, California. With an initial endowment of $10 million, it was originally created to provide pensions for university professors but soon expanded its mission to working to increase respect for the profession of teaching and higher education in the United States, the Dominion of Canada, and Newfoundland. It received a congressional charter in 1906. The Foundation’s work led to the establishment in 1918 of the Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association (TIAA), funded by $1 million from Carnegie Corporation, with resources added over the years; the Association became independent of both the Foundation and the Corporation in 1930.


THE CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE, now located in Washington, DC, was established in 1910 in New York City on Andrew Carnegie’s seventy-fifth birthday with an initial endowment of $10 million to work toward achieving what by then had become his life’s primary goal: to eliminate war. The first president of the endowment, Elihu Root, also served as acting president of the Corporation and chair of its board; the second president, Nicholas Murray Butler, succeeded Root as president of the Endowment and chair of the Corporation’s board. The Endowment conducted major studies in international law, dispute settlement, the causes and impact of war, and international understanding; it also from the beginning established a branch in Europe, based in Paris with an advisory board.


CARNEGIE CORPORATION OF NEW YORK was established in 1911 with an initial endowment of $25 million, which increased in 1912 with another $75 million and, on the death of Andrew Carnegie, an additional $35 million.


THE CARNEGIE UNITED KINGDOM TRUST in Dunfermline was established in October 1913 with a gift of $10 million, with its own trustees, for the purpose of improving the well-being of the people of Great Britain and Ireland.


THE CARNEGIE COUNCIL FOR ETHICS IN INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS (New York City) was founded in 1914 as the Church Peace Union, with a deed of gift from Carnegie and an endowment of $2 million from Carnegie Corporation; it has received several smaller grants over the years from the Corporation. Renamed in 1961 the Council on Religion and International Affairs, in 1986 it became the Carnegie Council on Ethics and International Affairs.18









The travel grants program, initiated in 1928, represented the support that the Corporation provided for individuals in an effort to extend its reach across fields and regions. These efforts also led to building major fields of endeavor that carried forward into more recent decades, such as international security studies. In these fields and others associated with the international programs, the Corporation often began to work in partnership with other foundations, especially those that were already partners for the work in the United States, such as the Phelps Stokes Fund and the Rockefeller Foundation.


World War II and Its Aftermath


During the presidency from 1941 to 1944 of Walter Jessup, World War II brought a temporary halt to the Corporation’s overseas grant-making, but it expanded after the war. The postwar period brought with it both an exuberant embrace of America’s leadership role in the world and a burgeoning of American foundation efforts overseas, most notably those of the Ford Foundation, beginning in 1950. Under the two postwar presidents—first Devereux Josephs from 1944 to 1948, and then Charles Dollard from 1948 to 1955—the Corporation began to revive its international programming by reestablishing the travel grants program in order to reduce the isolation of both Americans and citizens of the British Commonwealth.


Starting in 1946, the Corporation moved beyond the experiential travel grants into a major program aimed at ensuring that the American public, academicians, and policymakers could participate in a knowledgeable way in international affairs. Along with the concern about atomic weapons, this era confronted the rise of communism and the Cold War. The fear of Communist infiltration of American society led Senator Joseph McCarthy to organize congressional investigations that included philanthropic foundations among their targets. While these investigations did not lead to major legislative changes, Carnegie Corporation and other foundations suffered adverse consequences by having much of the time, energy, and work of their leadership diverted from grant-making.


The 1950s and Beyond


World War II galvanized movements for self-determination in the many colonies around the world. With decolonization and independence taking hold in the British colonies in Africa and the Caribbean, under the presidencies of John Gardner (1955–1967) and Alan Pifer (1967–1982), the Corporation worked closely with leaders in the new nations as well as with the British Colonial Office.19 In addition, the Corporation succeeded in encouraging other donors and American foreign policymakers to focus their attention on these new African countries.


This period illustrates how the foundation was able to extend its influence beyond its grant-making. As other donors became increasingly active in Africa, the Corporation made every effort to work on themes that filled essential gaps without duplicating the work of other foundations. This was particularly evident in the mid-1960s, when the Corporation moved from a focus on African universities and their broader role in the new nations to a narrower concentration within those universities on the underaddressed area of developing human capital to ensure a high quality of teachers and promoting research on teaching and education.


The social, economic, and political disruptions around the world since the mid-1960s have significantly influenced the Corporation’s work, perhaps even more so than in the immediate post–World War II period, and certainly as much as the equally disruptive events of World War I, the Great Depression, and World War II itself. A long list of societal fault lines—civil rights, women’s rights, the Vietnam War, the Cold War, the end of the Cold War, apartheid, the end of apartheid, nuclear weapons, local wars, and the events of September 11, 2001 (all of which, in turn, have been significantly affected by technological, information, and communication transformations)—have led to wildly fluctuating US foreign and domestic policies. Though at times surprised by the rapid rise and fall of events, the Corporation has, on occasion, been far enough ahead of the curve—and lucky enough—to help shape the momentum of ongoing events as a result of astute judgment by the president, trustees, staff, and grantees. These large-scale social challenges have prompted the Corporation to maintain extensive continuing collaborations with American foundation partners such as the Rockefeller Foundation, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, the Ford Foundation, and the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation to enhance the effectiveness of their activities—especially efforts to confront apartheid or deter the spread of nuclear weapons.


Much like the turning point under Keppel that led the Corporation to become global in its reach through expansive grant-making around the world, during Pifer’s presidency in the late 1960s the Corporation reshaped its board, staff, and programs to reflect a diverse American society. These two turning points—setting a global perspective and affirming respect for diversity—set in motion major changes that persist in the Corporation and are likely to remain major attributes of its grant-making in the twenty-first century.


In the 1960s and 1970s, the anti-poverty, anti-bias, and pro-inclusion Zeitgeist at all levels of national and global society shaped the grant-making programs to promote equal opportunity, a major theme of Andrew Carnegie’s, both in the United States and overseas. Under Alan Pifer, the program in the British Commonwealth focused on finding ways to reduce the impact of apartheid in South Africa and to increase opportunities for women’s participation in society. These grant-making decisions represented a balance between two ethical “goods”: supporting opposition to apartheid and advancing women’s empowerment, on the one hand, and funding higher education and efforts to strengthen universities, on the other.


When Pifer retired in 1982, David Hamburg became the eleventh president of the foundation. Under his leadership, the Corporation reinvigorated its international grant-making, focusing particularly on tackling the intractable issues associated with reducing the availability of nuclear weapons and the potential for their use. Hamburg aimed to reduce international tensions by helping to change the nature of both official and unofficial US relationships with the Soviet Union. The foundation also continued Pifer’s commitment to ameliorating the egregious impact of apartheid in South Africa. In addition to support for ending apartheid and enhancing women’s opportunities, Hamburg broadened the focus in Commonwealth Africa and the Caribbean to include support for innovative policy research in science and technology for development, as well as in women’s health, most notably drawing global attention to the persistence of maternal mortality in African countries and potential policy solutions.


Three major events directly related to its grants programs confronted the Corporation during the Hamburg era: the fall of the Berlin Wall, the dissolution of the Soviet Union, and the release of Nelson Mandela from imprisonment, which hastened the end of apartheid in South Africa. Hamburg responded by sustaining the continuity of the grant programs while at the same time introducing major changes in the specific grants made in response to the volatile conditions that followed these events. This period yet again serves to illustrate the need to balance the pull of mission and the push of dramatically changing context.


Entering a New Century


In 1997 Vartan Gregorian became the Corporation’s twelfth president. As might be expected of a historian, Gregorian has drawn on each of the periods of the Corporation’s past to shape both the patterns of the activities to be undertaken and the pattern of work within the foundation. The Corporation has extensively reshaped its efforts in Africa and Russia, for example, combining its earlier support for universities and libraries with a more recent focus, notably in African countries, on information technologies, women’s advancement in higher education and the sciences, and the next generation of university faculty. Partnerships with other foundations have taken on a completely new dimension with the creation of a formal interfoundation partnership to support African universities.


The earlier strategy of making grants to individuals was revived in 2000 with the inauguration of the Carnegie Scholars Program, which provided significant support for American scholarly activity overseas. Concern about American public understanding of development, foreign policy, and Islam has been a modest but consistent focus of grant-making, with the recent addition of training journalists. The Corporation has also maintained and enlarged efforts in international peace and security, paying close grant-making attention to weapons of mass destruction, states at risk, Track II diplomacy, and the rise of a multipolar world of major international actors, both state and nonstate.


THE CHALLENGES OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY


SPECIAL CHALLENGES ARISE for grant-making institutions that are chartered in the United States and make grants overseas. The Sixteenth Amendment to the US Constitution, which went into effect in 1913, along with the 1917 law that allowed associated charitable deductions, transformed private foundations’ societal accountability.20 In accepting a donation on the public’s behalf, through a charitable deduction, the government makes its decision based on governance by mission, not on governance by donor. Despite a donation’s private origins, the legal standing of the money as a public trust leads to unalterable ethical obligations for present and future generations. When a donor endows a foundation, the money, in essence—and in accord with the inspiration for the foundation field, Carnegie’s mandate in Wealth—is given to the public to serve the public.


This change in status from private funds to public trust complicates the process of grant-making for American philanthropic institutions as they embark on supporting specific programs in other countries. While the legal aspects are complex, the issue can be kept simple when viewed through the lens of Andrew Carnegie’s vision: money made from the public is given back to the public. But when it comes to international work, two different publics are involved, in that the giving is controlled in the country of donation and the application is controlled in the country of expenditure.


The complex questions that arise from this set of issues are important to position at the front of a discussion of international philanthropy in the twenty-first century, when all aspects of international engagement are being sorted out. Which “public interest” should shape the purpose of an international grant: the public making it or the public receiving it? More specifically, is it necessary for the overseas work of foundations to be consistent with the American government’s official positions in specific countries, under the assumption that those positions reflect the public’s will? If so, how can foundations respond to the public interest in the countries where they are working? While the US Internal Revenue Service (IRS) has enacted many regulations for work overseas, it has not explicitly acknowledged or addressed the dimension of public responsibility. Since one of the intended roles of philanthropy is to introduce new ideas and to press for change in problematic practices, given the context of the globalized framework within which foundations now operate, the “public trust” and “public will” issues need continued legal clarification and leadership by foundation governing boards. Donors cannot prescribe solutions here, but they can give to support sound process and practice.


Carnegie Corporation’s century of grant-making shows that strength in international activities, much as in domestic efforts, comes from combining knowledge and skills in balancing mission with understanding of context and serious reflection before action. Consultation with partners, including other donors working in the same area, and importantly, with a sufficiently wide range of local experts and advisers provides multiple perspectives to inform staff members’ understanding. With a few notable exceptions, the greater the involvement of local partners in shaping recommendations and actions, the greater the likelihood of grants having positive outcomes.


A CENTURY OF EXPERIENCES


FROM THE REVIEW of the Corporation’s century of grant-making, institutional actions, and engagement with the ideas and issues dominating different eras, four interrelated attributes emerge as the significant properties informing its decision-making. These are discussed in more detail in the concluding chapter, which focuses on how lessons learned from a century of grant-making may help to point the way for developing philanthropic strategies crafted to meet the challenges of a new century. These four attributes are:


       •  Significance of mission, in shaping the grant-making decisions of the president and the trustees, confers an advantage for decision-making in complex, uncertain times.


       •  Openness to risk-taking is exemplified by the Corporation’s social justice grant-making starting in the 1960s, first in the United States and then in South Africa (foreshadowed by the support for the American Dilemma studies of Gunnar Myrdal in the late 1930s).


       •  Willingness to make long-term investments underlies two broad areas: the Corporation’s practice of funding institutional endowments or providing core support over many years, both more prominent in its early history, has now yielded enduring institutions, including the Brookings Institution and the Institute of International Education; the Corporation’s support for “field” building has created ongoing programs that open new arenas of knowledge, and its grants have built individual and institutional capacity in major areas related to its mission, such as the work in the 1920s and 1930s on adult education in the United States and overseas and in the 1950s and 1960s on area studies.


       •  Openness to collaboration and partnership began as early as 1920, when the Corporation provided matching support with the Rockefeller Foundation and the provincial government of Nova Scotia, Canada, for Dalhousie University, and continued throughout the century, as exemplified by the ten-year, multi-foundation Partnership for Higher Education in Africa starting in 2000.


Carnegie Corporation’s centenary in 2011 provided the impetus for this publication, which aims to fill the gap in the analysis of the full range of the Corporation’s international activities over the past century.21 The study elucidates patterns of leadership, decision-making, and actions in each period as a contribution to public understanding of the ways in which an American foundation has worked in international settings and on international issues at home. Findings from the history of Carnegie Corporation and similar foundations that have acted on a global stage can inform philanthropic partnerships around the globe, all contributing to enabling, for the second century of modern philanthropy, a thriving “human community … of various complementing organizations sharing the same concerns and seeking to solve them through cooperative endeavors.”22
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A GIFT BECOMES AN INSTITUTION, 1911–1920


AT 3:00 PM ON NOVEMBER 10, 1911, seven men gathered around a table at Andrew Carnegie’s home on Ninety-First Street in New York City to agree to serve as its founding trustees and to officially accept his letter transmitting the deed of gift to establish Carnegie Corporation of New York. These men were at the forefront of the fields of peace, education, science, and philanthropy, the four areas of chief importance to Andrew Carnegie.1 They were joined by Carnegie and his wife and daughter, Louise and Margaret, who embraced his commitment to give back to the public all the money he had earned in his highly successful business enterprises. At the time no one anticipated that this new foundation would grow and flourish to the extent that it has over the past one hundred years, contributing to the conduct of philanthropy not only in the United States but also, as this book details, abroad.


Andrew Carnegie, once the richest man in the world, had years earlier determined to shift his focus from making money to using it to enrich the lives of others, a commitment that helped shape a new age of philanthropy that continues today. The ripple effects of his vision are evident in the ongoing work of the Corporation and even in the promotion of philanthropy around the world by such twenty-first century philanthropists as Bill and Melinda Gates and Warren Buffett. The Corporation’s initial grants to libraries and to fund church organs grew out of Andrew Carnegie’s experiences as a youth in the United States. The roots of the broad, cosmopolitan understanding of the world he would later develop were in his early childhood upbringing in Scotland. Soon after the Corporation’s founding, both he and his trustees began to expand funding beyond the borders of the United States, extending the Corporation’s support overseas to Canada and the British dominions and colonies. This book tells the story of how the overseas grant-making of the Corporation blossomed over the century; today nearly half of its grant-making efforts are directed to international activities.


LAUNCHING THE CORPORATION


ANDREW CARNEGIE ESTABLISHED MANY PHILANTHROPIC institutions between 1893 and 1911, but still he was frustrated that he might die without returning all his money to the public.2 When Elihu Root, a longtime trusted legal adviser and a senator from New York, suggested creating a foundation that instead of doing the work itself would support other institutions to do so, Carnegie happily adopted this idea as an improved way of administering philanthropy.3 He founded Carnegie Corporation on that principle.


The Corporation is Andrew Carnegie’s largest philanthropy. He endowed it with the broad mission to exist in perpetuity “for the purpose of receiving and maintaining a fund or funds and applying the income thereof to promote the advancement and diffusion of knowledge and understanding among the people of the United States, by aiding technical schools, institutions of higher lerning, libraries, scientific research, hero funds, useful publications, and by such other agencies and means as shall from time to time be found appropriate therefor.”4 A second deed of gift in January 1912 provided additional funds “for the continuance of the gifts for libraries and church organs, as heretofore made by me in Canada and in the United Kingdom and British colonies.”5 Unlike many foundation benefactors before and since, Carnegie did not tie the hands of his trustees. As he had stipulated when he founded the Carnegie Institution of Washington and the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, his deed of gift to the trustees of Carnegie Corporation of New York—in which he employed the “simplified spelling” to which he was devoted—underscored what it meant to establish an institution in perpetuity:


My desire is that the work which I hav been carrying on, or similar beneficial work, shall continue during this and future generations. Conditions upon the erth inevitably change; hence, no wise man will bind Trustees for ever to certain paths, causes or institutions. I disclaim any intention of doing so. On the contrary, I giv my trustees full authority to change policy or causes hitherto aided, from time to time, when this, in their opinion, has become necessary or desirable. They shall best conform to my wishes by using their own judgment.6


The trustees of Carnegie Corporation not only were responsible for designing policies and programs to promote the advancement and diffusion of knowledge and understanding but also had to determine whether “conditions upon the erth” had evolved enough for them to change direction or whether they needed to stay the course. Subsequent trustees drew on those early efforts, learned what worked, discarded what did not, and built an enduring institution. Several of the trustees had the international experience needed to steward the Corporation’s work outside the United States. Elihu Root, for example, in addition to being Andrew Carnegie’s confidant and legal adviser as well as a US senator, was a (if not the) leading American public servant for international affairs in 1911—as a former secretary of war, former secretary of state, and Nobel Peace Prize winner. Henry Pritchett and Robert Woodward had been involved in international collaborations in science, particularly astronomy, and were known for their contributions in that field.7 James Bertram, who had organized Andrew Carnegie’s philanthropy before the Corporation was established, had spent several years in South Africa in the 1890s and reportedly spoke Zulu.8


Carnegie nested two major lines of action: mission within the charter and scope of action within the deed of gift. The dual documentation covered two tasks: one gave the legal standing, the other the guidance for how the new organization should conduct itself. The charter, the key to the structure, was a legal compact with the people of the United States and of the world. The second major component of the structure, the deed of gift to the managers of this trust, provided instructions for moving forward: “This is how I want you to proceed.” Andrew Carnegie addressed and solved the challenge for a founder of seeking perpetuity—that is, ensuring that his intentions were followed.


