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! ' PREFACE

This Report is the product of collaboration of the three authors over a

_ period of about 21 months, from May, 197b to January, 1976. It sfarted with
: .
the appointment of Donald Holsinger as an Academy Spencer Associate for the -

summer of 1974, to work/with the senior author on a study of educational

activities oﬁ philanthropic ations. The Academy Spencer Associates Prograd

9;ovides a summer earch stipend for a-younger scholar to work in close collab-

oration wil¥ a member of the Academy on specific problems in education. .

e plan to study the educational activities of major philanthropic founda-

[3

ions was so broad as to make:it questionable whether a summer's work by one

individual could cope with it. 'However, the senior author had been working in
) : ) ,
‘this area in a casual way for some,years, and the subject itself was so attrac-

»
tive that it seemed worth while to make a sfart with whatever /resources were
available. Furthermore, several very competsnt younger s-were recommended
; .

for the award,,and Mr. H. Thomas James}DPresident of the Spencer Foundation,
encouraged the senior éuthof to apply directly to the Foundation for a second

award, which was mede to Erik S. Lunde. }m@lAcademy Ypencer Associates program

also provides the sum of $2,500 for travel and other expenses in addition to the
, ‘s

summer research”stipend for the Associate. ’ . s e
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With these Tesources, the three authors¢worked intensively during the sum-

-~ ~

mer of 1974. Theyselected nine Foundations for special study, and they spent
ten days in New York City, working at the Foundation Center with gts excellent

Library, and interviewing officers of the five Eoundptions with New York

3 0y

V”headquarters, among the nine which had been chosen for special study. Visits- =~

and extensive correspondence were organized for the other four Foundations,

v
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The end of the summer of l97b found‘'the authors so engrossed in the study that |
. ) ‘ , |
they decided to carry it on, in their spare time. At this point they decided ) ‘
to analyze the, grants in'the field of education made by the seyeral foundations, ‘
using a set qf content categories and dollars of constant purchasing power. The

categories were worked out in conference, so as to get a set of descriptive

categories that would facilitate comparison of foundations with each other, and

o

study of the program of a given foundation as it developed through time.

L]

These categories’ are, given in Appendix A. They may prove to be useful to

other researchers who wish to make a quantitative study., Dr. Holsinger-took

" * charge of the complicated task of transferring data from coding sheets to punch

cards t6 the computer. Most of ‘the Tables in the Report which follow Chapter I
. ! { g .
are based on his work. !

The officers of the, nine Foundatlons were all cooperative and\friendly '

to the project, as were the staff members .of the Foundation Center in New York

City. 2

[ -
.

The Report consists of two Parts: the first being & general study of

’

Foundation activity in the broad field of education; the second'being a set of "
case studies of the’nine Foundations. The case studies were written by the\rr» Ll

three authors as follows: Holsinger--Ford Gralit;~-and Russell Sage Lunde-

Carnegie, -Danforth, and Kellogg; Havighurat--Lilly, Mott and Rockefeller.

.

The chapters in the first part were put into final shape by Havighurst,

.

]

+ with help from the two junior authors. The senior author has hed an ‘extensive

experience'vith Foundations, both as an officer and as a grantee, He served

‘

the General Education Board (Rockefeller Foundation) from 1934 through 1940 as

s

.Assistant Director and later Director of the Program in General Education,

which supported innevation and experimentation in the field of secondary and

P
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F . rcollege e&geation. He also directed the Board's program in Child and Adoles-

*

cent Development during the létter part of this period. Later, in 1947 and

. . i . ]
1948, he spent about 8 months in Central Europe as a'representative of the ,

hd

Rockefeller Foundation, seeking out ways by which the Fouhdation'could aid in
. 1
" the post-war restoration of communication between the German and Austrian
’academic communities on the ohe hand aﬁg the American and West European academ-

... ic group§ on the other hand..
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I.  TOURDATIONS A!D THEIR EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES . -

Although charitable gifts are as old as civilization, ié is only in very
reeent time that charitable or philaethropic fougdetions have come into.e;tion.
The earlier chariterle endowments of any magnitude were aimed at ellevieting a
proﬁlem or a distnéssful situatiop An orehen asylum or an old people's home, or
free foodhfor the hungry, were instruments of philenthropy: - ‘

But around 1700, the modern foundation was created as a n;ans of attack on
the causes of & social problem, so as to prevent or at least reduce the problem, —

and thus to permanently.imp;ove thg humen'condifion: The support and eppliéetioﬁ
of education is an example of such a foundetion activity.
Tvo wealthy Americans at the beginning of the century began to turn their
- wealth to this xind of purpose They were Andrew Cerneéie and JohnlDevison Rockefeller.
Carnegie gave the money to create the Cernegie Institute of Technology in ’
Pittsthu}ﬁt He g{évided funds _for public library buildings conditioned on the recip-
fent co.muﬂqty providing the site and guaranteeing an annual mainténance fund of ' i
not leee than 10 percent of the building cest. By 1919, vhen he died, his money
had gqne into 2,509 library buildings at a cost of $56 million Between 1901 and
191C Mr. Carnegie set up six funds or trusts, including the Cernegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Bducation and the .Carnegie Endowment fOr Internationel Peace.
Then, in léll, he made a gift of $25 million to create the Carnegie Corporation |
of New York. !horély aftervard he geve an additional $100 million to Cerneg{:

Corporation. ‘ o _ . o~
John D. Rockefeller im 1892 started his gifts to the Univereityrof Chicago, .
which eventuslly reached $35 million. He established the General Education Board

with a million dollar gift in 1903. This had been preceded by the Rockefeller

L ]
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Inatitute for Medical Research in 1901‘, and in 1913 the Rockefelier Poundation
was set up with $50 million worth of shares in the Standard 0il Company of New
Jersey. ' ,
—  These two sets of philanthropies illustrate the nature of s modern founds-
-~ tion, which works -to secure knowledge and imdentﬁnding leading to such actions
N .
as: .
Prevention of disease; ° N .
Technological development; \

Enhancement of productivity.
; Yor such purposes, support is given to rea‘oarch in science, and to education-
'31 institutions. The areas of activity expand into the broad field of human rels-
“ tions and human development, as suggested in the chu'ier/ot the Rockefeller Poun-
dation, "to promote the well-being of pankind tnrwgho{:t the world."

RBducation wvas, originally, and continues to be the principal field of foun-
dation activity because it is viewed as an instrument for directly promoting human '
well-being. Teble 1 ‘shows how the Aserican foundations distributed their gifts in

' the period from 1962- 73. Bducation receiveld 32 pox?cent of the money granted, \,vith
closely-related ﬁeldl of lln.lth and lcicnco getting 15 and 12 percent reopoctively.

It is interesting in ‘hble 1, to note thlt, vhon tnnlhtod to constant
dollars, there was not much cn-ngo in the annual volume of mnts between 196!0
and 1973. The Txx ‘Reform Act of 1969 probably placed pressure on a minority
‘of foundations to grant more of their cnpita]z funds, but, except for the year
1971, there wvas no major 1ncru/u in totn.l grtytl._

Table 2 shows how Aurica;x foundations distributed their grants in the decede
‘from 1921-1930. The relative proportions in the various categories are quite .

~similar for the two decades that are 4O years apart. The category definitions

,are not exactly the same in the two uﬁ?ﬁf Table 1 categories of "sciences”

¢ Rt
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, " - rTable 1,1 CATEGORLES OF U, S, FOUNDATION GIVING, 1962-73 " . N
. » 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 Total . %  %&.
Field h \ Corrected to Constant (1967)\Dollars (Millions) - |, C. SRS . '
Education’ $160°. 90 200 173~ 162 191 296 183 242 283 165 .198 2,343 g .,_ﬁ
. - 3 -~ \WﬂIJ\
Health 35 38 139 109 64 8l 74 96 104 125 ° 95 132 ‘1,092 15 "o
L ’ ~ _ Yoo ) )
International 57 89 \80 135  -146 8% 89 68 51 85 76 . 51 1,01 14 .
. , . oL H/ .
.Welfare 22 .26 47 110 84 82 71 92 117 139 102 52 94 13 \ ) D
Sciences . 50 29 63 63 .71 78 102 164 80 89 100 67 - 896 -12 Co
. ] \ L L
Humanities . ' )
and Arts 18 52 42 41 121 39 69 34 45 82 52 44 639 9
Religion 6 5 28 S4° 35 24 WN 37 4 S8 & 1 33 w.. . . . )
) - / ’ ‘. N . L !
Total -~ 346 352 599 683 682 579 723 614 683 880- 614 550 7,306 100
Percent 5 s 8 9 -9 8 100 8 9 12 &8 8 99 -
. i AN ) , .
: . /. \.g\ . .:
] m,ocn.nm". Foundation Grants Index ' January, 1968 - umb:mnv.“ 1974, - - l U
- ) . . ' » . // v
. . \ ICW
. b . b & — W'
=

.

b

- .

\‘
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and "humanities ani arts" are mainly included in the "educution”cutogory of

‘ 1:3

Table 2, with some of the Table 1f "science™ money p ~obab1y in the "health" utogory

of Table 2

to "international”

8t11l there are some real differences in the amount of noncy going

progrm snd "humanities and arts" programs - These programs
y .

drev substantially greater support in the 1962-1973 period. -

Junbers of Foundations. According to the Foundation Library Ceanter Directory,

the numbers of foundations grev 'upidly after 1940, 'ruchinc 6,007 in 1964. This ~

does not include some 9;000 small foundation:, none with assets over $100,000.

Before 1900, a total of 18 foundations had been founded. The numerical

growth figures are:

ﬁ -1900 18’ \
.1900-1909 18

1910-1919 76 .

1920-1929 173 . . .

193-1939 288

1940-1949 . 1,638

1950-1959 2,839 SRR

1960-1964 957 '

6 007

Measured in value of thoir assets as of 1971, there were US fo\mdatiom with $100

lilllon or noro, 135 with $25 to ‘100 million in assets, snd 215 with $10.to $25

nillion in assets.’

lhaor Poundations

[ 3

Table 3 lists most of the lu'(e tmmdst&om wit.h t.hoir rank order in terms

bf msarket valus.of thoir assets in 1968

under tloo nillion are lutod in this 'r.u., ainco they are among the ninc fom-

'h\lo rery uportunt foundations with assets

dations which have been studied intinlin]q in this Study Pro:)e&

These: foundations all have the common characteristics which define.an
* . et

1

Aler'izcﬁ/ philanthropic. foundation, as described by F. Bmerson Andrews. . It:

in nongovernmental; T L
_ 18 nomorofit; . - ‘ . ; )
has a princioal fund of its own; . ) !




. Table 1.2 - Categories of Foundation Grants, 1921-1930

[}

~
] , . Total 'Percent of
" Field . 1921 LLov.v) 1928 (Hijgh)_ (;9!_21-30) Decade Total
o ~e=eewemew-c-(Thousand $)------ mermmae

*ducation o . 15,072 . 27,906 233,000 ° 433 .
Hehlth 490 30,222 . 172,141 | 33.2
39§ia1 Ws}fﬁzg/, ‘ £ 6,555 ‘ 12,563 . © 74,226 14.4 -
Recreation / ,///// 151 Yt\\\ 5,83 8,741 1.6
International Relations 726 1;674 : 8,132 1.3

Religion | 752 2,540 | 7,575 1,4 ’/’\71—
. N . // T e

La d Gov t - 445 - 533 . 6,709 " 1.3
w and Governmen : A /

—

Race Relations 7 456, 936 0.16
Miscellaneous 8 38 "o 2645 0.04
> . 0 S -
Foundation Administration 1,149 1,978 16,164 3.1

’,/
Total 36,345 83,743 528,420 - 100

\

Source: E, C. Lindemann, wé’:’a& and Culture., New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1936.

1
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‘ 'l‘a‘ble 1,3 - Major Foundations by Value of.As et/(_196) '/
/. | ' w \ Value . //
. . o ' Assets at Ma et, 1968
Rank " Year Established ;
f . Ford Fouréa iot} . 1936 .
2 ~Rockefeller\04 dation - 1913 —'
3 l)uke Endowment - ‘ 119'24
4 - I.;illy Endowment ' 1937
- 5... Pew Memorial Trust . ;1948
6 W. 'K, Kellogg Foundation 1930 , 435 - .
-7 Charles Stewart Mott Foundation 1926 . ‘ i 413
'8 Nemours Foundation . | 1936 o , %00
9‘ ' Kresge Foundatlon | "1924 353
" 10 John A, Hartford Foundation 1929 ? 352
’ll Carnegie Cc;rporation of N,Y. 1911 © 334 d
12 Alfred P, Sloan Foundation : .1934 ’ .;329
15 Rockefeller Brothers Fund 1940 \\ - 222
18 Danforth F'oundatlon 1927 . . ' 5 173
‘ 22 Commonwealth Fund ' ETIT ) 142
l27' l;enry J. Kaiser Family Foundation 1948 S 106 : v p
31 Chatles . Kettering Foundation ' 1527 | 103 | ) )
Grant Foundation } 1936 .. sk ;
Russe:ll Sage Foundation. <1907 B \\‘ C 37 - .. . k"'




is managed by its own trustees and directors;

i is established to maintain or aid social, educatio » charitable, .
religious, or other activities serving the common fare;

~,

\\

.Education the Major Field of Foundation Interest ©

A

1 : .
- We have seen that the broad field of education has been cultivated most v

oroasly by the foundations. In Tables 1 and 2,‘ed6cation géts the major‘ébgze

——
-

of Iassisténce, followed closely by!alth.‘ And, in the field of health, much“—
of the foundation money has gone into medical education and medigal research
. - "5‘
in universities, Table 4 shows how two independent studies of “foundation
EY' .

grants reported on the situation as of 1930,

Emphasis on Higher Education

"

. Higher ;ﬁucation has been the favored area for foundation assistance
€§! throughout this c;ntury. This is seen in Tables 5 and 6, which:break down
the "education' grants into sub-categories, Table 5, which §uumsrizes foun-
_dation grants made in the Aecade from 1921 to &930, shows 61 percent ofvthé~¢
grants in th; area of higher ed;cétion, and 18‘;ercent incélemengary and sec-
‘ ondary education combined, Table 6; for the year 1972, is v;ry similar, when
allowanc;a is made fo’r the diffe q_'in c'ategories. Table 6 has categories
for ”endoument,d '%uildings,"‘and elléwéhips," which seuld, . almost all be
included }n'the."higher education'" category of Table 5,
. The emphasis on higher educatio; in the flrst 40 yeara of the century
. 4

was' partly due to the fact that public-supported higher education carried less

. of. the load than did private-supported colleges and universities, Furthermore,
the leading cofleges and universities were more of them private-supported than’

public«supported,
‘- ‘ " There has been some growth of foundation interest im education below the

.college level,'since about 1960, However, much of the experimental work in

s -
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Table 1.4 - Categories of Founddtion Grants in 1930
Lindemann Study* .‘ )

Field — J

Education )
Physical Sciences
Social Sciences
Aesthetics

Health .
Social Welfare
Child Welfare »

.,

' Religion ) -
Law and Governmeims -
Race Relations
Recreation -

Other
Foundation Administration

Internaficnal Relations

Grand Total

. N R
*Eduard C. Lindemann, Wealth and Culture, New York:

-

Apount
F]
32,661 °

- L]

15,156
7,910

951

. 715
1,161
78

572

2,486

e
ol

61,705

N
N
.