 








ANDREW CARNEGIE


SOME BIOGRAPHICAL NOTES


Heritage and temperament shaped Andrew Carnegie and his philanthropic actions.9 He was born to William and Margaret Carnegie in 1835 in Dunfermline, Scotland, and both sides of his family participated enthusiastically in the Chartist movement, abhorring privilege and charity as well as inherited wealth and titles and speaking out about the social justice issues of their day.


His proud father, a weaver of fine linens, was financially ruined when weaving machines replaced hand looms, and his mother, determined to provide for the family, opened a shop that sold basic household supplies. Andrew Carnegie grew up feeling the effects of poverty and with a disdain for privilege. In 1848, with the help of loans from friends, the family emigrated, steerage class, to the United States, where they settled near Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Young Andrew moved rapidly up the employment ladder, starting at age thirteen as a bobbin boy in a cotton mill. In 1853, at age eighteen, he was hired as clerk and trusted assistant to Thomas A. Scott, the superintendent of the Pittsburgh Division of the Pennsylvania Railroad. As Scott advanced in the railroad hierarchy, he brought Andrew along with him, and during the early part of the Civil War, Scott, then assistant secretary of war for transportation, placed Carnegie in charge of ensuring that the trains could transport Union troops into the city. Carnegie remained alert to business opportunities, and after watching a wooden bridge burn to the ground, he rapidly organized the Keystone Bridge Works Company in 1863 to build fireproof bridges of iron; in 1866 he established the Pittsburgh Locomotive Works and the Freedom Iron and Steel Company. By 1868, at age thirty-six, his multiple manufacturing businesses and investments earned him an annual income of $50,000, worth perhaps $11 million today. Carnegie decided to reinvest all his earnings above the $50,000 per annum in causes and institutions in which he believed. It was a natural progression of his Chartist abhorrence of unearned wealth and class-defined privilege and his devotion to self-improvement and open access to opportunity.


Andrew Carnegie’s restless energies and curiosity led him to travel farther afield, and in 1878, at the age of forty-three, he took an eye-opening trip around the world that convinced him about the importance of “a cooperative spirit among nations, and his growing opposition to religious expansionism and wars of empire, were never firmer—he had ‘suffered a sea change, into something rich and strange.’”10


His experiences in his new homeland enlarged his political views, melding the early family influence of the Chartist movement with the practice of American democracy. Carnegie’s embrace of American democracy shaped his thinking about his country of origin, and he was an active promoter of Pan-Anglicanism, a movement of the last part of the nineteenth century that focused on “the community of ideals and institutions the United States shared with the United Kingdom.” His recognition of the connections and commonalities across geographic boundaries reflected the prevailing philosophy and practice of the cultural internationalism movement, which aimed to build the basis for peace around the globe through international understanding fostered by exchanges of ideas in literature, art, music, and science that linked scientists, scholars, and activists. These themes are reflected in Carnegie’s varied philanthropies.


Carnegie was a member of a new generation of philanthropists who came to perceive the inefficiency of the general goal of charity, which was the alleviation of the immediate effects of “social dysfunction”: poverty, sickness, and the various persistent forms of social disorder. A more scientific and businesslike approach, these philanthropists thought, would be to attack the root causes of social dysfunction directly. The answers lay in the “scientific philanthropy” approach, promulgated as early as 1867 by George Peabody. Carnegie molded these influences and concerns into his formal statement on the societal obligations of private wealth, originally published in 1889 as Wealth, then subsequently expanded and republished several times; the last edition, retitled The Gospel of Wealth and Other Timely Essays, was published in 1900. His original essay with its provocative statement that private wealth should be returned to the public from whence it came also inspired John D. Rockefeller and others to establish their own foundations:


The millionaire will be but a trustee for the poor, intrusted for a season with a great part of the increased wealth of the community … the man who dies leaving behind many millions of available wealth, which was his to administer during life, will pass away “unwept, unhonored, and unsung,” no matter to what uses he leaves the dross which he cannot take with him. Of such as these the public verdict will then be: “The man who dies thus rich dies disgraced.”11


With his embrace of open access to learning, the focus of Carnegie’s early grant-making was primarily on providing communities with the gift of a free public library; inaugurated by his mother, his library program started in his hometown of Dunfermline, Scotland, in 1881. His second major focus was the provision of church organs, starting with his father’s Swedenborgian Church in Pittsburgh, where Carnegie had sung in the choir and developed a love of music. When he sold his company to US Steel and decided to devote himself full-time to philanthropy, one of his first major gifts was to the New York Public Library—$5.2 million for sixty-five branches. While devoted to these specific community- and church-based donations, Carnegie also sought to establish institutions that would contribute more broadly to enhancing community life and tackle the compelling global issues of peace, education, and science.









In his businesses, Carnegie had sought innovations that would enhance the bottom line, but he did not consider that kind of constraint on the actions of his grant-making foundation. He sought to benefit humanity in whatever way his trustees thought appropriate for their times. Carnegie Corporation was founded on trust: trust in the leaders, trust in knowledge, trust that its leaders would find worthy recipients and projects. The trustees responded to this challenge: “The Trustees realize that the execution of the trust will involve many difficulties of judgment and labors of administration, and they assume their obligation in the hope, and with the intent, to perform their duties faithfully, in a manner adequate to the great purpose of the trust, and in the disinterested public spirit which has moved the founder of the trust to this great benefaction.”12 A dialogue of implementation among the founder, the board, and the public was now under way: a charter with the public had been executed; guidance had been given to the managers that both freed and bound them; and the managers had responded by accepting responsibility for the trust, recognizing the judgments they would have to make.


At their first meeting, the trustees took care of the ground-building steps required to function: they approved a constitution and bylaws for the new institution, asked Andrew Carnegie to serve as president, and decided to move into the Fifth Avenue offices of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (CFAT). They determined many basic foundation details, and by establishing the Executive Committee, comprising the president and two elected members of the board, the trustees agreed that, in lieu of hiring staff, a board subgroup would be responsible for the management of the institution.


For the next ten years the Executive Committee conducted the work of running the organization, as stated in the newly approved constitution: “During the intervals between the meetings of the board the executive committee shall exercise the power of the board of trustees, in the management and direction of the business and the conduct of the affairs of the corporation. It shall hav supervision of the property of the corporation and shall determin the investment of its funds.”13 From 1911 through 1914, Andrew Carnegie was actively engaged in directing the Corporation’s grant-making, both in the United States and overseas. Then, as was his practice in business and his other philanthropies, he devolved the management of the foundation to the trustees, while retaining the title of president.


These early actions of the trustees may seem remote from the issues of institution-building today. Yet philanthropists in the twenty-first century are likely to experience comparable challenges of birthing and weaning their foundations, particularly if they intend for them to support international activities and to thrive in perpetuity. The values that motivated Carnegie and his first trustees and shaped the activities of the first few years—private funds and public accountability, trust in the good ideas of others (as Carnegie had done for his business successes) and commitment to supporting people and institutions with those good ideas, building institutions that endure—were balanced by the trustees’ own institutional obligations and the push and pull of national versus international opportunities and changing contexts.


American philanthropy began to take off rapidly in this period—the Rockefeller Foundation was founded in 1913, and as tax laws changed so were many other foundations. Competition, collaboration, partnership—these characteristics of philanthropy in the twenty-first century were shaping relations in the field right from the beginning. Predictably, opinions of members of Congress and of the public also became influential, if not always appreciated, factors in the politics of generosity. Many of these issues are well covered in other volumes; only those aspects most salient for the work of the Corporation are discussed in this book.14


During this first decade of the Corporation’s history, the trustees set in motion the multiple interacting influences on decision-making that have influenced the work of this foundation and that of others, especially those working in other countries and on international issues in the United States. Pulled together, these many strands—including the mission of the foundation, the context in which it is situated (both local and more global), the special institutional standing of private foundations, and the foundation’s human dimension: the trustees, president, staff members, advisers, and grantees, and the grant-seeking public—give shape to the efforts and effectiveness of all philanthropic institutions. Across these levels are the three closely related creative tensions that further inform decision-making: donor intent vis-à-vis the perspectives of the trustees, president, and staff members; external and public versus internal considerations; and for internationally oriented foundations, domestic priorities versus those in other countries that affect the balance between the national and international challenges facing the nation and the world.


THE FIRST YEARS OF INTERNATIONAL GRANT-MAKING


THE CORPORATION WAS LAUNCHED AGAINST the backdrop of impending world war. Despite Andrew Carnegie’s passionate appeals for arbitration instead of violence and his efforts to organize meetings of Kaiser Wilhelm, the king of England, and US leaders, such as former president Teddy Roosevelt, more powerful pressures prevailed, culminating in World War I. As brutal and destructive as they were, the war years, 1914 to 1918, opened up new horizons for grant-making in the United States. World War I and its aftermath enabled the Corporation to make some of its most enduring grants.


In the first days and months after founding the Corporation, Andrew Carnegie took the initial steps that would lead to international grant-making. In January 1912, two months after he had given his gift of $25 million (worth approximately $571 million today) to establish the foundation, he gave a second gift of $75 million, of which $55 million was to be used in the United States for “general purposes” and $20 million in other countries, specifically to continue Carnegie’s long-standing program of support for libraries and church organs.15 He initially thought that half of the $20 million designated for the United Kingdom and Colonies could be used to establish a separate trust for the United Kingdom by taking funds from the principal. When he learned from his lawyers that the funds had to be drawn on the income—which would nearly deplete the grant-making resources of his new foundation—and that the Corporation would be liable for supporting the new foundation in the United Kingdom, Carnegie abandoned that plan.16 Instead, in October 1913, he gave an additional $10 million from his own remaining accounts to establish the Carnegie United Kingdom Trust. The trustees now had the freedom to decide how to allocate those resources, which was Carnegie’s original intention. The pressure to make grants in the United States probably weighed heavily on these trustees, many of whom, as presidents of other Carnegie institutions, often juggled the need to make up deficits in their own institutions with the need to maintain integrity in their role as trustees of Carnegie Corporation.


Despite these pressures, they decided to keep $10 million for work overseas, as originally intended, and to reallocate the remaining $10 million for grants in the United States. International activities soon began to enlarge the Corporation’s focus, in keeping with Carnegie’s vision of a foundation that would build stronger ties across the English-speaking world. In 1913 the trustees separated the overseas monies into a designated “Foreign Fund,” or “Special Fund,” with the monies for activities in the United States or occasionally Canada in the “Principal Fund,” or “General Fund.” This accounting decision has been maintained over the century: the funds for overseas activities are drawn out of a separately maintained fund.


One inspiration for this decision may have been the Rockefeller Foundation, which had a global presence from the moment it was founded in 1913. The two institutions focused on different areas (the Rockefeller Foundation mainly on health in its first years and Carnegie Corporation on education).17 On occasion, they collaborated in support of an institution or program, especially in the American South and soon in Canada. From this time until World War II, even though many smaller foundations were established in the United States, the Rockefeller Foundation and Carnegie Corporation remained the two largest philanthropies active overseas, and for many years Carnegie Corporation had the larger asset base.18


After addressing the initial details of establishing and launching a new corporation, the trustees identified opportunities for national and international grant-making, in part in response to the demands created by the pre–World War I period, the war, and its aftermath, including the changing global role of the United States. Over the first year, however, the Executive Committee did not address international grant-making beyond maintaining Andrew Carnegie’s commitment to support church organs and libraries in the United States and throughout the British Empire. On April 30, 1912, the Corporation made its first grant for library support (outside of Canada and the British Isles) in Potchefstroom, South Africa. Later that year, at the meeting on September 27, the committee recommended the first Corporation grant outside Canada and the British Isles, for church organ purchases in two parishes in Jamaica, British West Indies.19 The Board of Trustees approved these grants at its annual meeting on November 21, 1912.


Over the second year the domestic program included support for endowments of small colleges and a wide range of modest grants to tackle various cases of human adversity. In 1913, in its first action related to an international issue at home, the Corporation provided $200,000 to the Chinese Educational Commission for Chinese students studying at American colleges, in response to their difficulties in receiving funds from the new Republic of China, which had been created in January 1912 following the overthrow of the Qing dynasty. The intention was that China would soon reimburse this grant, but the new Republic never achieved the stability needed to do so. Civil war in China began in 1913, and no evidence has surfaced that the Corporation ever pursued reimbursement.20


Following these early grants, the Corporation, less than two years old, quickly extended its international reach to supporting universities in Canada and providing organs and libraries elsewhere in Southern Africa and then in the southern Pacific. Support for students stranded in either the United States or Europe because of political and economic upheavals became a small but consistent area of grant-making over the next nine decades. Another natural interest of Carnegie’s, maintained over the following century, related to pride in his background as an immigrant and concern about the treatment of immigrants; starting in 1913, Corporation trustees endorsed his support for immigrant-assisting institutions, such as the New Jersey Commission of Immigration, the North American Civic League for Immigrants, and the Society for Italian Immigrants.


In the first few years the trustees continued unchanged Carnegie’s support for church organs and library buildings. They may have been asking themselves, however, how many more libraries and church organs were needed in the United States and overseas. Even Carnegie himself seemed to be rethinking his earlier program when, as chair of the Executive Committee, he agreed to recommend a grant in March 1913 to Queen’s University in Ontario, Canada, for $100,000 to match the $400,000 already raised for a $500,000 endowment fund.21


This desire to broaden the mandate for international work led the board to undertake an early revision of the charter. In 1916 the Executive Committee—still chaired by Carnegie, though he no longer attended meetings—considered using the income from the Special Fund for purposes in Canada and in the United Kingdom and Colonies other than libraries and church organs. The board formally asked the legal counsel, Elihu Root Jr., to draft a bill requesting this change and to present it to the New York State Legislature.22


On April 23, 1917, the State Legislature voted to amend the charter as follows: “The corporation … is hereby empowered to hold and administer any funds given to it for use in Canada or the British colonies for the same purpose in Canada or the British colonies as those to which it is by law authorized to apply its funds in the United States.” This immediately legitimized and broadened both the range and scope of the Corporation’s activities. The British Empire covered a large portion of the globe—23 percent of the Earth’s landmass, with between one-fifth and one-quarter of the world’s population.23 With this repositioning in 1917, Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation became the dominant global foundations, a status they held for the next three decades.


The trustees, including the president/founder, were slowly building the institution and weaning it away from the structure of Carnegie’s previous philanthropic activities. By April 1917, six years after the Corporation’s founding, the trustees had revised the charter so that they could make grants overseas for the same purposes as they did in the United States; they had separated, instead of keeping combined, the funds for overseas activities and domestic activities; they had revised the Corporation to change the number of officers and the number of trustees; and soon they would consider modifying the original intentions of the donor for their grant-making priorities. These trustees took very seriously Carnegie’s charge in the deed of gift: to build the institution for perpetuity by making it responsive to changing conditions as well as by assessing what was working and what was not. In 1918 the trustees reconsidered the support for libraries that had been established at the old Carnegie Steel Company. The following sentences reveal their thinking: “The plea is made by the Steel Company that Mr. Carnegie on various occasions emphatically stated that only his money should be given to or used by these libraries. Now what Mr. Carnegie might do as an individual is possibly very different from that which a Board of Trustees might consider within their province.”24


With the establishment of the United Kingdom Trust and the charter changes, the Corporation had clarified its grant-making priorities to include the United States, Canada, and the British colonies, as well as the other British dominions, Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa. New places consequently appeared in the library lists, including Transvaal, Natal, Cape Colony, Trinidad, Mauritius, New Zealand, and more than twenty-six sites in Canada. In Canada, the trustees were moving beyond the focus on church organs and libraries to support universities. As with the grant to Queen’s University, the requirement that grantees provide matching funds was maintained. Payment would not be made until “the conditions imposed by the rules of Carnegie Corporation of New York shall have been complied with.”25


These stringent matching grant conditions incorporated an innovation previously pioneered by George Peabody, which is now a standard approach in philanthropy.26 Especially in supporting the bricks-and-mortar of a library or the “hardware” of a church organ, these conditions were aimed at ensuring the sustainability of the investment for the benefit of the public.


ANDREW CARNEGIE’S PURSUIT OF PEACE


WHILE CONTINUING TO LEAD the Corporation, Andrew Carnegie was energetically pursuing his determination to prevent a world war, whose outbreak he, like many others, had feared for several years. Carnegie had spoken passionately against war, as when he proposed establishing a “League of Peace,” which he later called a “League of Nations,” in his 1905 Rectorial Address at the University of St Andrews. He closed that speech by urging the students to confront war: “So to us our time will come, and, as it does, let us hit accursed war hard until we drive it from the civilized world.…”27 Carnegie put his money, time, energy, goodwill, and contacts to use in trying to avert war that would entangle Europe—Great Britain included—Japan, and the United States, if not other nations.


Earlier in 1903 he had endowed the Peace Palace in The Hague. In addition to his writing about achieving world peace through arbitration treaties and the League of Peace, he invested considerable time and money in wooing President Theodore Roosevelt and Kaiser Wilhelm II of Germany to support the idea of the League.28 In 1909, even when Roosevelt was no longer president, Carnegie worked hard to convince him to visit the kaiser and King Edward VII of Great Britain to discuss peace and the League. Roosevelt visited the kaiser, but King Edward died and all further meeting plans were canceled. Even with that failure, Carnegie did not give up. The successor to Roosevelt, President William Howard Taft, agreed with Carnegie on the importance of the arbitration treaty.29


To further assure the promotion of peace and the end of war, following consultations with advisers and statesmen, Carnegie established the Carnegie Endowment for Peace in 1910, one year before founding the Corporation. To serve as president, he selected Elihu Root, “that ablest of all our Secretaries of State, and in the opinion of President Roosevelt, ‘the wisest man he ever knew’ … a great man.”30 He had hoped that the Endowment would serve as the platform for his advocacy, but by selecting Root he nearly guaranteed that it would not. Root was convinced of the importance of studies and research to underpin advocacy and saw that as the focus of the Endowment. Studies would shed light on the causes of war as the basis for sustaining peace; the Endowment would not actively conduct public outreach for peace in the United States or elsewhere.31


As part of the postwar peace efforts, and more in keeping with the Endowment’s approach, in October 1918 the Corporation trustees provided the first substantive grant, of $90,000, for the publication and distribution of the controversial “Lichnowsky Memorandum”—a pamphlet written by Prince Lichnowsky of Germany that formed the crucial evidence for the German “war guilt thesis” that helped to shape the outcome of the Treaty of Versailles after World War I—as well as the distribution of the German Peace Treaties.32


Accepting the more academic orientation of the Endowment, Andrew Carnegie redirected some of his antiwar energies toward building the basis for peace through arbitration, promoting his ideas for establishing the League of Peace and engaging with groups explicitly oriented toward preventing a major international conflagration. He joined the board of a more activist organization, the American Peace Society, and soon became its chair. He wrote vigorously in newspapers and gave rousing talks about the importance of peace and the need for civilized nations to negotiate; he met with journalists, politicians, and kings to make his vision a reality.33 Between 1910 and 1914, for example, he met with President Taft to lobby for the ratification of an international arbitration treaty; with Germany’s Kaiser Wilhelm II, whom he praised for refraining from military action in 1913; and with President Woodrow Wilson to persuade him to avert war with Mexico in 1914.34


Despite the impending war, or possibly to prevent it, the trustees in early 1914 considered the role of international exchanges to increase international understanding and the promotion of peace. This was consistent with the pre–World War I cultural internationalism movement, which stressed the importance of international connections as peace-building measures.35 In March 1914, the trustees agreed to fund the Committee to Promote Friendly Relations Among Foreign Students to enable John Mott and Gilbert Beaver (leaders of the Young Men’s Christian Association) to implement their idea of drawing closer together “those who labor for the arbitration of international disputes and the reign of peace under law” by promoting “friendly relations among students and professors in different countries.” This furthered Andrew Carnegie’s commitment to pursuing international arbitration for the peaceful resolution of disputes. The Executive Committee, with Carnegie signing the minutes as president, was also suggesting to the Board of Trustees the importance of fostering international activities in the United States.36


Also in 1914, the Rockefeller Foundation initiated its program of international fellowships for postdoctoral training. Both institutions were building on the concept of the Rhodes Scholarships, which were established in 1902 by Cecil Rhodes as a basis for building peace across the British colonies, the United Kingdom, Germany, and the United States. New grant-making was being broken open by the US philanthropies, all aimed at building peace through personal contact to share knowledge and understanding. These exchanges remained a hallmark of the Corporation’s grant-making for the next fifty years.


Although reluctant to fund religious groups—beyond providing for spiritual uplift through church organ music—Carnegie gradually recognized that religious leaders and church groups might be enlisted as fellow antiwar advocates. With the encouragement of Mrs. Carnegie, he and the Corporation trustees appropriated $2 million (about $46.6 million today) from the Corporation as the endowment to establish the Church Peace Union, which brought together religious leaders from several Protestant denominations (Episcopal, Methodist, Baptist, Lutheran, Congregationalist, Presbyterian, Church of the Disciples, Universalist, and Friends), a Roman Catholic, and a Jew. According to a website of the Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs, the Church Peace Union’s institutional descendant, “Carnegie hoped to mobilize the world’s churches, religious organizations and other spiritual and moral resources to join in promoting moral leadership and finding alternatives to armed conflict.”37 On the eve of World War I, he sought to make war obsolete.


The Church Peace Union was the first grantee to support peace-related activities apart from the Carnegie Endowment. Indeed, until the 1980s the Church Peace Union was the main Corporation grantee completely dedicated to the promotion of peace other than the Carnegie Endowment. Even during the summer of 1914, Andrew Carnegie was convinced that war could be avoided. The inaugural international event of the Church Peace Union was a conference held on August 1, 1914, on the shores of Lake Constance in southern Germany. In the age before airplane travel, many conference participants had made long journeys and thus arrived just as war was being declared. The German, French, British, and American conferees met through August 2, released a declaration calling for the cessation of hostilities, and then fled quickly on the last trains to leave Germany.38 Although Carnegie had warned how easily war could begin, when it was declared on August 3, he incredulously exclaimed, “It can’t be true!”39


Andrew Carnegie never lost his vision of achieving lasting peace. In a New York Times interview on December 6, 1914, “he presciently predicted that if a League of Peace were not established at the end of this war, the vanquished would rise up again to renew the cycle of warfare.”40 Even as late as November 25, 1915, his eightieth birthday, he wrote to the New York Times that “the world grows better and we are soon to see blessed peace restored and a world court established.”41


INTERNATIONAL PHILANTHROPY DURING WORLD WAR I


A SMALL CLUSTER OF GRANTS related directly to the war effort. The trustees saw themselves as stepping forward to do their patriotic duty by purchasing $750,000 in Liberty Bonds as well as facilitating the purchase of the bonds by the staff of the Corporation and other Carnegie institutions.42 They also considered providing significant support for the American Red Cross with a grant of $500,000 for educational purposes. But the Red Cross did not fit Carnegie Corporation’s mission: it was an organization devoted to service, not education. Again they needed to turn to counsel and explore the legality of making a donation.43 Counsel authorized them to make that grant, and then another for $1 million at the May 20, 1918, board meeting. Support for the American Red Cross paved the way for additional war-related grants, including $320,000 for the War Service Committee of the American Library Association for library buildings at all US Army cantonments and $100,000 for the War Work Council of the National Board of the Young Women’s Christian Association.44 In 1918 the trustees granted $100,000 to the Khaki University of Canada, “for the purchase of books for its libraries among the soldiers.”45 That year they also granted $250,000 to the Knights of Columbus War Camp Fund.46


The trustees were torn between demands to be patriotic, on the one hand, and to honor charter obligations and donor intent, on the other—such as wrestling with the ethical decision about whether to support a service agency seen to be more appropriate for an individual donor and less so for institutional philanthropy, especially given Andrew Carnegie’s philosophy. The trustees clearly respected the rationale underpinning institutional philanthropy in contrast to individual charity; in turning to counsel to ensure the institutional integrity of their decision, they set in motion a practice that has been gingerly used throughout the century, usually in the context of international grant-making.


The effects of the war also highlighted the question of how to balance old pledges with new understandings. With the “war to end all wars” under way, communities began to have difficulty meeting the commitments of their contracts for library buildings and church organs. Even as they were ending support for these programs, the trustees were flexible and sensitive toward communities experiencing this difficulty and understood that libraries in local communities could not always meet their promised collaborative support. Despite the firmness of their earlier decisions, they agreed that the promise for support from the communities could lapse, thus pioneering “no-cost” grant extensions, a technique now used widely by foundations.


During this period, the board also initiated several now-familiar grant-making procedures, including analyzing the proportion of grant applications received to grants made and requiring grantees to provide formal reports detailing the use of grants. As they began to recognize that it was necessary to build a sense of accountability and responsibility for the outcomes of the grants, both for the grantees and for themselves, the trustees instituted accounting practices to differentiate between the funds for grants in the United States and those for overseas grants, setting in motion a potential divide between domestic and international grant-making. In a way, they were creating a distinct subfoundation within the main foundation. Rather than limiting the growth of the overseas fund, this accounting method protected international activities against domestic demand. Thirty years later, with the monies sequestered in the overseas fund while the program was on hold during World War II, considerable resources accumulated, enabling the overseas program to restart very quickly after the war concluded. It is entirely possible that if the trustees had not enacted this policy in 1915, future trustees might have reread Carnegie’s deed of gift and put all the money into the general-purpose fund for the United States.


NEW ISSUES ARISE


EVEN AS HE PURSUED his passion for peace, Carnegie retained his leadership role with the Corporation. The declaration of war changed that. He stopped attending Board of Trustees and Executive Committee meetings after presiding over the November 1914 board meeting. The founder’s vision, as articulated in The Gospel of Wealth, had reshaped the image of philanthropy in the American psyche. His foundation was living up to his intentions, but the trustees, including Carnegie, were frustrated by his favorite grantees.47 With the war effort now engaging Europe (and eventually the United States), the trustees had other ideas of how to spend the money, essentially honoring the charge in the deed of gift from Carnegie.


The trustees soon recognized, moreover, that requiring matching grants, formal proposals, and progress reports was not enough to build a sense of accountability and responsibility for the outcomes of the grants, for both the grantees and themselves. Unfulfilled promises from libraries and church organ recipients both overseas and in the United States led to changes in the way the Corporation operated.48 Unlike Rockefeller Foundation leaders, the trustees did not hire a grant-making staff. They were convinced of the correctness of the founder’s perspective that this institution should be making grants for others to do the work, and administrative expenses were kept to a low percentage, around 2.7 percent. But they still needed to be on top of the work. The trustees recognized their fiduciary responsibility to ensure sound fiscal management, but now they were also acting as program officers concerned about the impact of their grants. Yet given their multiple responsibilities, they were not able to provide the regular oversight that would be possible for a program officer assigned to make and monitor grants.


Trustee concerns about how communities were meeting their pledges for library buildings and church organs suggested a fundamental question about the Corporation’s philosophy and practice: how far did the grant-maker’s stewardship extend from the time the grant was made? With no staff members to conduct site visits and prepare detailed assessments, the trustees agreed to hire external consultants to study the programs for public libraries and church organs; these were the first “evaluators” hired by Carnegie Corporation. Hiring consultants is routine in the foundation world today, but this was the first time at the Corporation that professionals were profiting from philanthropic assets.


Rather than turn to specialists to evaluate the library and church organ programs, the trustees went to individuals who could look at a body of work, give an objective assessment of it, and make recommendations that the trustees could endorse because they trusted the person making them. While there was clearly a role for special expertise, these trustees also saw the value in the quality of mind and wisdom that a generalist would bring to a task, the core trait of intellectual integrity being clearly transferable from one field to another. Moreover, the trustees might have implicitly considered the fact that there would be no conflict of interest in these assessments; these gentlemen did not know others in the field, so there would be no pressure or prejudice in their recommendations. The trustees would be receiving analytical reports that were as objective and unbiased as possible.


This intention was evident as they began to move away from their original grant-making program, largely inherited from the founder. In May 1917, the Executive Committee reviewed the report for the purchase of church organs and agreed not to give any new aid to this area. They recognized that changing global circumstances should influence their priorities:


The great war now raging and the entry of the United States into that war has [sic] brought upon the Corporation new demands of great importance and of pressing urgency. It is therefore unlikely that the Corporation wil in the future be able to devote any part of its resources to the purchas of church organs … the trustees of the Corporation feel sure that their action in this matter wil be completely understood by the patriotic men and women of the churches.49


The report on libraries prompted the trustees to reconfigure the library program; instead of building libraries, they would now support building the emerging field of library science. Their strategies for “the advancement and diffusion of knowledge” through grant-making were evolving. They broadened the focus to establish schools for the study of libraries and library services, to establish or strengthen librarian associations, and to provide support for the training of librarians. They maintained their commitments to the library buildings until they were completed, but only rarely did they vote to support new library buildings or to provide for book collections.


A highly sensitive issue surfaced in the midst of the review of the programs for church organs and libraries. At various points during the period 1912 to 1914, with Andrew Carnegie as chair, significant support (at the million-dollar level or more for endowment and other costs) had been granted to the Carnegie Institute of Technology and the Carnegie Institute (both in Pittsburgh), as well as to the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. Paralleling concerns about the effectiveness of the main grants programs, at their December 1915 meeting the trustees decided to consider the appropriateness of funding for Carnegie institutions.


Although the men who represented the Carnegie institutions were each certain that Andrew Carnegie had promised Corporation support for the endowments of the institutions they headed, as trustees of Carnegie Corporation they also felt an obligation to fulfill its mission. From 1911 to 1916, five Carnegie institutions had been funded for a total of $13,116,099.50 An undercurrent of tension was growing around this funding and becoming a major issue as the endowments of these Carnegie institutions declined, deficits rose sharply, and pressures intensified. Despite varying views on Carnegie’s intentions about the use of Corporation assets for this purpose, significant outlays of funds provided endowment and program support for these institutions, including the newest institution, the Church Peace Union, which the Corporation supported in 1914 with a $2 million grant, even though it was not represented on the Board of Trustees. This request reinforced the conviction that the Corporation’s role was in part to replenish the Carnegie institutions’ coffers. As Burton Hendrick clarified, Carnegie “also wished his already established foundations to be regarded as more or less under its wing; but he did not make these wishes definite stipulations, and, in subsequent clauses, gave the trustees and their successors full power to choose the objects of benevolence.”51


A team of handpicked national leaders sat around the Corporation table, supporting the grand gift of one man. Yet each of these men, like grant-seekers everywhere, also sought some share for the institutions that they represented. They had come to the meetings and signed off in support as grants went to others. But was taking for one’s own institution right or wrong? This question had entered the boardroom of Carnegie Corporation, without anyone acknowledging its delicacy. It is a question that haunts any philanthropist who places his name in perpetuity on the door of an institution: What is his continuing responsibility for supporting that institution? If he has more to give, does he have an obligation to support that institution, to leave more of the largess? These organizations tend to view such legacies as legitimately theirs, and the trustees’ actions at this time suggest that they shared this tendency.52


Yet in December 1915, the trustees arrived at a Solomon-like solution, most likely inspired by the judicious acting chair of the board, Elihu Root, whom Andrew Carnegie considered the intellectual and moral equivalent of the entire Supreme Court.53 The Executive Committee decided to request that each of the five institutions represented on the board54 submit, in writing, the details of its current financial status, its policies, and the amount of funding needed to carry out the plans for the institution.55 The reports were submitted and circulated to the trustees in November 1916. Over the next five years, drawing on these reports and submitted requests, significant grants were made to two of the institutions that had made compelling cases for their significant projects and dire financial situations, the Carnegie Institute of Technology (total support for this period: $18,145,377) and the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, which included the teachers’ pensions ($12,001,100, with $1 million additional to establish the Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association). Nearly $1.9 million was granted to the Carnegie Institute of Pittsburgh and $600,000 to the Carnegie Institution of Washington. The one institution particularly relevant to international grant-making, the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, received relatively modest support, $396,000, which went to the publications mentioned earlier. The Church Peace Union was not one of the five represented on the board but was nonetheless an Andrew Carnegie–endorsed institution; despite its leaders’ continued exhortations, it received only $25,000 during this period.56


THE INFLUENCE OF NATIONAL AND GLOBAL TENSIONS ON POSTWAR GRANT-MAKING


THE EXTERNAL POLITICAL TENSIONS prevailing at this time were both national and global. The threat of global war and then the reality of war and its aftermath caused large-scale tensions and disruptions throughout the world and led to major political and social changes. Times of disruption and uncertainty, such as this period, as destructive as they are, offer creative opportunities from the perspective of philanthropy. The trustees seized the opportunity and endowed institutions that could analyze these cycles and convey the results to policymakers and the public. They also began to explore the ramifications of the changing global context on American society.