1, ba

Twentieth Century Fund Study**

(Tgousand $)
Percent . v/,/;Amount Percent

53.0 14,172 27.0

4,487 ¢ 9.2

» . 3,260 6.2 .

1,392 . 2.7

‘ (Total) . 23,311 45.1

<

24.5 18,627  35.5

,12.8 3,851 : 8.3

1,215 .3

. ' (Total)  .5,066 9.6

1.5 . 1,390 2.6

1.2 294 0.6

. 1.9 794 1.8

-~ 0.1 62 0.1

N 0.9 Ceee . eme
--- 2,572 6.9

4.0 . —-- Cee-

100 '100."

Twentieth Century Fund,
Century .Fund, 1931, 1932, 1934 (Coetains analyses of
. - , N \.‘ R

————

\

52,476

'~Hafc0urt, ﬁrace, 1936,

14

N \ \ ‘ )
Americin Foundations and Their Fields. New York: Twentieth

N .
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grants from 90 to 129 Foundations).
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Table 1 .5 ' . .
. — , ‘ .
i ’ 3 * o "
AMALYBIS O'f GRANTS WITHIN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION, 19211930 ° .

w

i e Assunt ' Percent . |

! " (in thousands) . - : E

| ' . ’

. H.gher BEducation $135,965 60.9 '

| Elementary and Sécondary 32,907 T 147 i

; Elementary (alone) * 5;766 2,6 :

! Secondary (alone) 3,849 d.7 E

| Adult Education 2,157 4.1

| Libraries + 7,511 3.4 :

| Vocational , 6,163 2.8 i
- etic and Cultural 5,811 2.6 1

[ Bducational Publicstions 2,373 1.3 |

| Training for Leadership 1,220 0.7 ;

3 Educatio Confercaces - 214 0.1 5

| Pre-sc 1.uuc-:1m ' 52 - u

1' Uclassified . T 11,505 |, 5.2 |
. ! Jﬁ‘:

, Total $223,001 100

—~ x

Source: E, C. Lindemann, Wealth and Culture, New York:

g

HRarcourt, Brace, 1936,

s '

The categories of Endowment, hllmﬁipa, and luildin;s
are subsumed msinly under ligher !duution and Blmntary
and. Second;ry Rducation




- .Table 1.6 Analysis ‘of Grants

-,

de in the Field of Education in 1972

s (Reported in Fogndation Grants Index, Vol. 14, 1973)
* L . - LS - . .
\ ] Amount
'EDUCATION _ ’ No, of Grants (in_thousands)
Adult Education 21 $ 3,200
Buildings and Equipment o \ 214 24,855
" Gommunications 172 13%14
Educatjonal Associations 95 T 5,447
Educational Research 136 16,787
Elementary & Secondary Education ) 391 14,257
Endowment 25 96,334 _
Fellowships . 48 5,326
. - /l\ :
~Higher Education P mwu 49,777
Libraries . ' 112 . 9,904
“h/// Personnel Development 114 10,887
Sch®arships and Loans A 151 © 7,137
Vocational Education :- 23 420
- 1,979 $257,945

Additional CGrants Reported in

Hﬁnonabnwoanw Activities (Education) - : 174
Health (Medical Education) _ 355
Religion (Religious and Theological Education) N 39

) Grand Total 2,547

»

|
Education Category in Other Areas’

§ 19,765
59,224
3,658

$340,592

Percent

10 .

[ AN .~

P

100

O

IC

E

R A .1 70x provided by ERIC
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ne by uﬁzversity

/

peraonnel Consequently, .the foundation grants general go to udiversities,
although their purposes, may be to improve pre-collegiafe education,

Bmphasis on the East and Midwest

pre achool elementary, and secondary education.h: ’

/
The foundation grants have gone ltinly to uniyersities 7pd 1nltitutions

in the eastern and midwestern part of the country. fFor instance, B.V. Hollis

studied grants -;de by 9 foundntions between 1902 and 1934, And found themidisl

tributed between the East, Middlewsst, Bouth, thwest, and Northwest in that

. 2
) order with percentagea of: 39, 27, 26, 8, and/l, respectively. This dii%ribu-

tion"is ;bout what one would expect, in viegf of the distridbution of high-prestige
qolleg;a and univerl}ﬁies_in the first tfird of the century. The one exception
is the Bouth, . which yas relatively pofr and was educationally backward at, that
time.' The reason for sqph emphasif on the Bouth vas its serious social and econ-

'-‘ ‘!a-‘d

omic situation, vhichf-;de it tife neediest arga of the country. The Rockefeller

. boards, whose grants figures greatly in the foundation field in the 1902 to 1930

period, paid special ‘attention to the South.
Bince 1960 there has been & much more even distribution of foundation funds,

relative to the population distribution of the country.

: !!ghalis on Belect Uhiversities

It is also a striking fact that the bulk of foundation grants to institu-
tions of higher education have kone to a few major and research-oriented univer-
sities. Colvard end Bemnett studied the grants made in fiacal 1970 and found
that 25 universities and colleges received about 53 percent of the total funds
granted to 515 colleges, and’ universities by private tbu;;;%ionl in thet yur3

They also found that there was gubltantial»overltpping of universities receiving

© large foundation grants and those receiving large federal govorn-‘ni grants. JMore

than htlf of the top 50 universities in federal grnnta received wers also in the

top 50 institutions in private foundation grants roceivcd
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' .
II. ANALYSIS' OF EDUCATIONAL ACTIVIT¥ OF FOUNDATIONS

The study we. are reporting focussed on)nlne Foundations, all of which have

maintained a substantial interest in the field of education. The choice of these
foundations was a relatively simple matter. We wanted a range of educational

interest and activity, in terms of levels of education and types of educational

v

activity supported " Any study group would probably have selected at least five

or six of thics group within a total group of nine. We 1ncluded some of the old-
?

est and some of the younger Foundhtlonsn . Carnegie, Rﬁssell Sage and Rockefeller
had their origins before lQlO. Ford, LilIy and Grant were created in 1936-37.

I

- 4 .

Ways of Analyzing Fophdation Programs :

In arder to analyze Fouedation programs when we have a time variable from
the beginning of the Fouggation through 1973, and when we ﬁave ; variety of foun-
dations with-educational interests, we have used the following models //

——

A., General Themes of Activity, Related to Cha.ngmg%/ocial Conditions a.nd

Changing Social Needs. This is a relatively descriptive and‘even sub-
jeetiQe model.. .

B. ategories of approoriations or, projects, w1th amounts of money.trans-
lated into constant dollars so as to faq\\itate study through time.
This enables us to deal statistically with all of the epgropriations,

so as to trace a variety of relationships among Foundation activities.

LC. Programs and Projects aimed explicitly at educational change and improve-

ment.

and .
D. Develqpment of Personnel through fellowshipsh\training programs,

o
s “ o . - N N T
~ * : - -

This is widely used ) "

'
1

. \ ~ A,
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E..-Interaction of Foundation activity with Federal Goverpment Support of

Research and Inncvation. This is a rather recent development, mainly

_ since 1955. . e

Y
-

—_—

F. Administration’of Frograms, Grants, and Projects. Foundations take

» .
’ ¢

various amountc of direct responsibility for the programs and projects

the% support. ~__ R
A.. GENERAL THEMES OF FOUNDATION EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITY

Major emphases of foundation activity and interest are related to social condi-

tions and needs of American society. If a hictorian of American education was to

unlertake the projéct of describing the major educational movements and programs

of the 20th century, he would probably produce & list pretty much like the follow-

<

ing list of major .foundation emphases.

1. Aiding the Backward South: 1900-1940. Although the South is not now espec-

ially backward\{n technology or low in material standard of living, it was clearlj
{\
the pfoblem area of the country in 1900. Consequently it would be expected that

i

foundations would turn much of their attention to the South, aiming to help raise
the materiasl standard of l!iving, thrgugh education, health service, improved
agricultural énd industrial technology. The General ﬁducation Board, with Rock-

* efeller support, made this a major goal for the first 3 decages of the éentury,

4

picking up programs started by smaller foundations. This emphasis is seen in
Tables 2.1 and 2.2. Other foundations came into the field such as the Woodruff

Foundation (based on CdEg:Cbla) and the Duke Endowment.
o/

OI the $161.7 million in Rockefeller Foundation grants for the South,
$107 million were given before 1940, Since 1930 the relative proportlon of founda-

tion.funds going into the South has decreased, though it still probably receives

A

more aid per capita than any other region of the country. )

AN |
. > .
4 ‘»/‘\
A)

l

w20 o
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*  GRANTS BY REGION--FOR THE GROUP OF FOUNDNTIONS IN THE STUDY

L

_— Region $millions (1967 dollars) Percent
of Total
In USA = ! _
National ) . 1,274.6 39.8
<!
Northeast : ’ 600.5 18.7,
South 326.8 10.2
N. Central & Midwest b11.2 12.8
Southwest . _ * 11.8 ) 0.3
o —West 132.6 b1 ‘

v -

- W

Foreign--Outside the USA _ 346.4 v © ' 10.8
International--Including the USA 105.2 . 3.3
) 4
Total — et 3,209.1 100

JNote: This covers the period since 1960 for all of the 9 foundatjons,
—_— . ) I

and from their beginning only for the Lilly ‘and 'Rockefeller

& '~ Fouhdations. ' | T

N
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2. Medical Education and Médical Training:* 15#0-1930. Foiloﬁing the -

Flexner (1909) Report on Medi*al Education, jEE/Rockefeller and soorl other major
Foundations turned toward the suoport of medical schools with full-time faculty

ians, nurses, and public health person- _

personne!, and to the training of physj

nel. Several Foundations have devgfed practically all their funds to medical edu- -
4

cation and medical research, apd this has incrggsedfiﬁ’?élatibe Qolume sinee 1930.
% — // = . ~
e But the 1910-30 period was ¢ritical for its reorganization of the syst gfzméai-
> !V‘& 4

S
cal training, and for its establishment of a research base which hgé continued ~
to grow. The broad field of Health and.Medical Education drew 18.5 percent of

the total grants recorded in fm Stﬁdy.. The year 1972 was fairly typical.
" ’ . 7 .
Grants in Health and Medical Education that year amounted to 17.5 percent of the.

total, as seen in Table 1.6. -

. \ s T
3. Support of Growing Private bollggﬁgg:;;;Bjjej—i950-60. With the Rocke-

feller and Carnegie gifts before 1930 to a|d' cqllege«teaéhers' salaries and .. .

-

e

to establish & reasonably adequate vension system, the private colleges and uni-

versities became the darlings.of Foundationé, large ‘and small. For’example, :

, Y

the Lilly Endowment from its beginning in 1936 has mage.annual grants for gegeral

support to a number of prfﬁate colleges in Indiana 960 this kind of foun-

dation support seems to have decréaseq, while gliblicesupported colleges and uni-

-

versities have expanded to carry increasing proportions of the student load.

Y

4, Adaptation of Secondary~ﬁduca€ion to Mass Enrollment: L930-h2;,19é7--.

The Depression Decade of the 1930s foréed many teen-agers to attend high school
and to stay through high school. .Secondary education had to take on new func -
tions for youtﬁ, beyond the college-preparatory one. Also, the political

trends of the 1930s placed an emphaéis on civic education, and education for

democracy thch required curriculuwh develoﬁment in relation 4o these objectives.

LY R .
The teaching profession needed new patterns. of training. The General Education

P

+ <, Board ‘and the Carnegie Corboration gave modest but strategic support to national,

A
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regional and state educational organizations for experimentation and the develdp-
A S ‘ X
ment of teaching materials. . The period since 1957 has once more called for

-

emphasis on orograms of secondary and community college education, aimed at
4 ~Te,
serving the large numbers of youth who cannot get into the labor force during
' \. [ / .

the economic recession of the 1970 decade.

» “
3
0

5. Gegneral Education in the College: 1925-47.° As higher proportions df

youth ent:isa college, many of them to attend for two rather than four years,

. the "general education movement" was born, mainly in the midwest and the west

coast areas. The General Education Board end the Carnegie Gbrporatiqn made

+

grants to selected colleges and universities for experiments with general liberal

N

. educatlgn, as dlStlngu1Shed from college education almed to train the student e

. ‘f
L. 70 "v N
, for an occupatlom . This culmlnated 1n the Reﬁ@xt of the Harvard University I ’
1
El

faculty commlttee on General Education in a Free Society (1947), and with the *

[ € 0 A

, move of many state univercsities to establ ish 2 year General Colleges, from which’

studente could either graduate with a "general education" or go.on to'major in . )
) N M ’ - . '
a college department. . . e T . . \ j?
. 4 . N - N . . |

~ i
~ ., -

6. Conservative Reaction and Stress on the Basics: 1950 60 The general.

conservative post-war social trends were seen in the field o6f secopdary. and i N

4 .

higher education by movements to QStdblish‘and meintain academic ‘standards for

v

I

high school and college programs, in the face of a rapidly growing youth popu- )
lation, with growing proﬁortions comnleting secondary school and\entering college .

~The major studies organized by James B. Conant’ and supported by Carpegie Corpor-

. i3

ation had far-re;ching gffect, while the teacher-training institutions wére

: challenged by Conant's Study of Teacher Education to work out new and practi-

\ LA

. . . L. . . »
cal programs. The entry of the Ford Foundation into the educational field ) 4
¢ Dbrought a great deal of added money_ﬁo supoert experimentation and innovation,’

as well as ‘some elements of controversy.
' ‘ * . -

-
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7. The New Frontie}, War on Poverty: 1960-6%. The coming of John F. Ken-

nely into the American Presidency stimulated a general' resurgence of*ré&form

and innovation in many areas of life; with emphasic on attacking poverty, race. .
. . - . yd

¢
rrejudice, and the notable disadvantages of some minority groups. Seversl—af

the Foundatiozi joined, though their appropriations were dwarfed by the monies

.. -

rrovided by the federal government. This movement is illustrated by Table 2.3, !
which showe the change through time of grants for educational assistance to
blacks. The Ford, Rockefeller,/DanfS?Eh, and Ca;negie grants all were stepped

un in this area during the 1950-1970 period. This was also a period of greater

7 -
attention‘;? the development of universities in the under-developed partc of the

world,

¥ : ?

.
- . DY
’
-

&

——
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indicated by Danforth, Carnegie, and K
been, tabulated in this Study. .

~

ellogg Foundations,

Lm

- Zﬁl \‘. :L

\\ : *—-L\_‘& NS D . 2-5a
" TableZ.3 \
t" ) : ' . l ‘ . .
GRANTS 'FOR EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE TO BLACKS
A w
, Higher Edugation §$Million (1967 dollars)
se’ o
/ ke ’ ' ‘f‘ ¢
Ford , Rockefeller ‘Danforth Carnegie Kellogg
1910-19%% 0.5 ‘
1920-29 3 56.4b .
* ,‘,\g_ - -
1930-39 - 8.1
7. \ N :/
1940-49 2\.9 *
¥ ) -
1950-54 1.2 -- :
| .
195559 - -- 13 1.2 -
1060-64 - 9.2 1.7 . 2.6
1965-69  1b.1 14.0 9.5 8.1+ ¢+ 1.0
1970- 23.0 0.6 ~ 1.7 b5 b4
Total 38.3 . 112.0 . 1.0 15.2 5.4
' ~ / ) .
< P —Collegiate% .
. o
1930-39 ( 9.9 . / -
1940-k49 e -- ' f__/f” ‘
w505k (. -- LT
1955-59 0.k .
» ", /’ )
1960-6} . | 2.h : 01 : "
1965-69 F 2.9 oL S "
1970- 0.9 | 0. .09
"Total . " 16.5 0.5 3.0 . o
(= . 3 oy
y B « - . i / ' " " [ ‘ '/f "
Note: Grants for black coTleges and black ‘students were made Wefore the years

but haye not -

~
-




8. Needs.of Mindrity Groups; 1960-74. A part o e War on Péuerty, car-

ried on by President Lyndon Johnson, was the eislicit programs to fielp Blacks, Span-
isH-origin, and American Indian people to secure their civil rights and to get more,

and better education. In the educational field this took the form of programs

for equal opportunity and for compensatory education. Several Poundations made

strategic grants to support research, innovation, and training of minority per-

)
sonnel in the field of education. .

» 'Y ~
9, Radical Reform in Elementary-end Seconda:xJSchools: 1965-74. The rela-

I

tively conservative educational progE:ms of the late 1950s gave way to a reyival

of the progressive educafion movement of'i%e.1925440 period, with emphasis on

" "alternative' schools. Mordant criticism

"open classroom,'" "free schools
vy W

of public schools became popular. Several foundatidns moved into thisﬁkield with
a degree of caution, and generally through officially recognized educational organ-

izations. The federal go:érnment, through the Office of Economiq,Oppoftunity,
. »"

13

'instigated programe, such as the Voucheg Scheme which wydld give-paren:s g

.

. Do . * ,
. choice of schools’%or their children, with government financial support. At

the same’time, the federal governmen

laced more and ‘more emphasis on paftici-
-l !

pation of advantaged groups in decision ing on local school matters. A

broad movement—for "deceﬁtrgiization? of administratﬁye control and for "local

community controi” of the schools was fostered‘by certain foundationg and by

v P

certain government agencfesu In general, however, the foundations stooa by
the educational Establishment, working to défine and attack the problems which

.underlie poverty and low, school achievement of H(sadvantaged groups,
Durlng this period“there was a major’ shift .of Foundation interest and support

down from the level of higher edugutiqp~into the pre- collegiate level, as is seen

in Tables 2. h and 2. 5 Among the nine foundaticns covered in this Study, only two--
Y

. Kellogg and Danforth--maintained a very high ratio of grants at the level of higher

.

education to grants at the preecollegiate level N
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T
FOUNDATION EBUCATION GRANTS, BY AGE SERVED - .
“$Millions, 1957 Value) —
Ratio
Foundation Fre-Colleg- Higher jult & Higher/Pre- Period
iate Continuing Collegiate Covered
Ford . 2kL2, = 135%.4 53.7 \ 5.5 - L2-73
Rockefeller 50.6 1073.9 12,8 <% Y 17.9 03-72 °
Carnegie 21.1 5.2 0.5 4.7 2-73
Kellogg 0.7 181,32 B.2 -- 56-7
Danforth 5.1 1644 0.6 27.4 58-73
Lilly 16,5 51.¢ -- 3.7 bs-72
Mott 19.3 1,2 _ 7.6 0.6 70-72
Grant L.3 15.5 1.9 3.6 27-72
- - - ‘ ]
Sage - 1.8 5.8 o2 3.7 07-73
‘ J
' Total 173.9 2982.2  105.2 8.0 07-73
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10. Cultural Pluralism: 1966-74. About 1966 there emerged a strong wnove-

ment among blacks for what some called separatism and others called pluralism,

It-was clear, by this time, that racial integration in the public schools of the
’

.8 - &

big cities could not become a faot without a long drawn-out process of residential
. o i

integration, upward mobility of blacks, and cooperation of suburbs with central

cities. Meanwhile, blacks werJ,becom:ing politically powerful in the major ¢ities,
4 - H
and in certain southern states.

»

Other minority groups, notably the Chicano and Puerto Rican groups and some

-

American Indians became more separatist or pluralist in their policies..,This

«

resulted in moves for minority-oriented.college-studies, and for stress . in the

o

B

school curriculum an minority-group history and culture. : .. . "":‘Jyﬂusih&n‘

Finally EurOpean ethnic groups became more " self—conséious and put pressure

™~ .

on the educational system to work for pluralism rathet than close integration of the®

many ethnic strains in the population. :' . . 4' .

The foundations with an interest in education have moved very uncertainly
- -~ . - / N _».

)n—this area, recogn121ng its importance, but not feady to adopt c1early defined
"policies. TAe o T - e

’
\ s

» . . e N
11, Pre-School Education and Socialization° 1970-~--, The general view -

1

of the major government-supported programs of compensatory education (Head Start,

Upward Bound, etc. ) was pessimistic, by the close of the decade of the 1960s,

Several foundations supported careful analytic and experimental studies aimed

at improving compensatory education. But otners moved their attention to the
earliest years of chil_dhood as perhaps the crucial %’;'ears for successful cognitive
and émdtional development. The Grant Foundation continued a iong-term {nterest

in this area. Ford went into it. ' And the Carnegie Corporation in 1972 set up the

_ Carnegie Council on Children to explore and deVelop foundation policy on the develop-

ment‘ot Pfrom conception to about age nine." '

- . . ‘

o 30
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12, Expansion and Re-Orientation of Post-Secondary Education: 1968--

As the period of - crude expansion of college®eprollments, fueled by the baby

well as the 1eaders in high

- boom.of 1947-50, came to a-glos¢ ‘around 1970, it dawned on the rank-and-file as
~;2 education that a crisis was at hand. College

: -
graduates were unemp10yed falth in the re11ab111ty of the college credential
was attacked by researchers, ‘and prlvate and public- supported collége; and uni-

versities were in financial straits. The Carnegie Corporation had anticipated

-

some Of this in their creation and six million dollar support of the Carnegie

‘'

Commission on Higher'Education over the period from 1967 to 1973,
: Co. s ! 'y .
By 1972 it was clear that a major re-orientation of higher education was

-
~

% undex Way. ‘The.principal thrust was toward a'conceptien of post-secondary educa-
l‘*l“ -y !

~ .. -
. . - - - -
- - ~

L - PRI -7
tlon with SEVeral valid aspects or branches Continuing‘educatinn or adult educa-

h -~ .
ey ""u,.—-.(_,»_“ - e e e e .

i tqon was- broqgh; into closer re1ation to some universities. The University Witbout

REETEIN =¢~«.~ LY

‘ ‘Walls movemeht grew up. Education as ; 11fa 10ng éaétf‘proeesssaas being utged: -

The Carnegie Corporatlcn flnanced‘a.Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher

" Educatid¥. Professional o,rganizah‘s—of p“nysiqi.ans, optomletﬁ’@\t's,_ pharpacis

' &
> . ‘ v T

lawyers,. nurses--organized programs for contlnuing professzonal education as a

. . .
R - LN i .

criterion for‘fe&ewai'of«licensesr?i :

— e v

. B . - . \
- A strong gOVErnment unit on Pos‘ Serondary Education has brought federal gov-

- ernment suppbrt into experhmentatxon and ev%ﬂuatiqn in this area; but it seems

likely that the foupdations with a major interest in higher education will con-

M '

¢ A}
-5 tinue to work in this,afi%. :

B. 'CATEGORIES OF APPROPRIATIONS OR -PROJECTS : ‘ -
It is obviousiy useful and important to know what purposes are served and
what instrumen ities gge used and what sub-areas in the broad field of educa-

tion are selected’ as jarget areas by the foundations. This has been attempted

- 31 ’
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by the staff of the Foundation Center in New York, which publishes annually a

set of tables on grants made in a given year, in the areas of; Education, Health,

Humanities, International Activities, Religion, Science and Technology, and Wel-

*
o

fare. No single grant is counted more than once in those tableg. The grants
categorized as Education amounteg‘to 36 percent of total grants in the 1973
report, presumably referring to:1972 grants, However, Education occurs as a -
sub-categdry in the reports on Health, International Activities, and Religion;
In‘Tahle {;é_we have reproduced the Education.Category of‘the Foundation Grants
Index and supplemented this with the amounts for Education in those other’three
.areas. ’ ’ ' :

?here are 16 categories in ali,nrepresenting 2;547 grants totalling $341 .
million, or 48 percent of the total amount given by foundations in that year.

& ﬁ'ﬁ e

This Table instigates several basic conclusions as well as a number of perplex-

ing questions. for instance,,the,four'1argest categorieé are: Endowment, Medical

Educdtion, Higher Education, and Buildings and Equipment, totalling $é30 million,
! or 68»percent of the grand total of monies granted in the field of education. 1t ..
is likely that nearly all "of . this noney went to univergties and colleges® ®nd - -
thus could be placed in the broad category of Higher Education But this is such'
a ,broad term that it must include a variety of programs which will impinge on

eleméntary and secondary edugation, and it may also involve some educational

research, The staff of the Foundation’ Center are not well satisfied with these

* B

categories, and are working on what they hope will be a more useful system,

Procedure Used in This Study

- -

In the hope of throwing more light on the nature of foundation activities,'
we decided to work out a more détailed spt of categories for the ¥ foundations . |

5N C.
which we studiedeintensivelyﬂ»~This‘uozk hadnthexfollowing principal character-

|

|

|

|

i .

’ istics: ’ - ) , . , -
|

\




4

v

|1, Grants were recorded by year, or by clusters of a few contiguous years, i
\ \ - \

2.. Grants were translated into dollars of constant (1967) purchasing
power, 'Thus the development of foundation activity through time could be more

accurately reported.

- 3. Regions served by the grants were indicated--domegtic and foreign,

4, Grants aimed at the making of educational policy were identified. -

5. Grants aimed at various sub-areas of higher education were identified
(e.g., graduate education, medical education, teacher education),

Thirty-two possible descriptive categories were defined, and codes deviged
which reqdire 47 columns of a standard punch¥card, These are reported in Appendix 1
Most of the results of this form of analysis are repoﬂ%d in the Chapter which

deals with the 9 foundations, A major advantage of this scheme of 'analysis is

the possibility of cross-tabulations showing the relations among foundation

activities, For example, it is possible to produce a table showing how money
spent for fellowships was related to minority groups (especially blacks) and to

.

- regions (South, national scene, international activities), ;
. . i

‘e
oa,

g . T ~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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1
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. -

C. PRDGRAMS AND PROJECTS AIMED EXPLICITLY AT EDUCATIONAL CHANGE AND
. . IMPROVEMENT

%, A foundatlon either lmpllcitly or explicitly makes a distinction between
- " support of -
basic support of the status quo orﬂchange and lmprovement. The foundation may

.oft for both alternatlves--some support of the status<ﬂuo ahd some support of
innovation and improvement, The basic support of education is pretty much limlted
, N

to higher education and to private eollegés and universities, There has been no
general program of support to private secondary and elementary schools unless they
were innovative or experimental, _

The vast Ford Foun@agion grants to colleges and universities in the 1950s

represented basic support of the status quo except in a few'outstanding instances,
The grants by the Gener;I Education Board for teachers' salaries and for genenal
support of privateycolleges in the 1918-30 period is another example. The lilly

Foundation support oé private colleges in Indiana is an.example. In all these
L cas;s there Qas some selectivity in terms of quality gpd need oﬁ the institution,

-But the money was granted for ,basic support rather than for inmevatioh. .. T

Hhereber a foundation ﬁas a proféésional staff directed to making and

applying policy, there is sure to be a drive to turn money :into improvement

The major interest of the officers is in this area. Some of the outstanding

r'd —
cases are;, .

Improvement of Negro schools and colleges in the South., General Education
* Board: 1905 on, ‘
DeQélopment of public-supported high schools in the South. General_Education
Board: 1905-25. o ’
" Reform of Medical Education iﬁi@ﬁéfiéa. General Education Board. 1913=30,
Creation and Support of the Lincoln School., General Education Board. 1917-30.
The Eight-Year Study of the Relation of School and College. General Edu-

- cation Board., 1933-41. . } "
i -
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The Commission on Teacher Education. General Education Board. 1937-1942,
The Program on Equal Opportunity. Rockefelle; Foundation, 1963--
The/University Devélopment Program in Underdeveloped Countries. Rockefeller

— Foundation} 1963--

The Atianta Area Higher .Education Program. General Education Board and

- . the Woodruff Foundation. 1930-60,
The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. Ca;negié Corporation, 1967--
The Community School Movemént. Mott Foundation., 1940--
Character Education Studies. Lilly Endowment. 1945-- .
Child Study-and Teacher.Education, Grant Foundation., 1945-60.
Comprehensive School Improvément Program, Ford Foundation. 1961-70, [

/
Teacher Education Program, Fund for the Advancement of Education, 1?52-60.

National Assessment of Edycational Pyograms. Fund for the Advancéme%t
of Education: -68. - - -
The Community College Movement. Kellogg, 1960--

Continuing Education. Kellogg, 1950-- . v
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. D. DEVELOPING PERSONNEI(., -THROUGH FELLOWSHIPS, TRAINING
- PROGRAMS
’ ' David Stevens,
One of the Vice-Presidents of the General Education Board,Ncommenting on /

program policy in a group which included this writer, characterized the Foundation's

.- .
‘ﬂﬁgavy investment in fellowships as a policy of 'betting on all of the reasonably’

'

good horses in the races. Most of them are bound to—win if they ‘stay in the game." |
The Rockefeller. foundations have placed $163 million of their $!lbOrnillion grants

in the field of education in the category of Fellowships and Scholarships.- This

- «
does not include a good many millions in training institutes for teachers and ad-

N N . . \ -
ministrators, ‘ : . . ~ \
. 4 .