In the midst of World War I, national tensions cropped up that were potentially destructive for the field of philanthropy and its institutions. Constructive external criticism is important for keeping a privately run, public-good endeavor like philanthropy accountable and responsible; gimlet-eyed watchdogs with clear standards and high expectations provoke healthy critical tensions. The congressional hearings of 1915 heralded a century punctuated by such investigations—for example, later on, in the early 1950s, and again at the end of the 1960s. While investigators’ concerns have varied, the core issues that prompted the first hearings persist, as summarized by the historian James Allen Smith in his analyses of these investigations: Is endowing private foundations the best use for private wealth? Or should that wealth be taxed to benefit a broader public? And a corollary question: given the private nature of these institutions, what is the best way to ensure their accountability to the public?57 Congressional oversight can be one of the most constructive tools for ensuring public accountability by foundations—whose resources, as Andrew Carnegie would be the first to agree, belong to the public. The resulting legislation (as discussed in later chapters) led to requirements for reporting to the public. Other lasting effects, particularly from the hearings and resulting legislation in the late 1960s, have constrained foundation support for individuals and certain types of international grant-making.


Following the establishment of both Carnegie Corporation of New York and the Rockefeller Foundation, these concerns about how private resources were being spent in the name of the public good prompted Congress’s first interrogations of foundations in 1915. Frank Walsh, labor lawyer and reformer, was chair of the Industrial Relations Commission, which was established in 1912 by President Woodrow Wilson and enacted by the US Congress to explore industrial violence and labor unrest. Possibly as a result of its 1912 hearings with John D. Rockefeller Jr. about the Ludlow Massacre, the Commission expanded its reach to include the new large philanthropic entities, namely, Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation.58 Walsh sought to attack foundations because of “their wealth, loosely defined powers, exemption from federal taxation, freedom from public control, subservience to donors, and benumbing effect on smaller philanthropic agencies.”59


The first witness for the new hearings on the large philanthropies was Andrew Carnegie. He set the tone in the hearings, winning over members of Congress with his wit, sincerity about the correctness of the commissioners’ questions, and genial efforts at building a bond of camaraderie and shared concerns about excess. The New York Times reported on February 5, 1915, that he was “the most remarkable witness that has yet appeared before the commission.” He fully agreed with the Commission that “government should exercise some control over the foundations,” and also agreed that foundations should exercise “all efforts to publicize their activities.”60


The Commission’s work did not result in any serious intrusion into the life of philanthropies, at least not those of Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation. The Corporation trustees, of course, were aware of these hearings; one internal outcome was their introduction of more systematic processes in the work of their institution. For the field, the passage of income tax legislation and subsequent deductions boosted interest in establishing philanthropic institutions. It is worth noting that the tax exemption for philanthropy had not been a factor in the founding of either of these two foundations, which were established before that privilege was enacted. Later congressional hearings, decades away, were more influential and led to serious and costly changes in the operations of philanthropic institutions.


In the wake of World War I, the worrisome convergence of increasingly polarized economic conditions with changes in population dynamics in the United States and around the world pinpointed the need to build a strong American society as a prerequisite for assuming a new global leadership role. Corporation trustees had a wide range of expertise and knowledge about the latest developments in science (Woodward), education (Pritchett), and foreign policy (Root) and were actively engaged in trying to shape American policy at the local, national, and international levels. Before the Corporation began extensive grant-making in the British dominions and colonies, it focused on ways to enhance American participation in the anticipated new postwar world order. With Woodrow Wilson as president, with Albert Einstein popularizing his theories of relativity, with John Dewey writing about democracy and education, the Progressive Era offered many opportunities for internationally oriented grant-making, beginning at home. At the same time, negative societal, demographic, political, and economic forces added urgency to this focus of the Corporation’s grant-making.


To tackle these big issues—which have persisted over the decades—the trustees adopted a new approach for the Corporation, one that skated close to funding themselves to do the work, or hiring staff to undertake the groundwork, and thus becoming “operational,” something they did not want to be. The trustees funded an idea suggested by two of their colleagues and hired a consultant to design the approach. Instead of identifying a grantee with a very smart idea and a grantee institution, they had the idea and they made it happen. The two trustees—Henry Pritchett, president of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, and Charles Taylor, president of the Carnegie Hero Fund Commission, both founding Corporation board members and longtime friends of Andrew Carnegie—raised in May 1917 the issue of the immigrants then flowing into the country, and their assimilation.61 The Executive Committee, on which Pritchett also served, passed a resolution for discussion by the full board: “Resolved, that one of the most important matters which mite engage the attention of the Corporation is the problem of the alien immigrant, and that individual members of the Committee endeavor to get into touch with men who mite be considered qualified to take charge of a survey of the problem of the alien with a view to his more effectiv assimilation into American civilization.”62


This resolution resulted in the Board of Trustees, in turn, asking the Executive Committee to establish a three-person advisory council to develop the plans for what became “The Study of the Methods of Americanization.”63 Although not named a commission, it was, de facto, the first major Carnegie commission. The advisory council, one of whose members was former president Theodore Roosevelt, not only designed and planned the scope of the studies but worked with the trustees to hire consultants to conduct them and then had the studies independently reviewed. Assisting with these efforts was a special editorial committee that consisted of three members, including Raymond A. Fosdick, then associated with the Rockefeller philanthropies and later president of the Rockefeller Foundation.


The overarching aim of the Americanization Study was “to set forth, not theories of social betterment, but a description of the methods of the various agencies engaged in such work, [which] would be of distinct value to the cause itself and to the public.”64 The report of Allen T. Burns, the consultant hired to prepare the detailed plan of action for the Council, identified the ten themes to be studied, detailed the specialists and staff needed, and set out the time frame and budget.65 The Corporation supported the Commission at the level of $190,000 for eighteen months, beginning in mid-1918. In January 1920, the Corporation appropriated another $3,000 to hire reviewers of the study results. The study came at a crucial time when there was active debate about nativism and the anti-immigrant sentiment in Congress and in the country as a whole. The reports prepared under the aegis of the Americanization Study identified ways to work responsibly with immigrants and assist with their successful functioning in American society.66 As the publisher’s note to one of the volumes elaborated, “Americanization in these studies has been considered as the union of native and foreign born in all the fundamental relationships and activities of our national life. For Americanization is the uniting of new with native-born Americans in fuller common understanding and appreciation to secure by means of individual and collective self-direction the highest welfare of all.”67 Although the study reports did not stave off the anti-immigrant sentiment in the country in the 1920s, in at least one area—adult education—they led to major field-building investments by the Corporation and the government.68


At the same meeting in which the Corporation approved the Americanization Study, the trustees approved a $150,000 grant to promote the education of Americans in foreign policy issues through the work of the National Security League, headed by the politically active lawyer S. Stanwood Menken.69 The minutes of that meeting characterized the grant as being


in aid of the intensive campaign which it [the National Security League] is now conducting to promote the education of the American people in the spirit and duty of citizenship.… The people simply did not know enough to appreciate the bearing of international problems on national existence and growth, or their related influences upon their own privileges and opportunities. We know that in the past a lack of popular understanding of great problems had been severely paid for, and that with new world conditions democracy could not prove successful without increased general knowledge by the people.70


This grant initiated the Corporation’s century-long interest in increasing American public understanding of world conditions and issues in specific regions.


The Corporation, however, did not consistently address international issues with domestic impact. Although in 1913 the Chinese students stranded in the United States following the revolution in China received support, the trustees did not explicitly respond to the Russian Revolution of 1917. Even with the continued upheaval in Russia and the immigration of Russians to the United States, in 1919 the Corporation turned down requests from the League of Nations to assist the Russian Economic League and a request from the Russian People’s University to establish an elementary school for Russian immigrants. The Corporation also rejected a proposal to support the education of Americans about the dangers of Bolshevism, although in 1920 it gave $10,000 to the Russian Collegiate Institute and $25,000 to the National Association of Constitutional Government for a project that aimed “to educate the people of the United States about the fundamentals of government as the most effective way to fight Bolshevism.”71


As much as the trustees wanted to better integrate immigrants into American life, the Corporation was also committed to extending its reach overseas and educating Americans about the world beyond US borders. Modest support to increase the teaching of foreign languages in the United States began with a grant to the Foreign Language Governmental Information Service.72 In 1917 it supported fellowships to the American Academy in Rome and grants to the American School of Classical Studies in Athens for a library, complementing grants from the Rockefeller Foundation to both institutions. The Corporation also funded scholarships for Americans to study in French universities.73 These grants were precursors of a more comprehensive effort to build American understanding of the rest of the world through direct experience, which in the 1930s included individual fellowships for language training and institutional support for deepening public understanding of international affairs.


CREATING NEW INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTIONS IN THE UNITED STATES: LAYING CORNERSTONES FOR THE CENTURY


IN THE IMMEDIATE POSTWAR ERA, as the Corporation was taking modest steps to educate Americans about the world, it also made major financial contributions to establish enduring institutions at home that would advance knowledge and understanding about pressing global issues and help make the country a truly significant global player. This grant-making, which absorbed considerable resources from the Corporation, led to the establishment of institutions that today remain leaders in internationally related policy research programs and significant contributors to US policymaking.


After the war, Nicholas Murray Butler, president of Columbia University as well as director of the Intercourse and Education Division at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, urged the Corporation to support work on international education.74 It was only after the Americanization Study had been funded that the Corporation seriously considered his request to establish an institution to promote overseas study by Americans as another effective way to promote peace.75 This request had been deferred twice in the previous year, but in January 1919 the Corporation appropriated $30,000 to establish the Institute of International Education. The Corporation not only helped to establish the institute but also housed it, paid its rent, and nurtured its exchange programs, its work overseas, and its support of both American and international scholarship. The Institute remains a leading private agency in promoting and facilitating exchanges and fellowships and manages programs such as the Fulbright Awards.76


Such long-term support is not common in the foundation world, but the closely aligned missions of the Corporation and the Institute have made it a fruitful partnership that embodies the flexibility, even the mutuality, that can flourish in the most productive and promising relationships between a foundation and its grantee. Today Corporation support for the work of the Institute is minuscule compared to the resources of both institutions, but the ongoing grants explicitly recognize the ninety-year relationship between them.77 Although Andrew Carnegie was the driving force in creating many new institutes, this was the second major institute—the Church Peace Union being the first—that was founded by his Corporation and did not bear his name. The Institute of International Education is the longest-standing non-Carnegie family institutional partner.


The trustees were setting the course, promoting the mission, not the man, and recognizing that a mission requires an institutional infrastructure. Although it is individuals who have ideas, conduct research, and disseminate their findings, a strong institutional base helps promote, encourage, and sustain the flourishing of individual initiative. The Corporation’s trustees were convinced that building new institutions or nurturing existing ones in the United States for domestic and international activities was a wise way to contribute to meeting the mission of the foundation entrusted to them.


THE OVERSEAS GRANTS PROGRAM: ITS ORIGINS IN THE UNITED STATES


IN 1906 JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER SR. had persuaded Andrew Carnegie to join the General Education Board, which focused on improving education in the American South for poor blacks and whites.78 The Corporation continued this area of grant-making, and it ultimately became a model for the Corporation’s education grant-making in Africa in the 1920s and 1930s. Dr. Thomas Jesse Jones, who was head of education for the Phelps Stokes Fund, dedicated his life to improving educational opportunities for poor, rural African Americans in the American South.79 He was a controversial person in the field of what was then, at the turn of the century, called “Negro education.” He advocated for vocational and community-based education and against the higher education urged by educated African Americans, including W. E. B. Du Bois and Carter Woodson, the first African Americans to graduate from Harvard University.80 Jones instead embraced the self-help, basic-education approach that Booker T. Washington developed at the Tuskegee and Hampton Institutes.81


The General Education Board, the Phelps Stokes Fund, Carnegie Corporation, and eventually the Julius Rosenwald Fund backed the Tuskegee approach to public education for American blacks in the South. A key element in ensuring appropriate community-based education was the Jeanes teacher, usually a local woman, often trained by the Hampton or the Tuskegee Institute, who would go from community to community in her district to monitor implementation of community development–oriented education.82


Aware of the study of Southern education for poor blacks that Jones was conducting on behalf of Phelps Stokes, the Corporation trustees decided to defer consideration of support until they had seen its conclusions.83 In the meantime, they entered into discussions with Jones about conducting a comparable survey of institutions devoted to industrial (that is, vocational) education for poor whites in the South.84 The next month the trustees deferred consideration of the study of white industrial education; rather, they approved a grant to the Slater Fund of $20,000 over four years for the “establishment . . . of county training schools for the training of colored pupils in southern counties.”85 This was the beginning of Corporation funding for activities to improve community- and school-based agricultural, vocational, and technical education for blacks in the South, often supervised by Jeanes teachers. These efforts, including the promotion of the Jeanes supervisory teacher, became the basis for the Corporation grants in education in the British colonies in Africa, starting in the late 1920s.


CROSSING BOUNDARIES IN NORTH AMERICA


ALTHOUGH CROSSING THE ST. LAWRENCE RIVER does not quite constitute an overseas program, activities in Canada were the main international work of the Corporation until the late 1920s. Although it may seem surprising that Canada would feature in such a significant way in the grant-making of an American foundation in the early twentieth century, Canada, already in the mandate of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, was not merely America’s neighbor to the north, but a self-governed dominion of the British Empire, with settlements by Scottish emigrants and a highly functioning democracy. These factors coincided with Andrew Carnegie’s abiding interest in Anglo-Saxon democratic societies. Canada, moreover, provided a variety of easily accessible institutions and locales that enabled the Corporation—governed and run by trustees who had not yet started to make site visits—to test the waters of international grant-making without staff specialists.


In its support for US institutions of higher education, the Corporation targeted grants where the resources could be best put to use, primarily at underresourced institutions in less prosperous settings. Early grant-making in Canada, however, encompassed educational institutions that were already well funded as well as those less well funded. The initial grants, made as matching grants for endowment to Queen’s University ($100,000) and Dalhousie University ($40,000), were then followed by an unconditional $1 million endowment grant (worth $180 million today) to McGill University. As the minutes of the Corporation show, this grant was made “in recognition of the noble and devoted service and sacrifice of McGill toward Canada’s part in the Great War, upon which depends the rule of law among nations, and the freedom, not only of Canada, but of the United States and other democracies of the whole world.”86 Canada’s Maritime Provinces in particular represented for the trustees the region of that country in greatest need of investment in higher education. With poverty reminiscent of that in the bordering northeastern United States, the Maritime Provinces received consistent and serious attention from the Corporation for nearly twenty years.87


THE DEATH OF ANDREW CARNEGIE: CONFORMING TO HIS WISHES


ALTHOUGH ANDREW CARNEGIE was no longer directly involved in the work of the Corporation in 1919, John Poynton, his personal secretary, and since 1916 a trustee, was at his side daily.88 As he monitored postwar world actions, Carnegie exchanged letters and telegrams with President Woodrow Wilson. Enthusiastic about Wilson’s commitment to the League of Nations, another way of framing Carnegie’s plea to establish a League of Peace, Carnegie had, not surprisingly, shifted his support from the Republican Party to the Democratic Party. He sought to ensure that Wilson would win in 1916, since the League of Nations had been part of Wilson’s agenda ever since Carnegie had approached him about it in 1916. Ever optimistic even as he became increasingly frail, Carnegie was counting on his League and his associated arbitration efforts to lead the world into perpetual peace. He had even urged Wilson to hold the peace conference at “his” Peace Palace in The Hague.89 When Carnegie died at age eighty-three on August 11, 1919, following a bout of summer pneumonia, the establishment of the League of Nations was almost certain; it began operations in January 1920.