This kind of support is rewardiﬂg in many ways. It is_an investment in the

future of the most competent and Efggiz}ng young' people, . It is a sure way of i;SQR

proving the quality of an instituti r a program, - It gives the foundation -

officer the reward of doiné'something tangible for people who appreciate it, and

< <.
it gives the foundation an investment in the future careers of people who are -

-

‘ - - . . . , RN
‘sure to\FE "yinners"” in the course of life, (See Table 2.6) . .

Some foundations find it convenient to glve money for fellowships and scholar- | |

ships to agencies or-organizations which in turn select the recipients. These

- agencies do a competent job of administration of fellowship funds. But the Rock- |
. (- |
efeller foundation; and the Ford and Carnegie foundations have also bu#lt their |

own staff and located them around the world where they can“persqﬁally discover and

=
‘ ;

observe and advise individuals who receive the fellowships and travel grants,




|
| ot .
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'FOUNDATION GRANTS FOR PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT RELATIVE TO . e .
EDUCATION
$ million (1967 dollars) . .
- ) . ' & P
Category . - \ "
) Internships ’ $13.0 )
Fellowships 220.9 i
‘Training Institutes 60.8

L4

_ $294.7 = 10 pertent of & total of -
] ) 5 ) $2,963.3 million

Note: This does not include the Danforth or Kellogg Foundation, béth
wl T . ' T

' of which have large Fellowship programs. It covers the period \

since tﬁei} beginning for the'SEber 7 foundatfbns, exceﬁt for

the Carnegie, where it starts with 1962, and the-Mott, where

it starts with.1970.
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~ E. INTERACTION OF FOUNDATION ACTIVITY WITH FEDERAL - )
i . GOVERNMENT \SUPPORT OF RﬂSEAl{CH AND DEVELOPMENT /

Until about 1960 there 'was very little federal government interest in the

o

development apd 4mprovement of education. The U S. Office of Education served

mainly to collect and publish statistics. There was federal government support/\

.
. " [

of vocational education and of agriculturalmand ‘home ecbnomics“education% as °

well as basic support of land-grant un1vers1ties. ﬁ%@ithere was little or’ no ot

4H
- '
.

interaction between foundation programs and federal government act1v1ties

With the passage of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, the U,S.
Office of Education,came into an innovative.and.supportive role for some programs.ofl
higher education and secondary education: Then, shortly after 1960, the u.S. Office

A v

of Education was provided with funds for the support of educational research

» “fhis program developed in a modest way until the passage of the Elementary and

,ment is being worked out, since 1965, with a good deal of uncertainty. However,

Secondary Education Act of 1965, which put the federal government squarely in the

X

business of‘promoting educational infovation, - T

L4 v 4 ’ 4

+Very soon after l965, the federal goverrgent was supplying much more money

for educational research and development than were either 103#1 and' state education-

\

al agencies or ptivate foundations, The foundations then were in a position to '

adapt their activities to what the federal government was doing, or was likely
e p 3 ' - .

to do, , K . : e »r '

Federal government policy with respect to educational innovation and .improve-

. kY
-

the creation of the National Institute on Education in41972 is a landhark. The

~

NIE will probably have. more money to spend on educational research and development:

&

than all the foundations put together. But the foundations appear’ to have the

initiative at this writing, and the: educational professionfseems to expect the

+

foundations to continue to be a center for support of poliqy-making and research
-d -

»
: ?‘
PO

in education. e . - ‘. .

Chapter [ will report on the perceptions that lea.d.e:s in the field of -

3
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educational research and development have of foundatior -and of government & 2-15.

t

agencies operating in this field. . . I & s

-

F. The Administration of Programs, Grants, and Projects-

,Foundations vary a great deal in their manner of dispensing funds, ' Some
kEep their own machiLSry to a minimum while others maximize their participation

in the activities which they finance.

There are.three fairly clear-cut styles,

1. 'Minimal staff, concerned solely with making grants, '

-
-

In this style, the Foundation staff is kept to the minimum necessary to dis-
cuss and determine mgt ters of policy, to make decisions on specific requests for .
support for progects and programs. Beside the officers who make decisions on grants
‘there is a treasurer and .a secretary and office staff, Examples are: Lilly Endow-
ment and Grant;Foundation. This type of administration often makes use of con-
sultants who are paid for evaluating specific requests, but do not take part in

.

the decision concerning. the grant, ‘

’
A}

2, The staff of the foundation carries on a great deal of the work supported by
) *'the foundatior, In effect,'this is an operating foundationb An example is,
the Russell Sage Foundation, which maintains a number of "staff scientists" who
have office space, full salary,” and money for research expenses, They are expected
to spend full time on'research 3nd wr1ting, most of it related to Fpundation pro-
+ gram, but some of it may be more individually personal -in content, They are
vappointed for ‘about 3 years at a time, and appointment may be renewed. In‘'recent
years,'about 30 percent of Sage Foundation expenditures have gone to support of
v residential research staff, There are also a number of Visiting: Schoiars who
- work in the Foundation office for a year at a time, and then return to their
- regular jobs. There are a1§o extramural grants, which are awarded by the officers

and Trustees, with a good dea1 of advicg from .the research staff .

Several foundations carry on in-house programs administered by the regular ,/;
'staff but such prdgrams constitute a relatively small part of the annual outlay.
An example £s the Carnegie Corporation program on Child Development headed by
Professor Kenneth Keniston of Yale University, In.this case, the program is~ B
directed by Professor Keniston who remains at Yale, but is findnbed fully by the
foundation, with all administrative details handled in the foundation offiqe. Thus
Professor Keniston combines the roles of a full-time staff officer dnd a university
. faculty member seeking ass}stance'from the foundation., It may be assumed that the

\;Foundation staff made a decision to support work in the area of child deveiOpment, )

- e f ? -
‘ - ~ ’~ ~ -




,nd/wanted-the bestvperson they could get to advise them Preéumably they
invited .Kgniston to organize a Council and to explore the field, to make rifom-;;;?7/
mendations for research support by the Féundation, and also to make recommendat fons

concerning®educational policy concerning children,

. Carnegie Corporation and the Ford Foundation have operated in this fashion

on several occasionsL .

Another example of this style of work is a .fellowship program.in which the
foundafion receives applications and awards fellowships to individuals,' keeping in
direct contact with the individual fellows Fellods are oftep recruited by the
foundation staff. An example ié’the Administration Internship Program in Public

Education, maintained by the Rockefeller Foundation, o )
i v .
. - k - -

3. The,ﬁtqff of the foundutibn doés some of the detail work of aesigning a proj-"

)

‘ect or. a proposal, but eventually the*foundation makes a grant to an outsﬁe agency
for the administration of the prOJect This puts much. resansibility on the foun-
datipn staff, but places the details, of administration,handling the money, etc.f

in the hands of ‘a grantee agency,
k4

Thexétantee agency may-come\into Qxistence previously as an agent of the L
?oundation, and then later may find\nther sources of income, thus becoming inde-
‘pendent of ‘the foundation. Such agencies are found especially in Washington, D. C.,
and also in the South, They are useful to the’ foundations and also to the society
As-organizations initiated by foundation action but.deserving and eventually

obtaining'long-term support by the society. ' e

This in-between category has advantages and disadvantages, It permits the
foundation €5 be closely involved with a project that has the appearance of being
independent of the foindation, If the projeét,operates in a politically contro-
‘“Verslal area, the ‘foundation may.be'accused of trying -to use its influence secretly’
and unfairly. .

0n the’other hand, ’a project may gain a great dea1 from the knowledge and
gard ship of foundation officers by using them on committees and commissions,
ample, the General Education Board made a grant to the Progressive Education

ssociation in the 1930s to support the work of its Commission on Curriculum, This

Commission produced & series of influential, books on general education at the

secondary school level, with such titles as Science in General Education, Mathematics

)
PR [

rd
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- 4‘) . 3y

-

P

»



N *

., IR
“ -

in General Education, Literature in General Education, The Curriculum Commis-

sion took full responsibility for the project, but 1nvited certain foundation

staff members to sefve as worklng members of the committees who produced these
‘books, ~ This was not Stlpulated in the terms of the grant, It was a "natural"
outcome of the close underskanding between certain foundation staff members and

‘the leaders of -the PEA Commission One GEB staff member actuallx_served as

2 .. '+ chairman of the committee that produced the boo§i§;ience in General Education,

«

R4 e . ’ \ ' ’
: /‘ ..... P .

Recipients of foundation grants generally fanr a considerable degree
of participation by foundation officers in their prOgrams,ﬁacpording to responses
we have obtained in a questionnaire study of such people. They say that founda-
tion offlcers help them a great deal in their projects, and that a good give-and--
take relationship deveLops. .
< . i ’ ) b \ \ ‘
Al v . . .
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III. F'OUNDATIONS\COHPARED WITH GOVERNMENT IN SUPPORT
OF EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION AND EXPERIMENTATION

. - ..’ o~

At tne present time the Foundations and the federal government are the two
principal sources of support for educational innovation and axperlmentation; The
federal government has come into this field only since about 1960 The National
JPefense Education Act of 1958. supplied funds for training coUnselors teachers ef+ °
certain foreign languages, and for other activities that would presumably make the
educational systemlmore effective agent of national defense. This source of funds
was supplemented in the late 1950s by a program of research grants administered by’
the U,S. Offlce of Educatton. These grants were increased in siie during the early
1960s, and were multiplied by the Elementary and ‘Secondary Education Act of 1965; B
which supplied funds for Research and Development Centers as well as for grants
to individual researchers, The research and development program- of the USOE >

expanded farther, and eventually was” transferred, to a ma jor extent, into the

 National Institute of Education in 1973, ' o R
e .
The research budget of the U.S. Ofﬂce of Education in l970 was $13§ million, s
compared wath $281;milllon for education from private foundations However, it .

’should be remembered .that a considerable fraction of the foundation “support’ was
for general support or- endowment of educational enterprises, while the research
and- development budget of the USOE was independent of : funds appropriated by the *

gevernment for basic support of puhlic and private educational systems, There

° were .and are other sources of government_funds for,edUCationalxreaearch‘and dev-
'elopment -The Office of Naval Research at one time supported some useful research

on-education, and the” Office of Defense has made grants of this sort, 7The National
Institute 'of Mental Bealth and the National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development have supported research in the educatﬁonal field, Recently the Nit-

*. 'ional ‘Science Foundation and the National Endowment for the Humanities have

" 'entered this field Uhen their funds for research and development in tgé/field R '

lot education are added to those of the U. S Office of Educltion, the total is
approximately $225 million for 1970 ' :

i
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Looking at foundation support for educational activity, we see that it
expanded greatly after 1950, This was partly due to the entry of the,gigantic
Ford Foundation into the field, and7part1y to the increase im—the number of

foundations, noted in Chapter 1,
. . . [
Still, the bulk of foundation financing was ‘for general support of the educa-
tional enterprise, in contrast to support of innovation, experimentation, and

training of personnel for these functions,

At the present time, it may be estimated that the federal government is pay-
ing about 70 percent of the cost of innovation, experinentation and_training of
people for this kind of work, the foundations are<p§ying about 21 percent of the
cost, and school systems, colleges, and universities are paying 9 percent of tne
cost, either directly through research-budgets, or indirectly through paying for
a fraction of the time of faculty members who are expected to devote that fraction

to&research‘and writing, . o

~ 4

o To a considerable extent. then, the private foundations and the federal govern-

v, mear are ‘working in the same field, It was to make.some critical comparison of
S foundation procedure and federal gpvernmeh(.pkzbéanre that a brief questionnaire
wag sent to a number of leading educational reseatchers. =L -

The questionnaire is reproduced’in Appendix 3 , It was open-ended, and
encouraged as full a response as was considered useful by ‘the réspondent, A
number of people responded at length on geparate sheets of paper. In general, .

" there were-two topics to which their attention was directed

< 1, Comparison oj experience in securing support for research and-develop- ’
ment projects from private foundations and from federal government agencies.

Preference for deing business.with the one or the other type of agency.

LR

ecides to support or not to support

N ' 2.. Means by which the fundin agency

L1

a proposed_project Specifically, the eral use by federal goyernment

agenties of a committée or council of the .grantee's péers to determine which

projects should_ be su‘pport_ed.‘ <o . '.m;....,,




primarily admlnlstrators, who dealt with funding agencies on behalf of research-
-ers as well as possibly for their own projects. Most of the 58 people were person-
x'all; known to the author, though he did not:make a personal appeal to them,
“He told them that he would be able to identify their responses through a num-

ber on their protocol, but that nobody eléeiwould know this, and he would not
quote anyone by name without their explicit permission. There were 42 responses,
or 72 percent of the total group. Four of them asked to be excused, because

of relatively limited contact with funding agencies in the field of education.
Of the remaining 38, all mentioned one or more foundations, and 31 ranked founda-
tions in response to the question, 'On the basis of your experience and knowledge
of Foundation activity in the broad field of education, would you name three
Foundations which you think have performed most usefully and efficiently since
1950, We are not ‘thinking here of quantity of money granted,rthough that o~
may well figure in your judgment. Rather, of the competence of Foundation staff,
the efficiency of their operation, the ﬁuélity of their policy-making, the
success of the projects and programs fhey supported, Please rank the Founda-
Lions, and add one .or two if you cannot easily limit yourself to a list of -

"

three. No names of foundations were suggested, The 38 persons who named

foundations, and the 31 who ranked them, mamed 2} foundations a total of 90

v
o - 373
. ‘ . .
-~ Respondents to the Quaestionnaire .
The senior author sent out a letter to 58 men and women whom he knew to be
, _ researchers or directors of research in the field of education. A few were
|

+ * "times. The foundations were named in order of frequency: T
Carnegie . 27 times
Ford 18 times
. o Spencer 12 times .
. kellogg . 6 times .
R - Sage 5 times

-
f

LI - o . . .
Of the others, two were named 3 times, two were named Qiice, and 12 were

named once. . a -
The nine foundations we chose for intensive study were named 66 times, or ] .
R ) 73‘pércent of the total mentions, while the 15 others got 24, or 27 percent of

the-total menfions.’ Hhile all of the more frequently-mentioneﬂ foundations‘
got at ‘least one first, one second, and one third rank mentions, the Caxnegie ‘

Corporation came out clearly as the popularity winner, with 18 first -ranked

\ . mentdons, ) ' . - .

ERIC b




. Respondent Characteristics, The writer looked at the list of respondents ) K

. carefully, to note whether their interests in the field of education might pre-
dispose them to favor one or another foundation. For example, the recent atten-.
tion pf the Carnegie Corporation to issues and problems of higher education
might lead people working in higher education to think first of Carnegie,

But the list of 38 respondents shows only five with a clear-cut major interest
in higher education, Table f‘ehows the distribution of major fields‘of
interest of the 38 respondents who named foundations, Several of them were

counted twice, because they had strong interests in two of the fields listed,’

The 38 respondents all had a substantial experience with research and dev-

elopment grants. Thirty three(33) had received government grants and 35 had
repeived'foundation grants, Four had not received foundation grants since °
1960, and two had not received government grants since 1960, The.total number
of grants received since 1960 by these people are shown in Table 2, and also the

received

. total amounts ‘of money received by tnem. The 31 who had A foundation grants

had a median support of $500,000, while the 31 who had recefvedzgovernment
grants had a median support of $600,000,

|

. . !

gggparison of the Foundations withgfederal Government Practices and Policy = °
A 'crude comparison of the two agencies for educational innovation and L

improvement is reported in Table 2, The procedure was as follows:

Tne writer read the questionnaire responses, paying apegig} attention to
_the responses which compered foundation with government agency practices and
.polity, He rated each responselas ferorable, mired or neutral, or negative
or unfavorable to the foundation, or to the government agency. ' This ‘meant
,‘rating tesponses of the 35 questionnaires which made evaluetive comments,
L B Some respondents gave responses concerned mainly with foundation or thh

goverpment’ procedures, while ‘others gave . reeponses which dealt with both .

e aild

agencies together, Consequently, as Table 2 shows, there were 59 separable
responsés from the 35 respohdentﬁ. The majority were clearly fhvorable to the cy

foundations, as compatred with the government. The negative reports concern-

’

ing government procedures dealt mainly with the following mltters' , .
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. Table 1, ,
i FIELDS OF INTEREST OF THE RESPONDENTS .
Psychology of Education 10
Sociology of Education ) - 8
Research and Testing ' 5
Higher and Adult 5
Elémentary and Secondary 4
Administration 4 ~
Curriculum ) 4 .
Teacher Education 3 KA
Comparative and
‘ History of Education . 2 )
. % - z -~
- : ‘ {
: Total. 45 ) «

o
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Table & _ ATTITUDES OF GRANTEES TOWARD GOVERNMENT AND
i FOUNDATION PROCEDURES )
Foundation Proced;re Government Procedure Peer Review
- (Government Method)
Favorable . 22 . 5 ' : 13 .
Mixed or Neutral 4’ 14 6
Negative 1 - 3 T 9

Note: These represent comments made in response to one or more Quéstions
or the Questionnaire. Thirty-five persons made the statements which
were evaluated in this Table, :

Experience of Grantees with Foundationsg since 1960

Number of Respondents Receiving Grants Amount of Money im Grants
From - Amount (thousands) Foundation Govt,
No. of ‘Foundation Govt. Agency Under $100 7 2
Crants ' $100-199 2 2
Received .
1 5 1 . 200-299 g \*\\;/
; h 6 s by
00-799
3 2 6 > g L
800-999 .
“ 2 “ 1000-1999 3
> 7 2 2000-2999 6 2
6 1 2 30 0 i i
et 00-4999
7 1 1 000 ;
. ‘ 5000-599
8or9 . 0 5 . 1
6000-7999 0 3
10 or more 3 5 . \
$10-15 million 1 2
Total No 31 32 )
ota . : No., of Grantees 31
of Grants 131 165 . r . 31
:Received ’ N
' ‘ e | © Median Amount $500,000 $600,000

“
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The government procedures were‘plagued by much red tape, from the time of

writihg the research proposal to the time of conducting the project and on to

the time of making a final report on the project. Quarterly reports were

| .
required Most government grants were made for .a year at a time, and the
~
grantee had no assurance of continued support beyond the first year, though
his prOJect might be clearly planned for a period of several years, (This
was not true of grants from'the National Institutes at Bethesda, where a prOJ-
ect requiring several years could be supported with assurance that .the support
|

woyld continue as long as the Congress appropriated the necessary money,)

In contrast, the foundation procedure was seen as relativelj informal and
stripped of unnecessary paper work, both in the application for support stage
and' in the actual project stage., Extremely important was the flexibility of

foundation grants in terms of duration, from short to long, with provision

for change during the project. .

With respect to quality of staff personnel, the large foundations were
generally favored, partly because the foundation staff were generally seen as
wise and experienced, and able to give useful advice, Moreover, therrapid |
turnover of personnel in government service was mentioned., On the other hand,
there were several negative comments on’foundation personnel, some of whom
were seen as prejudiced and inclined to force- their own preferences on appli-

» Coe t
cants,

- . Some of the comments'are quoted in the following pages, in'categories
identified- by the writer as faworable, mixed or neutral and negative.

' Comments and criticisms, of ‘federal government procedures and policies in‘
funding educational research and development activities are directéd toward
a number of diverse targets, The majority of comments had to do with the .

u.s, Office of Education research ard development programs .of the 1960s and

. early 19708. But thEre wete other respondents who referred. to one or jgwore

of a number of other gOVerﬁment agencies. The various government' agencies

3

are: ///// : ' : o
S , : , V




The Research Institutes:

National Institute of Mental Health ‘
National Institute of Child Health and Humdn Development
National Institute of Education (since 1973)

[
-~ -

Granting Agencies: .
" United States Office of Eduéation
National Science Foundation
National Endowment for the Humanities (since 1970) ’ .

; These various agencies have various procedures for ‘the selection of research

projects to supﬁort, and for the administration of research and development funds,

In general; these procedures have moved away from a laissez-faire policy of

support for individual projects add toward support of projects|

|
‘

|

. " |
. |

- Al . J
- ) |

“ «‘

|

|
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which fallrinto areas the government agencies have defined as desirable and’

deserving priority, -

.~

The continuation of government dupport of educational research and develop- .
ment depends on the Congress, and congressmen must be convincéd of the "value of
this kind of actiV1ty. -Perhaps congressmen are less likely to support a research
development. program of a pioneer and innovative kind than are foundatien trustees,

These considerations should be kept in mind when reading the following.

H

FavoraBle to Foundations

We would prefer the foundations because of our experiences with govern-
ment agencies, The latter have demonstrated a great -deal of difficulty in
making decisions, in heavy staff -turnover, working inside constraints of

legislative mandates, ete:

- — - — ——— — —— — —

Foundations more personal in specific concerns and 1nterest.
.Foundations more open in policies and procedures,

Foundations more apt to give long term fupding.

Foundations more inélined to permit researcher to Yiown" product, etc,
Federal provides mo & supervision & direct on site review.

v W

The best staff members of the best foundations, private foundations that is,
are selfless people who help other people get their work done, who go out on
the road to look for projects, who help projects become better by criticism,
Sometimes people of similar quality work for agencies like the educational
branches of the National Endowment for the Humanities., But on the whole,
their tenure is not as long and the .controls under which they work are
tighter than is the case with the private foundations,

».

My experience with private foundations is one_ of relative informality,
and direct conversation regarding purposes, criteria and evaluations of . *
proposalse With government agencies the relationship has been formal and
with less direct discussion of the essentia1 features of the proposal,

P

—— s e — ) w—— — — b

Federal gov't agencies are OK for generally recognized prqoblems and
approaches but not for’ new approaches. The: peer revigw is not very imagina- .. -
tive, is likely to reflect arbitrary biases, favor certain disciplines, and
make. much of the' mofe or Iess arbitrary distinction between basic vs applied

2 ‘research. A very.imaglnative proposal or one that .would require some changes’

-
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iy basic thinking would not get very far in the peer review, Defensive, re-
actions would be set up, A foundation that has no special axe to‘grind
but recognizes a given problem as important is more likely to be Lnterested
in the best approach that can be found e

— — - L4 .
-—am we

I would prefer doing business with a foundation that has a genuine inter-
est in a problem and is looking for the best approach to solving it they
can find. They tend not to be restricted to-one or two disciplines, are
not hung up by the 'basic research vs applied reseorch“ controversy, They
are interested in getting something done, 1 aiso found that foundations 1h
general require much less paper work: ‘

G e i — —— — — —

i A -

I have found that foundations can be quite specific about their areas
of interest and when one has an idea ‘within one of those areas the approach
is easy, dignified, and prompt. Federal agencies appear to have .less focus,

often seem to be more interested in many proposals than in the merits of-a

N

few, and at times their decfsions are quite bewildering,
In general, dealing with privafe foundations far more satlsfactory;

officers more open-m1nded to suggestions and freer to make decisionms.

iiﬁeral ‘agencies tend to require tailoring to their current policies (which :

change continually) and convincing of numerous officials who sometimes

seem to be fighting fer.positions. With foundation officers I have usua11y

felt more at ease, that I was working with people free to use their own

best judgment and not requiring to be '"handled with care," With most

" ‘government officials I have also felt it was ''safe" to talk unrestrainedly--

but sometimes it has seemed prudent to consider what it might not be "wise"
L ’

‘to .say, - '

L
\

e e ey Gme et e ——— — —
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Better. experience with foundations-—the "interactions are more

colleague-~ like we talk about the substantive problem rather than

for research which has, as its aim, the gaining of increased understanding .

’
e

and the enlargement of perspective.

‘ Much better experience ‘with foundation officers, included a simpler
application process, less paperwork by far, a more in£ormal communica~
tion and review system, quicker response and notificatibn, more reason-
able accounting and reporting procedures, and an absence of ‘the most : |
annoying features of governmental pureaucratization, Had I dealt with T
the largest foundations, however, 1 miéht:have experienced less of a. ,

. positive difference in the foundations'. 'favor.

» ’ .t . . . ’
Relations witR foundation officets have  been moreisatisfying, prinpr;
ily because I was -able to establish a continuing relationship, usually .
with someone who was interested in the work, Of course,.on several
occasions I took on projects at the request of the foundations, and
so they were especially interested in the results,® Quite apart from
this last, however, the relationship with federal officials quickly / .

deteriorated to the level of a person in some perfunctory role who

~~

g simply was interested in quarterly reports and annual reports being
in on time, I have never had any feedbhck from a government official as °
. to whether or rot there was satisfaction with the work done, By con-
trast, I have files of letters from foundation officials expressing

such 'satisfactionj, ~ '

13 -
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First, in regard to the federal government, I am very much concerned
with both present inflexibility and the tendahcy for certain areas to )
" be- "hot" and others to be "cold." .1 am somewhat fearful that this
situation'is being compounded, somewhat, by the present, staff effort
of the NIE to determine "in house" just what'will be relevant to the
interests of the NIE and what will not. As.a congequence, the staff finally
¥ formulates an area for which requests are desired The RFP goes out, and
.there is a lot of competition for the money, 'Consequently, 1 believe that
“a lot of people secure grants simply because the‘ﬁEP suggests a possible
interest., The more mature schblar (not neceSsarily mature chronologically)
has some longwterm interests in view and wishes to build accumulativély .
on what he has done before, He Iooks in vain for an RFP and, not finding A
it, must begin-to look for somewhere to probe in order to gain entry into’
the granting machinery. Unless he knows his way around, and is" prepared to’
make a few trips té\Wa\\ington ir’ order to "cultivate! friends, his chances
of. getting a’ grant under such circumstanees are, I fear, very dim, Also,
« it tends ‘to mean that any excesses connected with what is "hot" become -
unusually extremie, simply because proposals from other areas of interest

are not likely to gain. approval..,The ultimate consequence of this is, I

. . think, that we are usually dealing with issues of a highly practical sort

which have come to Our attention somewhat belatedly (like career educatiOn)
- and there 'is very little opportunity to get some . kind of head start ‘on the
.problems likely to be with us a decade from now. ConsequentIY, we are -
always trying to- patch up. our past mistakes instead of looking: toward what
-we neh&vtomorrow. o
» In regard to the federal government, “oné .of the most frustrating,prob--
letns is_ the constant. change in staff, This would not be tqp bad if per-
sons who leave were replaced quickly. éonsequently, one writes a.person "
who was just' there only to discover that nobody seems equipped to handle *
your request, ‘ o - !
- For a h0st of reQZL:SI_i_HZvéfEZnEEE":o avoid the federal government .
“and look td‘the private philanthropic ‘foundations for .the kinds of things
I want to do. However, there are some very serious problems Some years
ago, it appeared, at least, that a:single stafﬁ person couﬂd work with -

»

you until the proposal was prepared in‘accordance with foundation require- °

ments., ‘The foundation representative, presumably, diddsome checking at o

4 .
\
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this point with his colleagues, received the approval of a top official,

and the prOposal then went to the Board.

“executive -became your advorate. Today, however, much larger‘goundation
staffs have a kind of narcissistic comglex and seem always to contem-,

plating what they exist for. Never quite able to make up their minds

win regard to this question‘and not having announced any clear policy,

they are then 1n a position to reject any and a11 requests by simply

saying, "It does not £it into our policy.'” This is a kind of M1 only

" . e
work here " syndrome, l/;”’,,
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Once convinced, the foundation
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Neutral or Mixed 5 )
1 imagine that foundation decisions are in some ways more capri-
cious, The foundation doesn't have Congress and the GAO looking
over its shoulder, Thus, one is more at the mercy of a small group
. of deciders, But the small group can also be more venturesome and

more willing to gamble on a long shot,

N

I cannot honestly say that my experience hes been bad with either-
group, The government agencies have required more paper work and a stricter .
adherence to budget categories and time specifications, but both have.
been helpful eo far as staff is concerned, With government agencies
the chagging iegigfation has made continuity of planning and performance #°

' more difficult.

A Fe:Lral _government agencies are OK for generally recognized problems
and approaches but not fdo new approaches. The peer reyiew is not very"
imaginative, is likely to reflect arbitrary biases, favor certain dis- N
ciplines and make much of the more or 1ess.afbitrary distinction between
basic vs applied research, A very imagihative proposal or one that
would require some changes in basic thinking would not get very far - .

. S ‘in the peer réview,- Defensive reactions wou 1d be set up, .A foundgtion

that has no sPeciel axe to grind but recognizes a given problgm ag impor-
. tant is mereglikely to be imterested in the best approach that can be

found, - .t : . ' .

. ' Much overlap and cross-over. . My best experienEe was with.Carnegie
' Corp. in the ‘early 1960s and with N.S.F. in the 1967-73 period. N.S.F.