Andrew Carnegie had sparked the imaginations of people everywhere with his wealth, his writings, and his actions. At the first board meeting held after his death, on November 28, 1919 (three days after what would have been his eighty-fourth birthday), the trustees recorded in their minutes that Andrew Carnegie had “entrusted the largest endowment ever provided by one man for the increase and diffusion of knowledge among men.”90 They also elected Mrs. Carnegie to the board for an initial term of five years, an important symbol of their respect and love for her husband and a tribute to her own generous spirit. They then made Elihu Root chairman of the board, Robert Franks vice president and treasurer, and James Bertram secretary.


 








FOUNDING TRUSTEES OF CARNEGIE CORPORATION OF NEW YORK, 1911


Besides Andrew Carnegie, the founding trustees of Carnegie Corporation were:


William Frew: President of the Carnegie Institute of Pittsburgh; on the board of the Carnegie Hero Fund Commission


Robert S. Woodward: President of the Carnegie Institution of Washington; on the board of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace


Charles L. Taylor: President of the Carnegie Hero Fund Commission; on the board of the Carnegie Institute of Technology and the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace


Henry S. Pritchett: President of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching; on the board of the Carnegie Institution of Washington and the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace


Elihu Root: President of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; on the board of the Carnegie Institution of Washington


James Bertram: Private secretary to Andrew Carnegie


Robert Franks: Business secretary to Andrew Carnegie; on the board of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace









Despite Andrew Carnegie’s age and disengagement from the work of the foundation for the previous four years, the Board of Trustees had not given thought to identifying a successor, nor had it considered the appropriate means to build the institution in the wake of the founder’s passing. They took necessary but not sufficient steps to remedy this by amending the constitution and bylaws, expanding the board by another trustee, establishing the position of chairman of the board, and enlarging the Executive Committee. The Executive Committee maintained its role in making decisions for the Corporation between board meetings, referring to the board all proposals for appropriations of money. They followed the structure of other foundations, establishing the role of president as executive officer under the direction of the board and the Executive Committee, creating the position of assistant to the president, and formalizing the position of treasurer and secretary of the Corporation. The Corporation was inexorably moving away from the trustees-only model that the founder had originally envisioned. These institution-building activities indicate how some of the structures and positions needed to ensure a foundation’s continuation in perpetuity are not always given the attention required while the founder is alive. For the Corporation, it was only on December 19, 1919, eight years and slightly more than a month after its founding, that the precursory structure of a professionally led foundation was established.


To honor the mission and the charge in Andrew Carnegie’s deed of gift, the trustees appropriated $5 million to the National Academy of Sciences and its National Research Council to construct a building to house the institutions and to establish a permanent endowment for the Research Council, recognizing the importance of the scientific community to maintaining a strong economy and society.91 Andrew Carnegie had always been keenly interested in supporting science, as evidenced by the Carnegie Institution of Washington, the Carnegie Institute of Pittsburgh, and the charter of the Corporation.92 This generous support, the equivalent of $62 million today, was approved following a presentation by Dr. James Angell, who was chairman of the National Research Council, and the person who would soon put the Corporation on a new footing to continue without the founder at the helm.93
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THE CORPORATION AFTER CARNEGIE


“Carrying on the … Beneficial Work,” 1920–1923


WHEN ANDREW CARNEGIE DIED ON August 11, 1919, nine months to the day after the armistice between the Allies and the Germans that ended the fighting in World War I, his Corporation was functioning, but still finding its way. It was not easy to follow in Andrew Carnegie’s footsteps. Essential questions had to be addressed, such as:


       •  What is the role of a philanthropy that makes grants to others to carry out the mission of the foundation?


       •  How should decisions be made? On the merits of the ideas? On the quality of the people who suggest them? Or according to the priorities of the foundation’s founder or its living leaders?


       •  How much should the Corporation work with government and other philanthropic partners?


       •  What is the best way to share grant findings with the public at large, scholars, policymakers, and others?


       •  What is the best way to fulfill the international mandate of the founder?


       •  How should practical administrative questions be dealt with?


Three different leaders in quick succession managed Carnegie Corporation in the four years after Andrew Carnegie’s death.1 The situation could have been catastrophic. With one new leader after another, opportunities might have been missed and the Corporation’s reputation might have floundered; the aims of the donor might not have been respected and his resources could have been squandered. Indeed, Robert Kohler has suggested that, despite the preferences of Root, Angell, and Pritchett, from the limited perspective of support for science this is exactly what happened.2 Not recognized by many later analysts, however, is that as the trustees assumed stewardship of the Corporation they were following the charge given to them by Carnegie, namely, to invest in what they deemed most promising to fulfill the mission of the institution.


This chapter illustrates more broadly the particularly crucial role of the board in moments of crisis. Under the leadership of Elihu Root and Henry Pritchett, the trustees made significant grant-making decisions during a precarious period of rapidly changing internal and external conditions and assumed more than routine fiduciary responsibility for the future of the institution. Andrew Carnegie had selected his trustees wisely. These men could simply have divided the money among their own institutions—after all, those institutions had been created by Carnegie—but instead they were committed to ensuring the continuity of his endeavors so that the Corporation could thrive in perpetuity, keeping close to its mission and to Carnegie’s charge in his deed of gift. Not all of their investments have thrived, but several of the sizable domestic initiatives with major international reach continue to flourish today. Some now receive no support from the Corporation, and some only minimal support (particularly in proportion to the considerable amount of support they receive from other foundations).


The Board of Trustees as the leaders of the institution were willing to take the risks and spend the resources on ideas they thought met the needs of the moment and the anticipated needs of the future. They also knew how to structure the grants (sometimes over multi-year periods) so that they could assess the results. Increasingly, twenty-first-century philanthropists focus on achieving and measuring outcomes and impacts (often described under the rubrics of “metrics,” “outcome-based decision-making,” or “impact assessment”). These earlier philanthropists emphasized process and were acutely aware that they were building for perpetuity and that the future of the foundation hinged on their decisions and actions. In the early life of the Corporation, the board was the pivotal player moving the action from one scene to the next, albeit with some tensions, especially concerning the international work. Nonetheless, the trustees shared a commitment to supporting major national institutions with international reach and agreed on the importance of setting clear priorities for the Corporation’s grant-making, even as they disagreed on other institutional matters.


This chapter is organized to illustrate the flow across the work of these men, not only the governance decisions they introduced or approved but also the grants they made. The continuity during these years set the stage for the new era that began in 1923 under the leadership of the Corporation’s fifth president, Frederick Keppel.


THE GLOBAL AND NATIONAL CONTEXT: A SNAPSHOT


OF ALL THE CHANGES THAT OCCURRED in the tumultuous post–World War I period, most pertinent for the Corporation’s soon-to-expand international grant-making was the handing over of German colonies in Africa to the other colonial powers, with Great Britain assuming responsibility for Tanganyika (which would become a site for Corporation grant-making over the next decade) and part of Cameroon. Changing the status of the self-governing British dominions (Australia, New Zealand, the Union of South Africa, Canada, Newfoundland, and the Irish Free State) was also under discussion; the Corporation would become increasingly active in these areas (except Ireland) in the late 1920s and 1930s. With the establishment of the League of Nations and other cross-boundary intergovernmental organizations, political internationalism began to take hold. Economic internationalism also revived, not only for capitalism (with trade agreements and the establishment in Paris of the International Chamber of Commerce) but also for communism (with the revolution in Russia that captured imaginations and support from nations around the world).3


Individuals and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) revived the pre–World War I drive for cultural internationalism as a way to solidify the basis for peace. The internationally minded American foundations also found their conceptual home in the context of cultural internationalism. Akira Iriye highlights a prescient remark by Leon Trotsky, who stated in 1917 that “the war had established a connection between ‘the fate of an individual and the fate of all mankind.’” As Iriye observes, “That connection was important because it imagined a worldwide community consisting of individual humans no longer separated by the artificial barriers of sovereign states … those who struggled to reaffirm and strengthen internationalism in the wake of a calamitous war … now vowed to dedicate themselves to resuscitating and expanding that movement [cultural internationalism] as the only hope for a sane world order.”4 As Iriye states, European intellectuals, particularly those in Paris, took the lead in this movement.5 They established organizations that reinforced individual engagement with cultural internationalism in fields ranging from music, the arts, and mathematics to international relations.6


Andrew Carnegie had embraced the concept of cultural internationalism through his support of libraries and church organs as well as his untiring personal campaign to promote peace. Ever more extensively during the years between World Wars I and II, the two major American foundations active overseas, Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation, advocated and supported international exchanges, foreign language training programs, and scholarly and scientific networks. Together and in turn, these two philanthropies built enduring institutions in the United States that sought international connectivity in the postwar period and have flourished ever since.7


During the post–World War I period, international cooperation was shaped not only by treaties and efforts to promote peace but also by a series of man-made and natural calamities: famine in Europe and China, the 1918 influenza pandemic, and locally but massively destructive wars within and across neighboring countries in Europe and following the Allies-enforced dissolution of the Ottoman Empire. These dilemmas of modern complexity posed the challenges within which the internationally oriented American foundations sought to make their contributions. The global movements for peace, prosperity, and shared understanding and values were continually contending with and being countermanded by the violent forces of imperialism, brutal economic exploitation, and searing cultural prejudices. These countervailing conditions often impeded the progress of American philanthropy overseas, but also offered significant opportunities for promoting positive social change, especially through scholarly and activist exchanges across national boundaries, themes explored in depth by David Ekbladh in his study of American contributions to modernization and development over the twentieth century.8


President Woodrow Wilson had actively promoted volunteerism for military-oriented citizen service during World War I, including through the US Committee on Public Information (also known as the Creel Committee). After the war, nonmilitary volunteer organizations flourished and touched multiple aspects of American life, such as the Lions Clubs International, which were modeled on the tradition of Rotary International and other community clubs.9 The aftermath of the war also launched the rapid growth of American philanthropy, encouraged not only by the spirit of volunteerism but in large part by congressional action, namely, the passage of the War Revenue Act of 1917 and the Revenue Act of 1918, which allowed individuals to take charitable tax deductions. Infused with altruism and pragmatism, the postwar climate proved propitious for the emergence of new foundations over the next decade.10 Individuals who had contributed in significant ways to the war effort (such as the millions of dollars donated during the war to the American Red Cross) recognized the opportunity to use private wealth to study the root causes of social problems and find ways to use the results to improve policies. The US government moved from a position that criticized private donors to one that was supportive, as analyzed by Barry Karl and Stanley Katz: “Despite the periodic investigations through which the United States Congress expressed its uneasiness, governmental executive agencies at all levels looked to private donors, among them foundations, for the research on which they sought to base new social and economic policies.”11 By 1924 annual charitable contributions from private donors in the United States had reached $2 billion.12


The early 1920s was also a period of global economic and social fluctuations; in the United States, unemployment rose steeply from 4 percent to 12 percent in 1920.13 It was also a time of contradictory tendencies within the United States—the interest of entrepreneurs and intellectuals in entering the world contrasted with the public’s reluctance to do so and, later in the 1920s, the xenophobia of its representatives in the US Congress. Cultural internationalism was undermined in the United States, much as it was globally, by a fear of the influx of foreigners, a revived racism, and a preference for isolationist laissez-faire policies shared by the government and much of the public. This was a period notes Lynn Dumenil, “when massive immigration, swelled by refugees from war-devastated Europe, began again in the spring of 1920 at the rate of 5,000 people per day, restrictionists intensified their attacks, arguing that the literacy test should be replaced with more stringent restrictions.… The drive to restrict immigration reflected an unrelenting campaign of hostility toward immigrants that characterized the early 1920s.… Nativism was pervasive, respectable, and comprehensive.”14 Nativism reinforced racism. The Ku Klux Klan, for example, became increasingly brutal in attacking immigrants as well as African Americans and non-Protestants.15


The period from a few years after World War I and into the 1920s was one in which many Americans looked inward (as illustrated by the refusal of the United States to join the League of Nations), became mass consumers, and, as the decade progressed and Wall Street boomed, celebrated their revived prosperity, which was attained at the expense of others. While the framework of cultural internationalism helped shape the work of the Corporation and that of other foundations, these countervailing forces also played a role. Perhaps no one embodied those countervailing forces more than trustee and board chairman Elihu Root, who not only was a fervent internationalist but also supported both the Corporation’s Americanization Study and passage of the Immigration Act of 1924 (also known as the Johnson-Reed Act), which codified after the war the anti-immigrant sentiment of the 1921 Emergency Quota Act.16 The passage of this 1924 act highlighted as well the widespread high regard in America for the field of eugenics, which was supported by both the Rockefeller Foundation and Carnegie Corporation, the latter through support of the Carnegie Institution of Washington.17


GETTING IN SHAPE TO TACKLE THE CHALLENGES


FOLLOWING THE DEATH OF ANDREW CARNEGIE, the trustees agreed on a new way of administering the foundation: they would hire a president to take over the handling of the many requests, analyze them, and then present the grant requests to the trustees for their decision. The trustees, like their Rockefeller Foundation counterparts, sought a distinguished, nonfamily president to lead the Corporation with ideas and time to fulfill the mandate bestowed on them by Andrew Carnegie.18 They sought a fresh thinker to take over the leadership and advance the mission. Root agreed to serve as president for a short period—December 1919 to January 1920—during the search process. He became chair of the Board of Trustees and presided over the Corporation’s work for those two months until they had identified four strong candidates: James Angell (chair, Department of Psychology, University of Chicago, and former president, American Psychology Association); A. A. Hammerschlag (president, Carnegie Institute of Technology, a colleague of Andrew Carnegie’s since 1902); Livingston Farrand (president, University of Colorado, and Rockefeller Foundation medical consultant); and Henry Suzzallo (former dean, Columbia University, then president, University of Washington, later to become president, Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching).


Following James Angell’s December 1919 presentation to the board, Root and Pritchett must have found him an appealing candidate. (According to Ellen Lagemann, Angell thought that the combination of his presentation and his role as chairman of the National Research Council had enhanced his appeal.19) Pritchett confirmed this when he declared that Angell’s “knowledge of science and education and his high personal qualities” made him “admirably fitted for their chief executive.”20 He was a renowned psychologist, educated partly in Europe, and the son and grandson of university presidents. He had built a superb reputation at the University of Chicago and was grounded in academic life. The trustees would not formally select Angell, however, until after he had met with Mrs. Carnegie and she had given her approval. Out of respect for her good judgment and for her late husband, the trustees gave her the deciding vote.21


James Angell was an academic through and through. His own writings made it clear that the university was the institution where he felt most at home. At heart, Angell wanted to lead a university, not a foundation (his father had been president of the University of Vermont, and his grandfather headed Brown University). This opportunity would present itself soon enough.


ANGELL AT THE HELM


JAMES ROWLAND ANGELL was named president of the Corporation at the tenth annual meeting of the Board of Trustees in April 1920.22 Responding to board concerns, he began to build an institutional structure beyond the Board of Trustees and the Executive Committee. As president, he did not hesitate to shape these structures to reflect his own analyses of strategic ways to relate available resources to actions. Angell recommended putting in place program topics that could be funded over several years, noting that, “when I took up my duties as president of the Corporation, it was impressed upon me that the most important single problem confronting the Board of Trustees was the development of general policies determining the fields within which the Corporation should operate and the methods to be pursued.”23 Recognizing the need for flexibility, he concluded that “a highly exceptional case can always be accorded exceptional treatment.”24 Thus, he set the stage for a more systematic approach to grants and activity decision-making at the Corporation. First, as promised in his acceptance letter, he started “to familiarize [himself] with the past policies and traditions of the board.”25 He wanted to learn about projects that had been funded, both in the United States and elsewhere. He hoped to visit Corporation grantees in Canada, for instance.