\ was, just as wise and easy to do business with as Carnegie. My worst
éouid»be Ford Foundation, which ‘seems so often to be much)like a blind
. elephant, ’
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The differences are stylistic aéa structural--review by (most)
federal agencies is fulfer, fairer and more imperéonal. fypically,
federaliagencies are less willing to take risks and stuffier about their
insisrence on classical academic values, Certainly, private founda-
tions seem more humane, more interested in the intention and goals of
the research team :; the specific implementational or procedural
details. Of the people one sees and touches, not much difference
but, Lord, one sees a lot more of the foundatien fo}k than one sees
of the federal folk, a fact that gives the -impression of greater

interest and enthusiasm.

In general, securing support from Federal government agencies
involves responding to areas in which they solicit proposals, The
process is relatively impersonal depending upon outside review commit~
tees, but comtact with individuals monitoring the proposal is often
helpful in'insuring appropriate‘cdnsideration. 1o contrast, support
from private foundations is a more personal pfbeees involving’detailed
conversation and proposal preparation’with specific individuals. '

At the higher echeions in both groups, 1 have found the officials 2
to be sensible to deal with and talk with, It is at lower echeldns,

* at the level of specific project monito¥&, where experience is quite varied,
Defensiveness, as a result of lack of knowledge of a field, may be
prevalent in government people, whereas rigidly held opinions aboyt

(5"f ~ what should be done is more prevalent among foundation people.

— e . —— — mm— — — ———

Neither seems very éqod. My only really successful activity, in the

' rpora-
tion in 1962, High-level foundation officers appear to be more se ble
and wiser tham high-level -government agency officials. .But at the proj

o . edt officer level, foundations get peepae with frustrated ambitions,

eense of a reasonable response to a proposal was from Carnégier

which the§ want to impose on the research, and they tend to be wotse,




. interests, and 80 my hope now ig almost exclusively with foundatione.

- - - - - - = 3-16.
The major disadvantages of dealing with private foundations are:
(1) their resoercee are likely to be smaller, and are s what~more
y to change ;adically over the years. The major d?::d;;ntagee of
dealing with government agencies have to do with excessive bureaucratic
red tape, delays, restrictive laws (such as that dealing with Oﬁl-approi
val of questionnaires), and somewhat unrealistic requirements with

regard to peiiodic reports and prompt completion of reseafch‘efforts.

— —— —— - e — — - —

I believe I wuld prefer doing.bueinese with a foundation, simply
becauee at my present stage of development my interests seem not to fit
into the conzentional rubrics for which an RFP usually is sent out, I
£ind it exceedingly difficult to secure money for my more "maverick"

The federal government seems to lack flexibility to fund anything that
cannot readily be included in some approved category. Rigidity is the
main problem with respect to government money; whim end fancy on the

part of foundation officers seem to be the central problem with‘foﬁnda-
tions.. Also, 1 find that foundations have an extfaordinarily diffI;;TE d
time making clear-cut decisions. They drag one on and on for months |-

when it would be so much better simply to- sdy "no" at the outset, ]
| N
One really cannot treat private foundations as a single entity,.

In practice they range from company-dominated and doporsdominated
groups of compliant board and staff members to rigorously objective
‘bodies with clear-cut policies, well-disciplined boards and probihg
staff members. In my experience the foundations of the first sért

greatly outnumber the foundations of the second sort, j
In tetue_of the caliber of its performance, the Carnegie Corpora-]
tion seems to me to set a model for all other foundations, a fact which
seems to be generally recognized, Certain speclal-purpose foundatio
(aesihef potential basis of categorization) also &o an excellent jobj -
one thinks immediately of the cu(enhem Foundation in this respect,

I
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Favorable to Government

-

. Few Foundation$ (almost none) support "basic' research in the

-

[}

psychology of school-;ype learning, even though that is what we
bad}y neeé to know about. In the past, and decreé%iqgly at
gresent, funding for studies of learning has been available from
federal aéencies. '

\

' Foundations are inclined to evaluate giving "social impact” the highest
priority. This aspect is not satisfactory, Government agencies are
able, sometlmes, to give highest we1ght1ng to "potential generalizability"

of findings, whiech is not at all the same

W = e e e e — -

Generally, I have had much better experience with government offic-
ials than with foundation.officers. People, of course, are people
fand there are all kinds in both institutions. However; there is §5me .
sens; of public aecountability, or perhaps ghreat of exposure, in™ |
the federal government~§hat‘simply_does not obtain on the foundation _
scene, Thus in one experience 1 hive had with one large foundation,
T they essentially.!'bought off" a group of colleges in order to pre-
vent a report which was critical of them from being published. I am

xR:::> e ndt saying that thF gover?ment wouldn'; have done the same thing, \
- } only .they would have had a harder time changing the ground
) : ‘_?;TZEETZZ;EZEE\fgpndatien,aand we would have had Congress with whom . '
. we could hava’lodéﬁﬁ an In t instance, there %as no place )

- ~ we could go except to tth;:\\\\EIBB\:jﬁzisiii and we really didn't feel g
- here with them.
~ ,."_~X¢ we would\g\f anyls t

\

\
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 \ Easier with federal government, tipns generally ‘s~
have narrower programs, less well-defined guidelined and tend to be .

more inconsistent in decision making.

-

Yes, the federal gqvernment Their ctiteria and their guidlines .
are more open to reviéw and they accept their-position‘of accountability

to the public, whereaL few foundation pegsonnelfseem to do so,

-
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With respect to the review and evaluation of projects by "peérs"
(other faculty members, researchers, etc. who are not regular staff members
of the funding agency), the majority was favorable, though a substantial minority

was negative, and a sizable group were neutral on this issue,

. R

Favorable to Peer Review

My experience has been that when ''peers' are carefully selected
in the first place, they perform well, and on the whole better than
foundatton staff. | . > " : d

I'lfvtake my chances on peér review any time in contrast to try-
ing to satisfy the whims of a project officer. By and large, I feel
that the men who are chosen for foundation jobs are men of integrity,
but also men of very strong biases, éssent;ally knowing what they want,

Tﬁat, of course, is why they are chosen,

¢

. o e — —— —— — —— — —

I favor the anonymous peer method of appraisal, The personal,
"salesman" épp;oach which seems to be involved with the private

foundation is not congenial to me,

Government agencies at best have better procedures, because of
the panel of peers they use ftr evaluation, Foundations tend to )
have some half-trained half-baked social scientist (or person from ':
the fringes of social science) who has a few pet ideas, and wants mainly

to ''see something happen They ordlnarily do not understand research,

.—— —— - - L g . — D —

G - e S o — — —

Some government agencies make many decisions solely by relying on
) staﬂf members' recommendations, and certainly many foundations yse
" peer review procedures. As & general mechanism, I prefer the peer review
N system because it usually means that the judgments are more professional
and authoritative particularly when the project 'is of a scientific.
.~ . nature. On the other hand, it may be that some foundation staff mem-

bers are more experienced and perceptive with regard to developmental and

.
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-

action projects, Having seived on a number of peer review committees,
and submitting project evaluations to both foundations and government

agencies, 1 may be biased in favoring the peer review system, but on gen-

eral principles 1 believe it is the best system ayailable all around,

In my experience, the system does not lead to the est ablishment of ‘
a closed circle of "research elite" as some of its critics claim,

1 have seén peer review panels tear apart and reject (and.tightly i

so, in most cases) research proposals of very distinguifhed, well-

panels recognize the talents of prev1ously unknown, young researchers’

established researchers; at the same time I have seen peer review :
\
and accept their proposals, )
\
|

| z
Neutral . .
While it is.true thatgfoundations tend to rely on their staff mem- ) '

bers and éovernment agencies often use peer committees, 1 oannot say

‘ that my experience has beén uniformly good or poor with either mode

— of operation, Certain peer groups have.tended to be excellent judges

and others not so, The same is true of foundation staff nembers.
If anything, I have found that peer;group judgment tends to offset .
strong opinions held by one or two members which may .jnot happen to
agree with the research being pr0posed'~/kigor of proposal format
is more insisted upon by government agencies and their committees, .
whereas general ideas that need to be worked up are easier to sell
to foﬁndations or to certain government agenci3§ where review‘reiies

... . .more on in-house personnel, IR e

*

—tfem - . ———— —

-

« When I first began working with private foundations, staffs tended

~

to be relatively small, Usually, one had to deal with just a handful
of\peOple, and then the proposal went before the Board with a staff
recommendation, This was the most satisfactory arramgement I have

ever enjoyed, More recently, however, foundation staffs seemed to .

have increased in size, foundations are more sharply delimiting
& ~ -
their activities to staff interests, and I have felt that proposals
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~did not get a fair hearinpg but survived or died in the staff process
largely according to the whims qflindividual staff members. 1 believe
this ts now a very serious situation with foundations., Unless founda-
tions are staffed with a 'smatt group of-first-rate people, I believe
the committee or council gf peers has been the most impartial and
would noy be my preference, One of the problems here, however,

is that such councils almost always are reacting to requests coming

in from an RFP and, thus, flexibility in daing what one wishes to do

is very much reduced.

The chief problems with governmental support programs lie, as

‘" everyone knows, in the excessive red tape which governs the whole
undertaklng from beg1nn1ng to end; and the fact the projects can
ordinarily-be approved only for one-year periods which effectively denies
any long-range planning, As one who has sat on a number of panels
reviewihg applicdtions, I have felt constantly frustrated by the
necessity to wade through thousands of pages of material, a lot of-
which was wholly unnecessary. On these panels 1 have also usually
felt that more money was allocated than should be. 1If we had $600,000
tO\Qg:nd,.we were assured always by the staff .member that we did not

need Yo spend any more of it than seemed cglled for by the judgment
which was made of the specific proposals., As the review and alloca-
"tion wore*on,-however,:the same staff member would begin to show

anxiety lest we not spend all the money, and thereby indicate that -the. -
funds allocated had proved to be excessive, Lmlly.ﬂa.&iael%

J

grew up within'a group that. its members ought to take care of their

S

colleagues - and so eventually all of the money would be spent, though

every member of the panel knew in his heart that ‘'some of the money was

wasted, I have never ended a panel sessiOn without feeling, for a°
little while, the way Barry Goldwater feels all the time.




Negative to Peer Review ' .

Favor' working with competent staffers. Federal panels of 'peers"
often turn out not to be peers but persons who must be educated to

our problems and workable approaches.

I have often been a referee for projects in the field of higher
education submitted to the National Endowment for the Humanities, ‘
sometimes for NSF, sometimes for xhe‘0ffice of Education. I ﬁéve
not had enough experieﬁce, but I.have sometimes suspected that the
government officials would do better if they did not need to use
panels to protect themselves. The panelists' judgments in the field
of education, often controlled by educational psychologisgs, have bggn‘
pedantic, prevgnting the worst research but not particularly sup-
portive of the best. Many of the referees do not have the judgment
to distinguish between a brilliant but off-beat project and a crazy
effort by a charlatan., ,Such judgment is rare anywhere, 1 find it
more often in the private foundations at their best than in the

combination of peer review and official scrutiny in the government

’agencies 1 know., . s

0

The private foundations did a more satisfactory job of evalua-
ting the projects. They used persons with expertise in the field,
as advisors and/or evaluators, .The government agencies used panels
‘ the membership of which was often not familiar with the field of
<tq§ project. Some relatively ir;elevant criteria were usgd by the .

government agencies such as geographic area. _

‘ Fifteen years.ago I had an4experience ;ith a site visit that
nearly turned me off from the.whole eptgrprige. An eminent colleague
was asked to do a major study for NIMH (I worked on the proposal)
and‘h planning grant was awarded. When_the proposal was ready, a

‘ . sité committee-study committee turned it déw;. The alienating

aspect was the committee's lack of response to the ideas, obsession




~

—_— . ~ ]

} -
, | o with computers, ana barticulaiLy ;he fact that they éuestioned‘
'my'colieaé;e exactly as they would a graduate student ratﬁer
‘than as the major author of innovetive and classic research in.
the field: I was eppalled and more or less decided never to g0

’

through the process again.
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CONCLUSIONS - .

>

Although the group of leaders in educational research and development whose . °

views ere _reported in the preceding pages are generali& quite critical of the way

T

LY
government agencies relete thqnselves to potential receivers of government funds

rfor reseerch and development there is a greet deal, of variation among the vari-

ous government agencies in this respect. That\is, the government &gencies exhibit

such a veriety of procedures that a researcher ‘with wide experience is likely to .

have a satisfactory relation with one or more government agencies even though

he is dissatisfied with other government agencies. Furthermore, the major source
of government support for educational research and development--The Natlonal Insti-

tute of Education--had not yet entered the field of experience of most of our

respondents.

Cooperation of Foundations and Government
By the mid-1960s, it began to look as though the federal government might\

move into the field of support for educational innovation and experimentation

with such large runds .that the private ﬂoundations would beécome less importiﬁf""‘—__“

*in this area. The federal government commenced to support Centers for Research

and Development in Education at a number of'universities,.end with such large

| funds as to dwarf the average foundation grant for a research project. Further-

more, the federal government moved to support a number of Regional Educet%onal

Lahoretories which were almost independent of‘universities. These federal govern-

ment policies encouraged the creation of corporations for research and develop-

ment by entrepreneurs, frequently university professors or administretors who

saw an opportunity to esteblish such agencies free both of university finencial

problems and of government agency. internal bureeucrecy ' >

In this situation, some foundation officers made explicit moves to work

Vo 64 I

»
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out procedures for cooperatiﬁn between‘gove;nment agencies and private founda-
tions. 1In 1965 the Executive Director of the Danforth Foundation, Merrimon
Cuntnggtn, auggeated to Francis Keppel, ‘the United States Commissioner of
Education that he call a meeting of government and foundation officiala. Said
Cuniqgg#m abouc his own goundation. “The Foundation has decided not to abandon
thoae-intereati‘that'touch upon the areas of Federal acgivit;ea; but to adopt
a policy of parallel action and where feasible, collaboration." Ht‘ Board of
Directors in their meeting of Januiry 5, 1966, voted to auppoit}hii in those
,effb;ta. f"?gderal mongy,kltie foundation monfy, 1s.autonlttéally neither a: ogre
nor n;‘agéei," stated Cuninggim, and ve."muus.leard'to live vitb it creltively.*
Some foundation policies turngé toward initial support of'expertn;ntnl
'qeﬁtﬁres.with the expectdt%on that the feéerallgovernmeﬁtywould come along‘with

‘major support once the project had proved itself. This was noted by Fred ﬁech-

inger of the New York Times, writing in Warren WeaVetfé U.S. Philanthropic Foun-

dations. Said Hechinger, with "Washington's entry into education as the key
priority in modern society, . . . The small-scale foundation experiment is wmore

likely to turn rapidly into a federally-ftnanceg national project." (p. 426)
/ .

Effects of Poundations on National ggltcx
?

9 , , )
A more general consideration of the interaction of foundations with gov-

;rn-tnt would involve consideration of foundation dctivity inm felatton.to sev-

eral other functionn of government, in addition to the educationll function.\
'8;: princip&l,ﬁunctton is the t-prov;;ent of domestic. velfare through botter
“nealth aervt;ea, reduction of poverty, and‘tlpgovtlent of race rilattohﬁ.
Anotﬁor;;a ghe 1-pron-zut of international rolltfoﬁi.thgoukh assistance of

various kinds to Third World nations. Norowits and Horowitz have looked

-
L ~

K orth Poundation, Annual Report, -66, "~
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searchingly at .these aspects of foundation acttvi:ty, which they see as ;;rovid-
~ ing a "cooperative, yet 1nd1v1dul_1lt, 1iberal model for associstion between

nationl’.. They envision an association betv'un pu:tnerl rather than conflict X

bot;roon competitors for power or the relationship 'of a ‘ri,cl; and benevolent '

. *°
patron.and its dependent.’ They quote from an address by a staff member of

.

tﬁe Ford Foundation who describes the relations between the foundation: and the

‘the receiver of the grant: "The image of foundation assistance tha 'mr;u is

L)

4 '
not simply that of a benevolent patron; ideally, it {s that of a partner with

4

resources. and ,co-pot’en‘ces but one who also makes exactions and is attemtive,

to the perfomnce of okhcrl

* Horowitz and Borowi.tz, "rax-Exempt Foundations: Thotr !ffectl on National’
Policy,"” Science 168: 220-228, 1970, -

'
- - .

' f
# F. X. Sutton, "American Founddtions and U S. Public Diple-cy," rord Founda~-
tion, New York, 1968. ) _ L .

The growing concern of the federal government with 1ntemtiona1 coopeu-
‘tion, with domestic vglfare, with ‘civil rights, and with oducation, all happenim
since about 1955, has drl\m the government intQ cooperatiom with féunda_tionl,
W vhich were already active in these ftel‘d;. The fomdat.i.o'nl tend to inngvate,
and also to take risks éha;. government agencies are not ready to take. Public - /
otginion tends to favor risk-taking ﬁﬁov&tions by. h@datiéﬁ, lo‘ro so that it

d,du_ for rilk-takiﬁg by the federal government. , @

This cpllahotnt-ion between foumdations and gbvern-ent seems’ to be develop~ 7

s

ing on.a kind of trial-and error-basis, with foundations pt‘acti.cing a k}nd/ of
-1ddlo-of-:th,‘ ‘road li}.bo\r&l:l'l“u that {is _’u,lpport‘ed, or at least qﬁloratd, by the

wajority in the Congress. Hnjmhilo the ‘Eadonvl government is amloping a number
-. -of government research-foundations and institutes which may grow more and more like
‘private foundations in their aims and procedures.

- .

~
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IV. EVALUATION OF FOUNDATION PERFORMANCE .

The evaluation of foundation ' perfonmance has been very
mucn stressed in the most recent years. ?or example, the, Ford Foundation main-
tains an evaluation office-in its Division of National Affairs. The director
of this office, Robert Goldmamn, recently made a short public statement ebout

Foundations and Eveluation which commences as follows:

[}

The Tax Reform Act of 1969 and continuing congressional scrutiny

'have made foundations more responsible for and concerned about the

, ’ results of their grants. MoreOVer, foundations are confronted with
such a rising number of requests for funds that they are finding it

increasingly difficult and therefore more important to make intelli-
(:‘3 i
gent choices from among the alternetives presented to them. This
ya
in turn requires more and better information on the results of .

previous grants--a trend that coincides with inereesing emphasis on

professional management of foundations‘and greater. concern for effec-

s, ¢

tiveness and efficiency.

.
! -

Despite a good deal of discussion about the need for evaluation at

meetings where foundation professionals or their boards talk shop,
. . 4 ) ]
however, action ‘generally remains scanty--for both substantive and

managerial reasons. .

~ It‘is:difficﬁlt, for ‘example, to apply to most philanthropic )

¢ - proJects the evaluative tools’ that have been developed by social |
scientists and statisticiaﬂ% for meesuring the perfbrﬁance of large-
scele governmerrt progrems Foundations with few exceptions, don't

fund programs yie€lding massive data that lend themselves to quentite-

tive'essesgmeﬂt. Also, the prectices and goals of fﬁﬁﬂdetions cannot
. S T ‘ ' )

[ 4
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be measured as readily as those of the profit-making world And the
%

conventional, cost benefit evaluations, which can be 1nterpreted .

as auditing performance, smack a little of that

V

A May, 197k, memorandum from the Danforth Foundation describes the proced-

ures for evaluation of Foundation grants as follows: :

1

'

Evaluation qf grants is conducted to afsist'Trustees and Staff to

learn from funding efforts how better to award funds in the future,

to assess the value and impact of the grant in the recipient institution

(including spin-off, or unexpected, benefits), and to account for -
the expenditure both internally and externally.‘ Also, evaluations”’
are conducted to assess the degree to which the Foundation is attain-x\
ing its objectives as stated ipnits position papers and guidelines
and/or the degree to which grantees are achieving their stated goals.
Criteria for each grant studied are developed urder the leadership .
of the recommending committee and with counsel of thé Btaff. Ordin-
arily, "consultants are engaged to ¢onduct the grant evaluations.

A committee, (of the Foundation) upon recommending a proposal

v . , A
for funding, includes in the. written\synopsié a section'labeled

N

"Evaluation" with 8 recommendation suggesting how the grant should

&, L

be evaluated. This includes the amount of money deemed . necesSary,

an outline of.a suggested design, and & recommendation of an

4

individual (s) wha would be appropriate for conducting the

assesement : The statement states the issue to be evaluated and

” ~

the value of such an assessment to the Staff in its future vork.

A committee, in recommending 8 grant may decide that a formal

supporting rationsle, is'presented:

o
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evaluation is not necesgary, in which case such a statement, with .
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A gystematic evaluation procedure developed by the Rockefeller Foundation
' ‘

hag gone into*use in 1975-76. 1 Tt was developed by & staff Comittee ‘on Eveluation

~

hea,ied by Vige-President Anev/ c. Barnes, M.D. The key to th»is-"internal" evalua.,

tion rests with a statement mhde by th% off‘lcers when a grant is proposed. which

Y R

.
outlines the criteria by which the project will ultimately be evaluated. ’I'his

statement is critically revi/ewed by all the officers (not just the sponsoring oft‘f er)

\

prior to being placed before the Trustees for action.
The RF procedure involves five separate acts. The .first two are made at 1

the time the grant is made, and consist of a systematic description of the project

] ,_,.M“‘ N
ani then a statement of cb,)ectiies of the grant and criteria to be—us®d inm its eval-\

,ustion. The third and next "' is a summary of information on the -progress of the

<

, project, involving visits by staff officers and sometimes by outside evaluators.

Fourth is a narrative statement by the grantee describing the conduct 8 e
¥ .o * .
wn OFf the project. Finally, within six months of the ending of a?rmt, there.i co:\\'

-

of the grant to the oriéinal criteria pmposed for evaluation. A follow- -up eval-
ait"uafion is oi‘ten made, scmq[time after the conclusion of the project to Judge the

consequences and the impact of the project. ”

In addition, the RF sometimes uses outside reviewers to evaluate grants that

heve_been made, and alko to evaluate ex&mpl-es" of pro;;oéa.ls that were declined by

|

the Founda.tion . i i .

.Early Egperience with: Evaluatlon

.
{

As the foundatipn grew and developed their programs in the ea.rly decades
of the century, they frequently had to rev,iew past’ px‘ograms and to decide wvhether

v Twto. c}ﬂ‘mue thg% prOgrams and whether to make_changes in them. The advent ‘of

'te‘%esident or # nev Chaiman of the Board of Trustees may be the occasion
o Prior to the ¢ecade of the 19603 , atock takiqg and ‘policy plmning gen- ‘4

: erally took’ place jn the occasiong ndted above, or at the close df a njor ¢

L




Loy

- o 2 e

<~ progr-m that was’ieliberateLquianned to ocrupy a certain period.

This\was esdecially true of the Rockefeller funds in the period from 1910 .

~
\*uto 1533, when the original program of the General Education Board in the South

wae sﬁpplemented by the initiation of the Rockefeller Foundation in 1911, by ;

R
L -y .
~.. ~ the establlshmen* of the International Education Board with a major gift from

¢

John D. Rockefeller, Jr. in 192b; with the establishment of the Laurs Spelman

Rockefeller Mémorial ™und in 1913 and the creation of tne General Education

“-'“».Program of the General Education Board in ’933 Something very similar took

.
-
-, ———

<. place-in Lp earnegle Funis, during roughly *he same period of time.

., Sometimes .ne Board of Trustees set aside a perlod of several days in con-

-, . . . :
nect1on with one of their <wo Annual Boerdi meetings, to d}scuss proposals for

. “ , \
new programs and to evaluate old.programs. The decision to embark on a new
- . ' \

program or to terminate a program generally involved personnel in major staff
Ttel a ‘\ e
“““““ PBeitions. A director of & program that had been going for lo;gf 15 years

. SN

=

"y, PR 4. . » - A . *
..., might be approacking retirement age. This would be an oceésion ker a review of

. .*' -
LN * . N
b “+ ~ 1

Qpe program, and possibly a major change. . \\
Change: in tge\presidency of a Foundation are very likely to bi@ng major- !
~ A\

reviews of program, and subsequent changes. \
\

For example, there have be\n\elght Pre51dents of the Rockefeller Fﬁundatlon,

L&

%, and there was a major reorganlzatlon cf program at the conclusion of f1ve\ef these

\

Evaluatlons of Foundation propram are now being made public, partly, perRaps,
publlc relations gesture, but also because Foundation programs have public
ce. Generally, a relatively sympathetic but also objective observer is

\
asked to”wrlte a eritical account of a program. The Ford Foundation has done

import

much of thih commencing with the report on the Fund for the Advancement of Edu-

cation, 1951 L9)7, which was writteén by Paul Woodring, who had been a staff

~F R -
officer of theﬁFord Foundation, but was then & profESsor at Western Washingten*‘—“‘—”—_“‘

y
4 .
. Ve .
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University. Then the Comprehensive School Improvement Frogram, '1961-70, was

described in evaluative ‘erms by Paul Nachtigal in the.booklet, A Foundation /Goes

to School. 1961-1970. ' . ;

Contemporary Evaluation Activity ° ‘

A useful overview of evaluation as now conceived and executed is given by

Orville Brim, then President of the Sage Foundation, in his chapter in the book,

The Future of Foundations (1973) where he wrote under the title Qg,ﬂe Know What

We Are Doing? He says that Foundations suffer from a lack of evaluative inform-

ation about their work and its effects. 'Foundations put their executives in a

unique position in our soc1ety The fact is that they opera;e with few, if any,

v o

|

reality checks. They are cut off from the natural flow of evaluative informetion that
\

|

other institutions receive 1&er1can life.- They do saot know whether they are doing |

. . : !
what they think they are dding--or whether what they are doing makes any difference |
|
to anyone or not. Institutional isolation breeds narcissism and illusory feelings |

-

of power, and separates administrators from the frontiers of thought.' Brim names &

small number of formal evaluative studies of Foundations and their programs.

]
.

Comparisons between projects in a foundation program.

Brim discusses five forms of evaluation. ) ' . )
2. Comparisons between programs of a foundation. ‘

(W3]

Comparison between foundations.
4., Comparison betwéen foundations and #lternative forms of grant
or philanthropic activity. ‘ ' .
5. Evaluative case studies of projects.
A unique type of evaluation applied by Brim to the Sage Fouridation was a year-
long analysis 'and critique by a group of radical soéiologi§ts; headed by Jay
Schulman oé New York‘C}ty. Schulman, with Carol Brown and Roger Kahn, then members of |
the Eastern Union of Radical Sociologists, were financed in 1970-72 by the Sage Foundaw:

] *
tion, and were given full access to the files of the Foundation. They.eventually

interviewed )

71
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_in detsil all the staff members ani most of the project direc“ors and trustees.

~

'They strdied the Foundaticn activity from 1948 to i97%. Brim chose these people

and uqed his influence ani vower to mcke sure’th}y Pécelved cooperatlon from
{?’

the Toundation staff. There were difficulties, Lut ke says' "over a period of
months, a fragile relationship of mutual trust was maintained, and the work went
along " They otar*ed with the exp11c1t premise that the Foundation was run by

upper -midile class professional and business men and women as Trustees, was opera-

ted by upper-middle class staff members, with a general belief that liberal and

"objective” social science studies would improve what was already-a fairly suc-

*

L, . ,
» cessful and heal+thy society. An initial description of their project was pub-
-

¥

b lM%MMent Sociologist (Vol. 1, No. 4, April, 1971). A lengthy

draft was prepared in 1372, and a 33-page abridgement was published in The Insur-.

gent Sociologist.

This publdcation ‘commences as follows: .
N -
This study unravels some of the ways in which sociology, sociolbgists,

« and collectivities of sociologists and social scientists. foster elite
domination in the United Stafes by pursuirng professional interests-and
‘projecting professional ideologies which reflect & mobile upper-middle
class situation. This is also a study of the social siluation of soc-
iologists, a profession which has run-riot in the pursuit of its per- .
ceived interests. The point of departure for this analy51s is the Rus- P
sell Sage Foundatlon, a key element in the orgenization of the social AT vlyrey
science industry.

. To preview our line of analysis: We see Russell Sage trustees, staff,
grantees, and audiences as sharing a similar class situation. These
academics, social scientists, organizational managers, and professional
managers share a common production situation in that almost all of them '
are professionals selling services in a market administered by those
controlling the major foci of organized ‘economic and political power.
These professionals share a common market situation also in that they -
command enough wealth and income to possess a life style ranging from
upper-middle class to upper class As corisumers they are a privileged

group.

Upper-middle clédss professionals are objectively linked to power
elites in at least three ways. They work in and for organizations which
are controlled or influenced by members of power elites. They share in
8 life style which is similar in kind and, often, in degree to the life
style of the power elite. They have imbibed power elite perspectives

- and sensibilities as & result of being socialized in upper-middle class

3
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- families or socially mobile families and from student attendance or
L::::: * faculty employment at elite universities and colleges.