Then, as part of his institution-building innovations, Angell introduced a new mode of professional management organized by priorities as well as budgetary allocations and percentages. In reporting to the board on his review of the previous five years, he grouped the Corporation’s activities into five main categories and allocated percentages for the future.26 The trustees agreed to the proposed structure and allocations for the next fiscal year. Given the change in charter in 1917 (see Chapter 1), these categorizations were equally applicable to grants made in Canada and in other areas overseas. For the first time at the Corporation, scientific and quantitative values were entering into the analysis of its philanthropy.


As Lagemann notes, the board was divided over the proposed way to run the foundation.27 One of the main sources of tension in the Corporation was between the president and the board; another was among board members themselves. In this case, the two trustees with the deepest and longest association with the founder, James Bertram and Robert Franks, were uncomfortable with the proposed changes and soon found themselves isolated or marginalized. Quoting from the correspondence of Pritchett and Root, Kohler notes that they both had been trying to “dilute the power of Carnegie’s ‘former clerks’” since Carnegie’s death.28 Besides taking charge, Angell also recommended enlarging the board, not only to add to the diversity and quality of the members but to reduce the influence of the original trustees.


Further changes instituted by Angell made the Corporation more professional. Following the example of the Rockefeller Foundation, the Corporation began to publish an Annual Report that included a presidential essay. In his 1921 essay, Angell summarized the changes necessary to make the Corporation a durable institution: setting an overall budget with allocations by priority areas; establishing a definite reserve account for each fiscal year; committing resources for expenditures over several years; enlarging the Board of Trustees; and hiring a professional staff for a functioning executive office. Beardsley Ruml, the high-caliber staff assistant whom Angell brought from the University of Chicago, was the kind of mind he wanted to bring onto the board. (Following his time at the Corporation, Ruml went on to lead a Rockefeller philanthropy, the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial.29) Angell sought to raise the Corporation’s administrative functions to the same level of quality as its leadership role in grant-making: “To achieve these results, it is highly essential to establish a budgetary system, and in providing for this the Board has followed the well-established principle of other large financial agencies and particularly of those similar in character to the Corporation”—clear references to the Rockefeller and Russell Sage Foundations.30


Although Angell had sought to enlarge the board, only two changes were made in this period of leadership under Root, Angell, and Pritchett. In 1920 Robert Woodward had stepped down as president of the Carnegie Institution of Washington and John C. Merriam was elected in his place (after Angell had turned down the offer). Another new member appointed in 1922 was William J. Holland, likewise there in his capacity as head of a Carnegie organization, the Carnegie Institute of Pittsburgh. Both of these men had impressive credentials, but their appointments did not reflect the president’s desire to bring on additional non-Carnegie members of the board.31


The broad vision presented in Angell’s first and only Annual Report essay has informed the thinking of subsequent trustees and presidents. Recognizing that it takes time to build an institution or program, he formally introduced the idea of supporting grants for more than a year, even up to five years. Soon the Corporation was beginning to support significantly long-term grants, as long as ten years, something that requires a sufficient reserve, flexibility, and forward-looking vision. Angell also considered one of the persistent challenges of philanthropic decision-making: the question of “whether the Corporation should concentrate its energies upon a small number of very large undertakings, or should continue to countenance appropriations for a considerable number of smaller enterprises.” He made explicit the constant tension between focus and scatteration, a complex dilemma for foundation presidents that continues to absorb considerable amounts of their time to this day. Angell firmly believed that, following a careful review of the “needs of our time” and exploration of the best use of resources, “in the long run the Corporation is likely increasingly to centralize its efforts and to disassociate itself from the great variety of minor interests such as those to which it has in recent years made contributions.” He further emphasized that his conclusions resulted from widespread consultation “involving not only extended conferences with administrative officials of the other large foundations, but also intimate interviews with upwards of one thousand persons applying to the Corporation for assistance.”32 All later Corporation presidents have continued this type of consultation.


Angell paved the way for future international activities by introducing major institutional grants to strengthen scientific research capacity in the United States on pressing national and global problems. He introduced support for a major educational initiative in Canada and fundamental collaborative research by Canadian and American scientists. He also convinced the board to provide modest support for American cultural institutions located overseas. In addition, some of his other US-based grant-making provided major lessons for future overseas work.


Angell’s tenure was the briefest of all the Corporation presidents, but he made lasting contributions to the foundation through his commitment to transparent, systematic, data-based decision-making. His first day as president was October 1, 1920; four and a half months later, on February 19, 1921, the Yale Corporation selected him to be the fourteenth president of the university.33 He left Carnegie Corporation in June 1921, three months before the first Annual Report was to be issued, although his formal date of resignation was October 1, 1921.34 His departure created a palpable sense of concern, so much so that even though the report was circulated to the trustees, copies were not printed or distributed to the public until 1931.35


ENSURING INSTITUTIONAL CONTINUITY


HENRY S. PRITCHETT, a founding member of the Corporation’s Board of Trustees and longtime president of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, stepped in as acting president.36 Pritchett embraced many of the changes that Angell had introduced, and his two years as president were vitally important for consolidating and solidifying these changes. Despite the internal upheaval with three leaders over four years, some of the Corporation’s most enduring institutional grants were made during this period. International priorities were not yet in sharp focus, but under Pritchett’s leadership, procedures were put in place that would affect general operations for grant-making both in the United States and internationally.


Pritchett’s title was “acting president,” but he was full president in practice.37 He had decades of leadership experience and had also been a close and highly respected friend of Andrew Carnegie’s. Pritchett clearly understood what the founder wanted and what kind of institution the Corporation was and should be—one guided by its mission but open to new ideas as “conditions upon the erth” changed.38 The principles set forth by Pritchett, including those of Angell that he reinforced, have been followed continuously over the history of this institution, as have many of the practices. Following the example of Angell, Pritchett prepared an Annual Report, but he also printed copies for the public as well as the trustees; it contained his detailed president’s report and equally detailed reports from the secretary and the treasurer, a model still followed.39


One thing that is striking about Pritchett’s administration is that he seemed to ignore the fact that Andrew Carnegie empowered the Corporation to work in the British Empire, which was reinforced by the charter decision of 1917, even though Angell had suggested how best to move forward with this. As a consequence, while a few grants were made in Canada, and some libraries and church organ support continued to the end of their payments, grant-making elsewhere in the Empire did not begin for several more years. Nonetheless, under Pritchett’s leadership, the Corporation supported institutions based in the United States that had international reach.


In setting the tone for the Corporation’s work, Pritchett reviewed the rapid development of endowed foundations. He noted that some were limited to particular fields and approaches, and he differentiated the principles underlying the Corporation’s approach to grant-making, emphasizing that it made grants so that others, not the Corporation’s staff, could do the work. “According to this principle,” he explained,


the foundation has conceived its function to be not that of an operating agency in itself [like the Russell Sage and Rockefeller Foundations], but rather that of an agency charged with the duty of studying and estimating those forces and institutions that make for the advancement and diffusion of knowledge in English-speaking North America, and of aiding these institutions in such measure as may be possible within the income of the Corporation.40


Discussing “A Science of Giving” in the 1922 Annual Report, Pritchett reinforced Angell’s notion of the desirability of long-term grants. He emphasized that the trustees believed “that their efforts will be more fruitful and more likely to be cumulative, if, taking up a particular cause, they assist it over a term of years long enough to try out the conception which lies back of its claims for usefulness and for support.”41 Pritchett went one step further, however. Perhaps recalling the early evaluations of the library and church organ programs, he hinted at an early approach to assessing ongoing grants, making it clear that the trustees had a responsibility to track what they were doing.


Even more insightfully foreseeing contemporary philanthropy’s embrace of evaluation, Pritchett provided clear guidance for foundations created in perpetuity and, unknowingly, tossed down the gauntlet for twenty-first-century foundation officers, who often prefer to conduct short-term evaluations (that is, after three to five years) in the expectation of achieving and assessing immediate outcomes. Reiterating his understanding that the Corporation was “equipped to work with time,” Pritchett’s words resonate for those who seek to make contributions that will have a long-term impact: “The administration of such a trust will result in the greatest good when it confines its efforts, at least over a term of years, to designated lines of endeavor in which prolonged or repeated results can be compared and estimated.”42


Pritchett then revealed the downside of grant-making: those making decisions need to have a certain toughness. “There will be needed in those who conduct such an enterprise a firmness to say ‘No’ to most of those who apply to them for aid. Not infrequently, it will turn out that, if there be the courage to utter a frank negative, the service of the trust may be greater in those requests which it refuses than in those which it grants.”43


These and other reflections on the role and relations of grant-makers and grant-seekers still guide how the Corporation presidents and staff members conduct both their domestic and international work. It is very likely that when board members later referred to the “Carnegie tradition,” they meant the tradition as interpreted by Henry Pritchett.


TYING UP LOOSE ENDS BEFORE THE NEXT STAGE


IN HIS FINAL REPORT as acting president, issued in 1923, Pritchett provided advice about organizing priorities and allocating resources. This advice built on Angell’s 1921 analysis but added Pritchett’s own perspective on how best to tie together the strands of Corporation activities to fulfill its mission. While acknowledging that at its core the mission was an educational one, he also observed that it “opens to the trustees an indefinitely large field of operation”—one that could include almost anything related not only to education but also to intellectual and scientific activities in the United States, Canada, and the British colonies. After studying the field of philanthropy, he concluded that it was best to limit the activities “to certain chosen fields in which they [the foundations] may hope not only to obtain cumulative results, but in which they may also hope to know with some degree of cer tainty the effects of their efforts.”44 He then analyzed how the Corporation had spent its resources and noted that in twelve years it had spent over $63 million (roughly $10.4 billion today). Casting his analysis in a slightly different way than Angell had, Pritchett related it to the charter of the Corporation and organized the grants by educational agencies and institutions, libraries, and scientific research: institutions founded by Andrew Carnegie (40 percent), public library buildings (20 percent), colleges and universities for educational purposes (15 percent), educational agencies engaged in war service (5 percent), and scientific research (3 percent).


While the Carnegie family of institutions received considerable support (and in contrast to Angell, Pritchett was very much in favor of that), he also emphasized the fields that were of interest to the Corporation: educational studies, economics, medical research and teaching, legal education reform, and scientific research, as well as providing some limited encouragement for special issues and opportunities. Both Angell and Pritchett were deeply dedicated to research, but Angell was equally committed to strengthening universities’ ability to conduct research, while Pritchett had a more eclectic approach. It was in this period, however brief, that the Corporation trustees moved back and forth between support of universities and support of independent institutions and agencies that would contribute to the advancement and diffusion of knowledge and understanding.


For grants focused on international issues based in the United States or in other countries, this was the period of major institutional endowments. Pritchett preferred the big institutional grants that endowed enduring institutions as the most effective way to advance knowledge and understanding, suggesting “intelligent and discriminating assistance of such causes and forces in the social order as seem to promise effective service and the creation of new agencies which shall, however, be independent of the originating body.”45 Once the grant was made, the trustees needed to be confident in their choice and then let the individual or the institution do the work. The decisions of the trustees in the early 1920s established and strengthened intellectual institutions that contributed essential knowledge across the spectrum from science to foreign policy. Many of them—such as the Institute of Economics (which later in the 1920s became the Brookings Institution), the National Bureau of Economic Research, the Institute of International Education, and the National Research Council—flourish to this day as vital institutions for promoting knowledge and understanding both in the United States and around the world.46


At the same time, the remarkably large contribution to Carnegie-related endowments and projects had repercussions for the assets of the Corporation, despite Pritchett’s caution in keeping sufficient resources liquid for the next generation. Between 1911 and 1922, more than $23 million (40 percent of the Corporation’s expenditures) was spent to support the Carnegie institutions.47


ENLARGING THE PATHS


PRITCHETT MAINTAINED the same general lines of approach to grant-making as Angell but gave greater priority to some new areas. Despite his scientific background as a renowned astronomer and president of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Pritchett had been selected as the first president of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching in 1905 (and would serve until 1930 in that capacity). He was clearly committed to the overall field of higher education, not just scientific research in particular. Moreover, he “showed an unusual comprehension of the particular man at ease in social studies.”48 He maintained the commitment to the idea that education, broadly defined, was the main vehicle of the Corporation’s mission. Grants related to science were still very attractive to the Board of Trustees, but with a few exceptions, they were made through the Carnegie Institution of Washington, just as peace-related grants tended to go through the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.


Pritchett recognized the significance of the institutional research initiatives that Angell had recommended and fully endorsed them, recognizing that they offered the Corporation opportunities for work both in the United States and internationally and helped to bring American scientists together with scientists from other countries. As he noted when writing about the continuing support for the National Research Council efforts, the agency would, inter alia, “secure cooperation between American and foreign investigators in all branches of scientific research.”49


In this crucially important period for the foundation, Root, Angell, and Pritchett, together with the trustees, chose a mix of institutional investments that tackled the core of the crises related to food supply and economics and addressed basic science issues.50 These major investments were added to the portfolio related to understanding US connections to the world through immigration, foreign languages, and international exchanges that enabled Americans to engage the world. The grants in support of industrial and community education for blacks in the rural American South in conjunction with the efforts of the General Education Board and the Phelps Stokes Fund laid the groundwork for the major grants programs on this theme in Africa in the late 1920s and 1930s. The grants in Canada in the 1920s opened up support for higher education in other dominions of the British Empire. Modest funding for a series of grants enabled collaborative scientific research between Canadian and US colleagues that resulted in a major medical breakthrough. The results increased the interest of the trustees in supporting not just the institutions that brought scientists together but also scientists themselves, which was reflected in the grants to the Carnegie Institution of Washington. This institution and other members of the Carnegie institutional family remained on the agenda of the Corporation’s grant-making decisions but with different emphases under Angell and Pritchett, continuing the board tensions on this issue from the previous period.


One area the trustees did not tackle directly concerned sustaining the peace after the Great War. With the US Senate turning down membership in the League of Nations, major efforts related to peace were left, at least at this time, to the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the Church Peace Union. The Corporation provided support to these institutions as well as limited support to the American Peace Society and the Peace Palace in The Hague.


The trustees were keen to support institutions and activities related to understanding the economic situation, both domestically and internationally. As Pritchett wrote in a 1922 confidential memorandum:


The trustees, realizing how large a role economic questions today play in the government and prosperity of the country and of the world, appropriated last year a sum sufficient to maintain the Institute of Economics, situated in Washington.… It may well be that certain other smaller grants can be made in the assistance of economic research which the Corporation may profitably consider. This matter is one to develop as the year progresses.51


The interest in establishing new institutions related to economics and food supply issues was complemented by support for the more traditional recipients of Corporation grants; universities and colleges in the United States and libraries in both the United States and the British colonies and dominions still featured in the grant-making, as did secondary schools, but these grants were relatively modest compared to other investments. In this period, the Corporation’s annual expenditures fluctuated, from a high of $7.1 million in 1919 to $5.7 million in 1920, to $4.6 million in 1921, to $5.2 million in 1922.52 With income from the investments averaging around $6.5 million, the trustees were cautious, taking into account the economic situation even as they were beginning to establish a modest reserve.


LAUNCHING TWO NEW RESEARCH INSTITUTES


THE BRUTAL FAMINE resulting from food shortages following World War I adversely affected countries in and around Europe, from Belgium to Armenia. The Rockefeller Foundation donated food supplies, at great cost to program activities. According to a time line on the Foundation’s website, in 1918, as World War I came to a close,


war relief efforts are substantial. The Foundation spends more than $22 million, sending food supplies to Belgium, Poland, Serbia, Armenia and other countries, even chartering its own ships. Laments President George E. Vincent, “I suppose we had to do it, and I suppose it was worthwhile, but think of the creative job we could have done with that money in a world of reason and sanity!”53


Providing emergency relief with goods and services was not how the Corporation trustees chose to invest. The charter legally prevented the trustees from investing directly in Europe, and the mission led them in the direction of supporting research to understand the nature of the problem and determine how best to prevent similar problems. Herbert Hoover asked the Corporation in late 1920 and early 1921 to invest in establishing an institution to conduct fundamental research on food production and distribution. Hoover was convinced that America’s great capacity in food production could meet the global need for food security and thus merited the establishment of a significant new facility where basic scientific and economic policy research on food and nutrition could be conducted.54 The expectation was that a new Food Research Institute at Stanford University would tackle issues related to problems both in the United States and around the world.55 The trustees responded positively. In January 1921, the board appropriated $700,000 over ten years in support of the Food Research Institute to study the problems of the production, distribution, and consumption of foodstuffs.56 At the end of 1930, the Corporation would determine if further support for the activities would be warranted. This grant exemplified the board’s willingness to accept Angell’s idea of making long-term commitments for institution-building, possibly because it also included an explicit exit strategy—the Institute’s staff knew that the Corporation would decide at the end of ten years whether or not to continue support, depending on the work of the Institute and on Corporation priorities and resources at that point.


Angell declared that this first major internationally oriented investment of the Corporation was


work of the first magnitude, the results of which will be watched with world-wide interest.… The problems to be attacked are … of the most far-reaching international character. So dependent are the nations of the modern world upon one another, particularly as regards their supplies of food, that no great contribution to our knowledge of the production, distribution, and consumption of foodstuffs can be lacking in interest to any nation, however circumstanced.57


The appropriation for the Stanford Food Research Institute as a multi-year initiative introduced a new approach to grant-making often endorsed by subsequent Corporation trustees and presidents in building new institutions or supporting new fields of research and practice.


This blending of financial and programmatic incentives resonated with the interdisciplinary mix of the Institute’s directors, among whom were major scientists and economists. Over the ten years of the grant, they produced pathbreaking studies not only on the scientific and technical issues affecting the production and distribution of specific food commodities but also on “the economic aspects of world food production, consumption, and distribution.”58


The Corporation renewed support in 1931 at the level of $750,000 for general endowment plus four more years of annual support totaling $70,000, based on the trustees’ recognition of the impact of the Food Research Institute fellowships and graduate student dissertations as well as studies, articles, and books.59 The latter included Holbrook Working’s groundbreaking work in advancing understanding of the economics of futures trading through his research on wheat prices, which the Institute’s historian Bruce Johnston assessed as “almost certainly the most significant body of work by a Food Research Institute staff member.”60 The Institute’s track record reinforced the wisdom of both long-term support and a carefully constructed exit strategy.61 These two issues, though handled in a matter-of-fact way in the 1920s and 1930s, nevertheless are thorny aspects of grant-making that continue to stymie foundations and grantees today.62 In this instance and in others mentioned later, Angell and the trustees showed their commitment to supporting scientific and social scientific research related to national and global problems.


The support by Angell and then Pritchett for economic, scientific, and policy research through the Stanford Food Research Institute was part of their shared intention to create a new type of institution: the non-university-based social science research institute, comparable to those that had been supported for the sciences. The Rockefeller Foundation and the Corporation had already supported the Carnegie Institution of Washington and the National Research Council. Soon both foundations would help to establish two major social science institutions that have transformed American policies (both domestic and foreign) through the strength of their analyses and the prestige of their work among policymakers: the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) and the Brookings Institution.63 The first transformed the field of economic research, the second defined economic policy research. The analytical scope of both the NBER and Brookings has always been global: NBER’s main focus has been the impact of world prices and conditions on the American economy, while Brookings has focused on the interaction of American and foreign policies in a global context. Both institutions also have interacted and worked with economists from other countries.


The National Bureau of Economic Research was conceived in 1920 to conduct rigorous, quantitative, scientifically sound research on the major problems of economic policy during the economic turmoil of the postwar period. The NBER was founded by a group of economists with differing analytical backgrounds, spearheaded by Edwin F. Gay of Harvard, Wesley C. Mitchell of Columbia, and John R. Commons of the University of Wisconsin.64 Several leading economists had been approached by the Rockefeller Foundation in 1913 and 1914 to design an economics institute similar to the Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research (now Rockefeller University).65 One prominent Rockefeller trustee, Frederick T. Gates, opposed the idea, however, saying, “The fundamental principles of economics are well known.”66 The founders of this institute were delayed but not detoured by this lack of support.


In early 1921, they submitted a modest request to Carnegie Corporation. The Corporation’s Executive Committee approved their request in May for $15,000 a year for three years, with the condition that the institute secure $20,000 from other sources “for any year in which an appropriation is paid.”67 Possibly responding to a very well received National Bureau of Economic Research paper on national income accounts, the Executive Committee of the Corporation was soon willing to entertain a new proposal “in view of the excellent service rendered.” The trustees reacted positively to the NBER’s new proposal that stated in five years it would “finance its needs permanently through the development of an extensive subscription group and the securing of an endowment of One million dollars ($1,000,000)” by appropriating each year for three years, starting in October 1922, “an amount equal to one-half of the total amount collected by the Bureau for its current expenses during that year.” In October 1925, the support would be reduced to one-third the annual expenses, and in October 1926, to one-fourth, up to $30,000 in any one year. This grant superseded the previous grant from 1921 of $15,000 per year for three years.68


When Corporation support ended, the NBER’s leadership turned again to the Rockefeller Foundation, which then agreed to support it with comparably detailed conditions and instructions.69 The National Bureau of Economic Research has more than fulfilled the multi-year confidence that the Corporation and others placed in it by conducting significant national and international independent economics research over the last ninety years, during which time its staff and associates have won sixteen Nobel Prizes in Economics.70 Meeting the expectations of Angell, Pritchett, and the Corporation board, this significant research institution is not bound by government policy but critiques and informs it.


It took more persistent effort from Pritchett to convince the board to support the Institute of Land Economics under the leadership of one of the founders of the discipline, the University of Wisconsin’s Richard T. Ely (“the Father of Land Economics”71), even at the much more modest level of $12,500 a year for five years, and despite its more traditional location within a respected university and the complementarity of its work with that of the Stanford Institute. When Ely first requested a grant for the Institute in May 1922, the board postponed a decision until November. When it then decided to provide support, it required a yearly matching grant from the Institute.72 With support from the Corporation and others, Ely implemented a pioneering research program: “Beginning in the 1920s he and his fledgling institute played a leading role in creating the new sub-discipline of ‘urban land economics.’”73 In 1925 he started the journal Land and Public Utility Economics (now Land Economics) and that same year moved the Institute to Northwestern University. During the period at Wisconsin and Northwestern, the Corporation provided funds to the Institute of Land Economics of over $100,000.74 In 1933 Ely moved to New York and took the Institute with him; it closed with his death in 1943.75


To reinforce the work of the National Bureau of Economic Research and the Institute of Land Economics, Pritchett also strongly recommended support for establishing an institute of economics as a partner institute to the Institute for Government Research. In 1914 the Rockefeller Foundation had encouraged developing the latter institute. The Foundation supported it for several years after Robert S. Brookings and several others in 1916 established the Institute for Government Research as the first federal government–oriented policy research institution, following the model of the Bureau of Municipal Research in New York City.76


The full Corporation board discussed Pritchett’s detailed memo at its February 1922 meeting.77 In contrast to merely covering the administrative costs, as the Corporation had done previously for the other two institutes, this Corporation initiative aimed to establish a full-blown institution, with Carnegie trustees reviewing, commenting on, and giving the terms for its purpose and the role of its trustees, even deciding how vacancies on the board would be filled and payment for trustees’ expenses would be made. The Carnegie trustees specified, for example, that the trustees for the Institute of Economics could not receive compensation. As with the Stanford Food Research Institute, the Corporation provided very clear guidance about the amount of support it would provide over a specified time period.78


The Corporation was committed to the idea of establishing an institute “whose purpose shall be the ascertainment of economic facts and principles relating to the questions before the American people, and the dissemination in clear and simple form of the truth touching these fundamental facts and principles.” So great was the trustees’ commitment to this idea that they made it very clear in the minutes that the full administration of the funds would be out of their hands.79 Pritchett, with board support, was adamant that the Corporation would relinquish any influence over the content of the work after making the grant, although they would, of course, look closely at the submitted reports and papers. The purpose of the Institute of Economics was to identify objective economic information and disseminate it to the American people—there would be no interference from the Corporation. The Carnegie trustees were acutely aware that a Washington-based policy research institute could be subject to donor influence.80


The Corporation’s up-front commitment of $1,650,000 over ten years illustrates the kind of significant impact that can result from negotiating ab initio a long-term, multi-year grant. It enables the grantee to focus on the work, not core fund-raising. In 1927 the Institute of Economics merged with the Institute for Government Research and the Robert Brookings Graduate School to become the Brookings Institution. This launched a substantial institutional base for the new phenomenon: the freestanding Washington, DC, policy research institution that provides a home to policy researchers seeking to diffuse knowledge and influence policy by communicating clearly the implications of complex national and international economic conditions to policymakers and the public.81 After World War II, these kinds of institutions would come to be called “think tanks.”82 The Corporation set the tone and approach for grantor-grantee relations, especially for major institutional grants. Paying considerable attention to the initial negotiations, and with confidence in the process and people involved, the Corporation intended to let the grantee institutions flourish or flail, free of Corporation interference.83


The Corporation’s focus on food science and economics was complemented by a deep commitment to research in the physical and social sciences. The considerable efforts of some board members, particularly Pritchett and Root, led to the $5 million endowment grant made in December 1919 to the new study arm of the National Academy of Sciences, the National Research Council (then chaired by Angell), with the aim to strengthen the aggregation of American scientific expertise. This led the Corporation to another long-term engagement: its association with the National Academy of Sciences and the National Research Council has lasted for one hundred years and continues in the present day.84 Support for the National Academy of Sciences and the National Research Council reinforced the other major institutional grants and provided funding for these institutions to bring together the scientific community to explore scientific research related to national and global problems. Recognition of the globalization of the world economy and social issues prompted support for these institutions, which would address the great global challenges of ensuring adequate food supply and nutrition, developing food policies to prevent famines such as those in Europe, assessing the impact of global commodities and other world prices and markets on the US economy and vice versa, clarifying for the government the global implications of its economic policies, and promoting scientific exchanges, particularly with scientists in Europe and throughout the British Empire.85


GRANTS REFLECT CHANGING AMERICAN SOCIETY IN A CHANGING WORLD


WITH ANDREW CARNEGIE’S VIGOROUS EMBRACE of the American system of government and education, reinforced by his belief in the importance of opportunity for advancement for all, it is not surprising that the Corporation in its early decades tackled (1) immigration and the challenge of how best to integrate new citizens into American life; (2) education for rural, usually poor, black and white populations so that they too could access opportunities for advancement; and (3) educational opportunities for Americans to engage with the world.


The Corporation-sponsored “Study of the Methods of Americanization” examined the question of how best to integrate immigrants into American life. The project started in 1918, and the first of what would eventually be ten volumes was published in 1921. Angell, always attentive to scientific research design, criticized the methodology of the studies. Nonetheless, he agreed that despite errors in design, data collection, and analysis, “such mistakes … should not be allowed to obscure whatever is of permanent value in this mode of procedure.”86 Notwithstanding Angell’s comments on the limitations of the Americanization Study, recent scholars consider the reports important early contributions to the field.87 One parallel activity, the Foreign Language Information Service, which emerged from the wartime US Committee on Public Information (the Creel Committee), provided educational services for immigrant organizations beginning in 1921. A modest $5,000 Corporation grant stimulated other support for immigrant publications and a variety of civic initiatives.88 The grant to the Russian Collegiate Institute supported education for Russian immigrants to help them adjust to life in the United States; the trustees looked more favorably on this request than on the earlier ones related to the Russian Revolution since it promoted neither capitalism nor Marxism but addressed integration into American life. These grants were taking place in the midst of anti-immigrant agitation, which led in 1924 to passage of the Johnson-Reed Act.89


The issue of poverty for whites and blacks in the US South was an early concern for the Corporation. As discussed in the previous chapter, it had explored appropriate educational opportunities for whites through industrial education, but this became a code term for a complex set of discussions surrounding the education of America’s Southern blacks. Angell, possibly responding to heightened racist activity in the United States as well as pursuing his interest in improving the board’s investigative methods, presented a request to the board to conduct a study of education in the South, especially in rural areas, to develop a program of grants “based upon trustworthy data regarding ways and means.”90 The program was intended to build on existing Corporation support for educational institutions in the South, including Fisk University, Berea College (the only white college to admit blacks at the time), Meharry Medical College, Tuskegee Institute, and Hampton Institute. The Corporation attempted to cover the field widely. In 1921 it also supported the Association for the Study of Negro Life and History, headed by the black historian Carter G. Woodson (the “Father of Black History”), at the level of $5,000 per year for five years, as well as Atlanta University, where the pioneering black scholar and activist W. E. B. Du Bois taught.91


At the same time, the Corporation continued to support Thomas Jesse Jones, the white educator-practitioner who had conducted, with Corporation support, the industrial school study in the South for whites as well as an earlier study for the Phelps Stokes Fund of the education of blacks in the South. Jones received support for a commission on interracial school operation, building on the approach taken by the Tuskegee and Hampton Institutes to promote technical, vocational, homemaker, and other skills-based education as best suited for the conditions of life in rural areas; this education was reinforced by the Jeanes teacher who traveled from community to community.92 Jones represented the perspectives on education in rural, predominantly African American communities in the South promulgated by Booker T. Washington and his proponents. In contrast to the approach of Du Bois, Jones did not feel that it was necessary to add liberal studies such as mathematics, literature, and languages to the education of blacks.


Du Bois and Woodson argued that the advancement of blacks required the same opportunities for liberal higher education at the university level as whites had. Unlike Jones, who thought these courses of study would be appropriate only as rural populations progressed socially and economically, Du Bois and Woodson strongly believed that such progress could not happen without advanced classical higher education. These diametrically opposed perspectives were prominently debated during the interwar era.93 Carnegie Corporation, through its grant-making, came down primarily on the side of Jones, a persuasive and insistent advocate. Despite the intense controversy attendant on Jones’s views—particularly (but not only) among African American intellectuals—another one of his positive qualities for the trustees was his connection with Booker T. Washington, a person Andrew Carnegie had deeply respected.


Grant-making in support of education in the American South was not completely one-sided: universities and urban colleges were supported alongside the more rural-focused vocational efforts of Jones, the Phelps Stokes Fund, and the Rosenwald Fund. The Corporation’s grant-making, albeit more modest in scope, reflected the program of the General Education Board, which since its founding in 1902 by John D. Rockefeller Sr. had promoted both community-based and higher education in the South and elsewhere in the United States.94


This work had implications far beyond the American South; in 1923 the International Education Board—founded in January of the same year by John D. Rockefeller Jr.—made a grant to the Phelps Stokes Fund to conduct a survey for the British Colonial Office of educational institutions in British West Africa.95 Jones led that survey and then later a comparable one in East and Southern Africa. These studies provided the pathway for discussions in the late 1920s that determined the scope of the Corporation’s investment in education in East and Southern Africa, even as the debate on these issues—that is, support for community-based vocational education versus classical university-based education—was taking place on the African continent in the 1920s and 1930s.96 The results of these studies also led in 1922 to a Corporation grant of $250,000 to the Polytechnic Institute in Puerto Rico to offer general education and industrial training to young people in Puerto Rico.97


The progressive educators of this period, including those associated with Carnegie Corporation, such as John Dewey and Edward Thorndike, were working on educational reform issues. Thorndike led the field in the development of intelligence testing and other forms of aptitude-assessment within the context of comprehensive schools.98 Issues of race, national origin, and poverty featured in these approaches, which were imbued with the contemporary progressive, not yet controversial, understanding of the role of eugenics in aptitude testing. The Corporation trustees tried to balance their portfolio by continuing to support higher education for African Americans along with Jeanes education; that is, they supported Du Bois as well as Jones. But the support was not at all at comparable levels; Jeanes and Jones received the far greater number and dollar amount of the grants. The trustees were men of their time and place who, like their counterparts in other foundations, sought to support a spectrum of educational institutions and approaches. Their underlying premises related not only to color (black versus white populations) but also to location and income (rural and poor versus urban and more middle-class).99 The core issue for their grant-making was determining, from these premises, appropriate educational investments for African Americans, immigrants, and Native Americans.


As part of the Corporation’s efforts to help US citizens understand the world by reaching out to it and meeting with people from other countries, the trustees approved a set of activities complementary to their immigrant education–related activities. In 1919 the Corporation, responding to a request from the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, established the Institute of International Education. During the early years, there was limited programmatic support, but by covering its rent and general expenses, the Corporation enabled the Institute to conduct its work of awarding fellowships to Americans to travel overseas.


To broaden overseas educational opportunities for Americans, Angell, also keen to introduce the arts into the Corporation’s agenda, persuaded the board to support two internationally based education programs. Linking the first to “the founder’s well known interest in music,” Angell submitted a request to fund music fellowships for Americans at the American Academy in Rome, in the hopes that this might lead to identifying a major American composer. The Corporation agreed to provide support for musical composition fellowships, at the level of $10,000 a year for ten years, if the Academy could raise at least $150,000 for the Division of Music and if a director in charge could be supported by additional funds.100 Support for work at the Academy was continued for the ten years for an increased total of $190,000.


The second opportunity was support for the American School of Classical Studies in Athens: an endowment grant of $100,000 in 1921 followed an initial $25,000 grant in 1917. Pritchett recommended a grant of $200,000 for the construction of a library to house the 50,000-volume collection on Greek history and literature of the distinguished Greek diplomat Johannes Gennadius; the American School was also supported for nearly a decade for a total of $413,452.101 The Rockefeller family and the Rockefeller Foundation supported both institutions as well.102


One area of both national and international significance that the Corporation left underaddressed was support for programs related to women and women’s issues, including the increasingly widespread interest in family planning. The passage of the Nineteenth Amendment to the US Constitution on August 18, 1920, enabling women’s suffrage seems not to have made a ripple at the Corporation. Support for women’s colleges was maintained as it had been since the beginning of the foundation, but by ignoring larger educational concerns related to women, the Corporation missed an opportunity to address a critical area of social underdevelopment. The Corporation made no major grants aimed at enhancing women’s role in society, whether in the United States or overseas, until the 1960s and 1970s under the leadership of John Gardner and Alan Pifer (as discussed later).103


THE CARNEGIE FAMILY OF INSTITUTIONS


MOST OF THE CORPORATION TRUSTEES also served as heads of other Carnegie institutions. And as grant-making to others rapidly increased under Angell, these trustees felt considerable anxiety about securing funds for their own institutions. Each of the Carnegie institutions seemed to be facing deficits despite their endowments. Different Corporation presidents struggled in different ways with the issue of support for the Carnegie institutions. Angell was not committed to these institutions; he saw more productive opportunities for the Corporation than spending the usual 40 percent of the resources on them. He thought the Carnegie institutions should have to compete with any other grant-seeker to make their case. Yet, given the membership on the board of the heads of the institutions, he realized that he had to address their concerns. Angell, a tough analyst, firmly clarified his sense of the Corporation’s obligations to the Carnegie institutions following a major resolution providing support of $8 million over twenty-five years for the Carnegie Institute of Technology in Pittsburgh:


The settlement involves a recognition of the principle that the Corporation has no binding obligation, based upon any alleged promises or instructions from Mr. Carnegie to come to the assistance of the Institute. On the other hand, it involves a specific recognition that the Institute has exactly the same claim upon the sympathetic interest of the Corporation as other meritorious institutions in this country or the British colonies, working in its peculiar field.104


Pritchett, who represented the family of institutions both under Angell and then as acting president, made clear his contrasting attitude, which indicated some softening about the other Carnegie philanthropies: Andrew Carnegie’s “intention, as clearly expressed in his deed of gift, was that this foundation should, in reasonable measure, support and develop the existing institutions he had already created.” At the same time, he emphasized and reiterated that the greater purpose Andrew Carnegie had envisioned for the Corporation “was to provide an endowment for all time, whose income should always be liquid, and should thus be available for generation after generation to be applied to the causes which each generation of trustees might find most significant.”105 Thus, while he was willing to support the institutions more generously than Angell was, he recognized that the use of the income from the Corporation’s endowment extended beyond support for these institutions: to protect the assets of the Corporation in perpetuity, the endowment could not be invaded by those institutions.


The board spent the next few years reviewing requests from several of the Carnegie institutions. In addition to the major support for the Carnegie Institute of Technology in Pittsburgh, three in particular featured in the Corporation’s grant-making during the 1920s and 1930s. From 1911 to 1941, the Corporation provided a total of $27,540,554 for: the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, a total of $2,919,824; the Carnegie Institution of Washington, a total of $8,046,723; and the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, $16,574,007 (excluding support for the pensions fund).106


Grants to these three Carnegie institutions, in particular, reflected the trustees’ recognition of the importance of national and international social, political, and economic concerns as well as the charter restrictions constraining the Corporation’s direct support. The continuing violence in Europe following the Versailles Peace Treaty led them to express their apprehension about world stability through a grant in 1920 to the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, in support of efforts “to meet the need for a reconstitution of world conditions, with a view to laying the foundation for future peace and understanding among the nations.”107 Annual modest grants, following the earlier endowment support, also continued for the work of the Church Peace Union.


Such grants displayed concern for world peace, but surprisingly, Carnegie Corporation did not provide direct institutional support for the most important international body aimed at keeping the peace: the League of Nations (established in 1920). This lack of direct support may have been due to the multifaceted focus of the League’s work; it may not have been clear to the trustees whether the League would attack the root causes of conflicts. Moreover, the League’s more global work was considered outside the Corporation’s restricted geographic scope of the United States and the British Empire. It was only later, in the 1920s and 1930s, that some small grants were made for activities indirectly related to the League, and it was not until the 1980s that the Corporation began to support organizations established as part of the international intergovernmental system, such as the United Nations, the World Health Organization, UNESCO, and UNICEF. The reluctance of the Corporation to provide direct support to the League of Nations is particularly ironic given Andrew Carnegie’s passionate and persistent efforts to promote the establishment of a League of Peace.


The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace regularly requested support for its endowment and general program. Its president, Elihu Root, as the Corporation’s chairman of the board, was well aware of the difficulty in making a persuasive case for the broad-based grants. Nonetheless, following the grant from the 1920 board meeting of $100,000 for the Endowment’s work to understand ways to improve world conditions, in January 1921 Root presented a request for more significant support of $500,000. As he knew, the board had been reluctant to provide support at the level requested, but since other Carnegie family institutions had received significant funding, he persisted with his request. He noted that the Endowment was facing increasing demands “as a result of the Great War” and that “the cost of publication has more than doubled during the past five years. This increasing cost alone severely taxes the work of the endowment in going forward with its work as organized before the war.” In conclusion, Root noted that “the Trustees of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace respectfully request a special allotment of $500,000 from Carnegie Corporation, of which $250,000 is needed at once for defraying the extraordinary and unexpected expenses made necessary by the work described above, namely, the study of the economic and historical aspects of the war, the development of new agencies in the field of international education, the promotion of additional agencies of the cultivation of American goodwill in Europe, and to defray the enormously increased cost of printing and publication.”108


In their extended discussion following Root’s presentation, the trustees focused on his request for sufficient funds to bring to completion The Economic and Social History of the World War. The members of the Executive Committee thought the work was of great value, but some trustees expressed the opinion that financial assistance given for this purpose should be coupled with the requirement that the Endowment undertake certain structural changes, including improved coordination of its activities, to develop a program that would lead to results like the publications rather than statements of aspirations. The board awarded a grant of $250,000 solely to publish the history; later, in 1922, the Corporation trustees, recognizing the value of this specific work, provided the remaining $250,000 for its publication. As it turned out, the full series of about 150 volumes is the most extensive and important set of publications on World War I. A review of an early volume, War Government of the British Dominions, highlighted the importance of this monograph’s focus on the political facts of the role of the dominions following World War I.109 This insight was of particular relevance to the Corporation: the authors of the volume had clarified the basis for a different relationship between the Corporation and the dominions than it had with the colonies.


This focus on supporting concrete results rather than abstract aspirations set a pattern for the future: in response to constant requests for support from the Carnegie Endowment—which over the next twenty years was the main institutional vehicle through which the Corporation supported work on peace and international security—the Corporation routinely provided much less funding than requested or shaped the request toward a tangible product. Root’s actions and reactions reflected the sense of responsibility to the legacy of Andrew Carnegie that all the trustees of that era, many of whom had known him well, brought to the work of the Corporation. They argued the case for their own institution, but then accepted the decision if it could not be supported exactly as presented. These were principled board members, role models for their successors.


The Church Peace Union leaders also considered themselves part of the family of Andrew Carnegie philanthropies. They were correct in that Louise and Andrew Carnegie’s committed advocacy for peace had led Andrew Carnegie to consider something that was not quite in his comfort range: working with religious leaders whatever their denomination (as discussed in Chapter 1). But the Church Peace Union leaders were mistaken in thinking that their organization was at the same level as the others. While not explicitly stated, it is clear from reviewing the minutes of the trustees’ meetings that there was no deep commitment to the Church Peace Union’s work.


The Corporation had made its original endowment grant in 1912 and 1913 and had supported the institution at modest levels for several years. Then, in 1922, the Church Peace Union sought another endowment grant of $2 million. Its request noted that it had established contact in twenty-seven countries through the World Alliance for Promoting International Friendship Through the Churches. Its leaders informed the trustees that they had used half the income of the endowment to fund annual conferences to promote international goodwill. They emphasized that they had made a concerted effort during the war to keep the possibility of peace alive. The Union had petitioned Congress and supported outreach efforts through publications and speakers. In the request, the Union sought support to continue these activities and extend them into other countries, to promote similar efforts among Catholics and Jews, and to fund local work in the United States. After much deliberation and a presentation by the president and secretary of the Union, the trustees decided that it was impossible to make a grant of that size, especially from the endowment or from income for the organization. Mrs. Carnegie, of course, was sitting on the board at the time of the discussions, but maintained a discreet silence.110 The trustees agreed to provide support at the level of $25,000 per year for three years; they eventually continued making annual grants at this level for nearly twenty years.111


It was relatively easy for Root, Angell, Pritchett, and the board to maintain their commitment to science and concrete results by funding the requests from the Carnegie Institution of Washington. Although some of the support to the Institution was quite far afield from the Corporation’s mission, it was justified as being undertaken by a Carnegie family institution. Pritchett, in response to a contemporary natural disaster, “called attention to the interesting scientific questions involved in the great earthquake that had just occurred off the coast of Chile, the results of the action of certain forces of nature which science may be capable of interpreting.”112 This earthquake was of particular interest to the United States, he reasoned, because it seemed to be related in origin to similar seismic phenomena that had been observed in North America. The support of nearly $5,000 contributed to conducting a survey on the earthquake’s origins and impact to shed light on preventing future ones. Possibly because of the clear relationship of the Institution’s activities to the advancement of knowledge, it seemed that all the Carnegie Institution of Washington had to do was make a request—albeit generally modest—and, without debate, it would receive support.113


The educational mission of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, however, was squarely related to the work of the Corporation, and it acted as a partner in the education grant-making. The Foundation’s close association with the Corporation ensured that it received considerable support, both for its teachers’ pension program and for collaborative activities, including overseas grant-making. Andrew Carnegie had chartered the Foundation to work in both the United States and Canada, and Foundation staff participated actively in the Corporation’s early efforts in Canada.


A BOLD EXPERIMENT IN CANADA


THE CORPORATION’S GRANT-MAKING IN CANADA, beyond libraries and church organs, began in 1918 with a $1 million grant to McGill University in Montreal, along with support for two universities in Nova Scotia and one in Ontario.114 Beginning in 1920, possibly because of the volume of requests received from Canada, the trustees became particularly interested in the Maritime Provinces, a small area on Canada’s eastern seaboard comprising New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward Island and adjacent to the British dominion of Newfoundland.115 Under Root, Angell, and Pritchett, the Corporation intensified its work in these provinces, which were home to about 1.25 million people.116 In April 1920, the trustees agreed to support a matching grant to Acadia University in Wolfville, Nova Scotia, of $75,000. Seeking productive matches for its grants, in May of the same year the Corporation provided $500,000 to endow several chairs in medicine at Dalhousie University in Halifax, on the condition that the school obtain the matching support it sought from the Rockefeller Foundation and the government of Nova Scotia. The Rockefeller Foundation provided another $500,000 for buildings, equipment, and endowment, and Nova Scotia’s government contributed $675,000 for buildings and additional costs. Medical care also featured in a subsequent 1922 Corporation grant to Dalhousie University of $50,000 for teaching facilities in the hospital, with the proviso that the university raise $150,000 for the same purpose.117


These grants to Dalhousie University, Acadia University, and St. Francis Xavier University prompted a wave of requests from other educational institutions in the Maritime Provinces and Newfoundland. Angell, committed to the concept of evidence-based decision-making, acknowledged that the Corporation’s lack of firsthand knowledge of educational conditions stood in the way of informed grant-making in Canada, other dominions, and the British colonies. As he firmly stated, without such information, “we are in no position to pass intelligently” on the requests coming from those locations.118 He proposed that a small commission be appointed to collect information in Canada that would serve as the basis for any allocations made there by the Corporation.


Conducting surveys prior to considering grants in the United States was a standard procedure used by the Corporation and other philanthropies; this was the first time the Corporation had embarked on one in another country. Over the next seven years, the work in eastern Canada yielded a variety of lessons about “investing” in other countries in support of others’ projects, which was the premise for the Corporation’s grant-making. Angell’s commission proposal was reinforced when “the Government of Nova Scotia joined with the colleges and universities in officially inviting the Corporation to make a study of the situation.”119 The government’s invitation convinced the board—which was equally desirous of “reliable data”—to authorize Angell to provide funds for a small commission to examine the educational system in the provinces and in Newfoundland in collaboration with the Carnegie Foundation.


The commissioners’ schedules did not permit the study to begin until the fall of 1921, after Angell’s departure for Yale. The team members, William S. Learned, vice president of the Carnegie Foundation, and Kenneth C. M. Sills, president of Bowdoin College and originally from Nova Scotia, spent two months in the region. With an expense account of $5,000, they met with many of the region’s key officials and education leaders. Their final fifty-page report, published as a Carnegie Foundation bulletin entitled Education in the Maritime Provinces of Canada, set in motion a major commitment pursued by the Corporation for the next nine years.120


In their report on the needs of the different institutions, Learned and Sills noted the limited resources available for institutions scattered around the provinces and, especially, the deep poverty in rural areas. Modeling their proposal on the University of Toronto, an educational hub with affiliated Roman Catholic, Anglican, and Methodist colleges, they recommended that the various universities pool their resources as a federation, with Dalhousie as the central institution and the others as satellite residential colleges. As Robert M. Lester described it, they proposed a University of the Maritime Provinces comprising the different denominational institutions as satellites around the base of Dalhousie University, all located in Halifax, Nova Scotia.121 This plan for the federation of the institutions, which would draw together the colleges, students, and faculty, was expected to result in a better-integrated curriculum, cost savings through resource-sharing, and more effective education.


The boards of trustees would remain separate, and each would have its own residential structures and some classrooms, as well as a chapel. The university facilities would be open to all students. As Lester described it, the federation would become a “cooperative system of college and university instruction.”122 The plan would also serve to build close ties between the regional governments. The Learned and Sills report endorsed the University of Toronto model, even though they recognized the major economic resource differences between Ontario and the Maritimes.123


The report generated extraordinary levels of discussion and debate. Pritchett in the Corporation’s 1923 Annual Report described the conversations taking place in the region with the governments and institutions and efforts to work out “a plan for the establishment of such a provincial university with which the various denominational colleges might be related.”124 Dalhousie University, the prospective hub, was well disposed to the plan, as was the University of King’s College, which was in dire need of financial support. Regardless of the considerable religious differences involved, Father James J. “Jimmy” Tompkins of St. Francis Xavier University became a “tireless advocate” for the plan, seeing it as the region’s path to prosperity. “Success,” he wrote, “will bring a new and glorious era to these provinces and give our poor people a chance for life in these strenuous days.”125


Maritime Provinces historian John Reid has commented that although the Learned and Sills report generated debate, discussion, and dissension in the region, it “was based upon an intelligent appraisal not only of the situation of education in the Maritime provinces but also the political and societal characteristics of the region.”126 Learned and Sills were also well aware of the local sense of relative poverty, due to the small size of the Maritime Provinces in comparison with the enormous resources of other Canadian territories. Their report also noted the decentralized social organization of the region: small towns predominated, and fragmented religious affiliation played an important role in daily life. In Reid’s assessment, however, “the commissioners did not allow these characteristics to influence significantly their findings or recommendations. For them, the principal justification for the reforms they advocated was that the cause of educational efficiency would be advanced.” Reid noted that Learned and Sills thought their ideas constituted “an illuminating experiment almost certain to succeed,” and they envisioned the experiment becoming a model for American institutions.127
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