_ . Thus, upper-middle class professionals and those of the power elite
— share certain in*ellectual, social, and political perspectives. Three
I o _of thesé shared perspectives are important to our analysis: (1) the idea

that those who exercise legitimate power in our society have gained their

e positions largely through competence and experience, and are therefore

most deserving of power and best able to exercise it for the common good;

competency and experience are vouchsafed through academic and organiza-
tional credentials; (2) the idea that social control is more requisite
he for the public good than is soclial change; (3) the idea that beneficial
social change comes about through the action of authorities; changes
promoted by the unauthorized will lead to uncontrollable social disaster.
The full evaluation report by\Jay Schulﬁan -and his colleagues was not

approved for publication in the regular Sage Foundation publication series, but

the Foundation offered to assist financialily iq‘a separate publication. This

has not yet been, done.

Internal Evaluation ®

Anotéer form of evaluation is conducted "in-housé" and consists of a semi-
_\qugiitative report on the product of the foundation program or project--its influ-
\;;;e on practice or policy, thi extent to which it is read by the people to whom

1£ is iirected, and the gene£§1 impact it has upon the society in the area of the
program or project. This gives an implitit evaluation, though it may be presented -
simply as an objective record of ;;at happened.

An example of this is the final report on the Program in General Education

of the General Education Doard, 1933-1940. This report was published in the Annual

Report for 1940 of the General Education Board. It was written by Robert J. Havighurst,

Director of the Program, and Flora M. Rhind, Secretary, with the consultative help

I
1

3
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of Professor Harold Lasswell, and with the help of several months‘ work by Doris

¢
LA —

B Foster, Mr. Havighurst's secretary. The progrem in General Education was aimed

to support experimentation and policy development in secondary and junior college

- level education. The Trustees of the GEB allocated $10 million in 1933 to the new

program, after a eurvey of the field in 1932, made by several social scientists and
educators 1¥o looked into the problems of youth and ‘education at the beginning of
the "peprégsion Decade." Havighurst was one of the surveyors in the spring of 1932,
and he joined the staff in the spring of 1934 as Assistant Director under Edmund

Ezra Day, who was Director of the new program and also Director of the Divisign of

- Social Sciences in the Rockefeller Foﬁndation. When Day left the GEB to become

Pregsident of Cornell University in 1937, Havighurst succeeded him as Director.
Under this program, $8.5 million was appropriated between 1933 and léhl. The .com-
ing of ﬁorld Wer II in 1941 cpaﬁged the situation of youth so much that }he Foundation's
program was terminated at that time.
The evaluative report made in this way summarizes the grants which were
made, the characteristics and numbers of people who worked on projects in the
program, the numbers of teachers involved in workshops and institutes supported

by the program, the books which were published, and the approximate numbers which

. were sold during the period of the program, the changes in frequency of certain

titles of
key tenms inAarticles listed in the Education Index between 1930 and 1940--

rticles and books written by thousands of authors. ﬁxamples of such terms are

democraqy and general education. These terms concerned thé major objectives of the

progranm in general education. It was assuned that a sharp increase in the fre-

‘quency of these key terms was evidence that the Foundation's program was affect-

-

ing those who write and read about education._




" decisions. The decision may be made by a ‘foundation staff  to ‘support a particular

The five forms of eValuation.named by Brid\are_all>useétl. Three of them
are essentially 'in-house’ operations requiring information available within a
foundation. The other two involve comparison between foundations, or between

foundations and alternative forms of support, suph.asuthe. government.

All cases of useful evaluation are caqes which provide a basis for making
project. In this case a certain kih& :?E;fafhation of the proposed prbject is
made. Or the decision may be to- allocate more money to certain kinds-of projects,
This kind of’decisicn suggests the need for information and evaluation concerning
the success or promise of the projects of this type'already'in progress. Another
type of decision is whcther cr not to continue support of a’given program, and‘

at what level of expenditure.

i

Since decisions of these kinds are always being made, it is safe to asaume
that some kinds of evaluation are being used, though they may be quite informal
and quite casual. But the current trend is to conduct evaluation more carefully

and more explicitly in relatiom to the kinds of decision we have described.
In this connection it is useful to make a basic distinction between two forms

of evaluation--process and product evaluations. i -

Procesg Evaluation. While a project or a foundation prograﬁ is in ﬁrocess, it

may be useful o cvaluate the situation in ordgr to improve performance and cor-

rect mistakes. This kind of evaluation requires close study of a program and

its projects while it is going on., This study should feed information to the

project or program staff. It should lead to gorrection of erroré, dropping unpro-

ductive elements of the program, and pushing ahead vigorously with the most !

promising aspects of the program,

Foundations do not engage in this king of evaluation Yer} much, Alac, they

are understandably hesitant to "intervene" in a project they have funded. the

persons working on thevproject might be encouraged to take stock of the?
work and to ask for help from foundation officers,

Product Evaluation, When a project or a program is nearing ;§qena, oxr is coming

to’ a convenient stopping pqint, it becomes possible and desifable to evaluate the
product, or the output, This is the sort of thing a number of foundations are

now doing. It helps them to make wise decisions about re-funding and continuation
of a project or progru, and about extonsion .or expamioa of that progrm.

Ld
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Tﬂe recent experienee of the Ford Foundation in this connection is described

'by &bertGoldmang concerning the progfims of the National Affairs Division.

"We started proJecf evaluation by using the kind of interpretive reporting that

a good journalist does, evén though we were aﬁere of the limitations of such an

approach and were on the lookout for refinements and variat;ons that might give

es more precise results. But we were also determined not to become involved

with the heavy artillery of the more orthodox evaluation systems, which are geared

to large-scale programs., We preferred to start smail and build on the basis of

our‘own experience rather than mo;nt a costly and compliceted apparatus that might,

as the Germans say, lead us to 'shoot with cannon at sparrows.'

"The utility of these assessments, moreover, require thet they be available
to the decision makers at the time the information is needed. -In most cases, the
reason for eva;*ating a project is that a decision is imﬂTnent and that an evalua-
tion or assessment report, if done well, could help program managers make a more
informed judgment. Thus, we have to utilize whatever kind of informatiop can
b gatherea at the time rather than wait for perfect data. \

"It was decided early that evaluators would not make recommend?t;ons as to
whethef a psoject should be funded again, or at what levels it should be supported
in the futuse. Sueh decisions sometimes involve factors unrelated to a project's
performance, such as competing claims .for funds within the Foundatioﬂ or shifts
in programming priorities that go beyond the scope or knowledge of the evaluator.

"We do ask, however, for the evaluator's view of how the prog}am might oper-

ate more effectively in the future, in what areas the project is doing well and
miéﬁi do eyen be;ter, where it is lagging and shows little likelihood of improve-
ment, and other similar questions related to performance. This is the kind of
dnformation that not only the foundation b@t alsq the grantee should find useful,
andrisﬁesan- with some authority fram\a competent eveluator who has spent .a good

deal of tine with the program.

EKC S 76 -

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC ~ -

©




»

. F .
"Finding the Best People. We also decided that our staff should be small, and that

the'bulk of the work should be done by outside consultants. ne were determined to
develop a cooperative and constructive relationship between the evaludtion office
and program officers responsible for the grants that'are assessed. A large
staff and a correspondingly big budget tend to work against that by inducing
unwelcome visions of an inspector general. :

"Moreover, even the most carefully selected staff is unlikely to possess
the range of experience and fresh views\that are_available‘when consultants
are selected on an assignment-by-assignment basis. hnd whiie obJectivity is

hard to come by, -consultants, who are not on the Foundation's staff and earn

-~ ~

only part of their income from this work, are likely to have a measure of detach-
ment, which is an important ingredient 1n such work
"It would have been impossible, even with the most careful selection pro-

cedure} to put together an in-house evaluation staff that would span the range of
- talénts we have employed over the past six years, and we still have the chance

* to,bring in new blood as assignments come up. The backgrounds and qualifications
of consultants who have done evaluations range from academe to law, Journeiimn
to public administration, and social service or community organization work’
to business. We try to employ people with experience in administering programs,
so that their competence as observers and analysts may be seasoned with the kind
of Jjudgment ripened through such experience. \ : .

+ "Evaluation manuscripts are submitted to my oriice, eaited for style and

brevity, and then sent to Foundation officérs concerned with the project. The

J

president of the Foundation and vice president of “the division receive copies

of all reports. Additional copies g0 to program - personnel directly responsible

' for the grants. These program officers then acquaint grantees with the results .

of the assessnents '

»
(O T | N
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/
; "Between Spring 1968 and April 197L we pro?&ced 232 evaluations of prgjects
whose total grant value was $145 million. The gudget for the operations of the
office of evaluation over the same time span, or the cost of having these evalu-
’ations dene, was $1.7 million. Thus, the cost of evaluation has been about 1.2
percent of to;al gfant value." ’

Goldmann also discusses the influence of evaluation on the relations

between a foundation and its grantees. He says: TPérhaps as important as these
Jspecific lessons for the Foundation is *he impact of evaluation on grantor-grantee

relatlons and on the.quality of program admlnlstratlon By introducing a highly

skilled outside person who takes ample time to try to understand the goals,

. —/,_J_____’_‘A.A.——%

operatlons, and présgéés of a project and of the Foundatlon s purposes in fund-
‘ ing it, several thirgs hqppen. The grantee feels that tHE Foundation takes its
grants seriously and cares about what happens, not just‘to its money but to its
objectives i; p;oviding tle grant; the Fouﬁdation staff gets the benefit of a
relatively détached'view of a project in which it is deeﬁly involved{ and the
CZ£scussion'between Foundation and grantee personnel, as well as within thg PFoun-
datibn, becomes a good deal moré informed and speci%ic than would oiherwise be
the case. Perhaps this broaderkind of impact.is the most important yield of

evaluation."

Evaluation of Foundation Activity by Grant Recipients e

In Chapter 3 we reported some of the results of a questionnaire study in '
which 60 grantees for projects in the field of education compared their experi-
"énces with private foundations and with government granting agencies. Our prin-
cipal concern was to ccmpare.gOVernment to ﬁrivate agency operation, but a
number of the comments of grantees indicated the nature of their préferences
among foundations. ! -

&he strongest element in favor of the pr}vate foundations)§eems to be thé

b

close contacts that sametimes occur between grantees and foundation officers.’

8
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The grantees feel that the foundation.officer is deeply interested in the

project, and is dping everything possible to assist. On the other hand, some

. grantees report unpleasant interactions with some foundation officers, who

Appear to be arrogant and opinionated, and to he ﬁsing the grantee to achieve
"gomls of the foundation that are not those of scientific research or of mutually-

determined human improvement.

s
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V, PERSPECTIVES ' ,

There have now been seven decades of founda.tion activity in the field of
educet:lon, which can be examined in. the light of our knowledge of the condition
of human affairs at the time of the ectivity, and of what he.ppenegi afterward.

This should give us a basis for some conclusions about the contributions the
o ‘ e -
. There are.two broad functions of the foundations: T .

foundp.tions'heve made to ‘the human welfare.

1. To provide basic support, where it is most- needed, to the educational

s;}stem. Thi"e is a eonetructize, cons’er‘va&t:lve kin'd. of gctiv’ity, likely
" to be generally eppre'c:letea.l '-'J:'h:le is a support\pror the: Establishment,
in which the foundation allies’ itself with the iufn bodir. of educators.
2 * To support innovation e.nd experimentetion, aimed et improvement through
- cha.nge in the educetionel system hnd :I.n the society The Rockereller R .
% - !‘oundation President, Ches r~Barnerd,‘iov his 1951 ?eport/g wrote that the .
- Rockefeller 'Foindation has been "a pioneer and a supporter of pioneers." .
This function can and very llkely wili disturb the Eateblishment at times. s
ft can be seen by some people as a threet to their way of life. On the ‘
Toa g/ 8ther hand, the modem western eociety is so cha.nge-oriented ‘that innova- l
- tion and eitperimentetion are welcomed by many people in principle,' even v ‘
: though they uy be uncomfortable at timee ) - . '
. A test or the quality of foundation’ activity in line with the change’ e.nd
:anrovement ﬁmotion 15 the degree to which it eene:d and enticipe.ted aociell'“ SR

a A
. ' needs a.nd worked effectively on vayp of meeting thoee needs even when the Eeteb-- L

l:l.ehnent mey not heve been f‘ully ewere of thenh ) ‘ h R '\

# - , £ -.n , c i ' '-: ’
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We will tx:y to exmine the record in relation to these two mfjor} functions,
from the vantage point of the historian. We shall divide the first 75 years of K
the 20th century into 6 periods, and also define areas of need and of develop-
ment. within the society, asking how the foundationa responded how early they

noved to respond, ‘ahd how useful their responeee were.

~

The: Social Stance .of the ‘Foundo,tione ‘

C R,

‘ Throughoxﬁ. the present century there has been s distrust of the eocio-
political attitudes of rich men. - The phrase "nalero.ctdrs of great wealth" was s
«coined garly to apply to the faunders of some of the great foundn.tione. Since <
the individuals who made immense fortunes in the late 19th and early 20th century
did 80 under conditions of relatively wenk labor orgenizations end ablence of ! (@

legislative control over the methods of big business , it was nntura.l -for eoeiul

~

eritics to be against t.hem and to be suspicibus of the motives behind any appa.r-

ently philanthropic activity they night undertake. Thus it wes difficult in

l9ll for the proposed Rockefeller Foundation to secure congreesiona.l lpproval =
for a charter by the federal government. Even the coneerva.tive Taft Administra-
tion had viewed the proposa.l to eetablisWﬁoundntion as "an inderinite

scheme for perpetueting vast wealth." This was uid t‘\m years after a federal . . -

Judge had impoeed a fine of $29.2. million on the Stn.ndo.rd 011 Company of Indiana

r

. for npnopolietic activitiee a.nd the cdrruption of public officio.ls * The Rockefel-

\

ler group then withdrew their application to the fede government and easily

‘ aecured s cherter from th&llew York ‘State Legielatur in 1913.

"~ This was followed by an inveetigetion in 191K by the U.8. Industrial Rela-

tions cmssiweﬁ by Frank . Walsh to find out whether the e Rockefeller B

!‘oundetion progru was serving the Rockerc ] er bueineee interutm. Though nothing
L2 ) . ‘ , A e . 4 Al
) a7 < b
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calse .of this ﬂiﬁvestig‘aﬁoq, similar investigations of Toundatidns were na.d~e by
o ’ ,Zéggreu%onal dc&t£ees 1n11951 under C‘ongressman h;gené Cox and again.in 1953
ux;der _Congresmniﬁ. C;rroil Reece. But in the investigations of the 1950s f;h'e
cha.rée' was tht the foun&a.tions were engeging .in sociulil’t"ic or left-wing propa-

ganda. These Congrehsioml cormittees vanizshed with the eclipse of Semto.r'Joseph

-

. McCarthy. But the mid-1960s saw the emergence of'Cméresmn Wright Patman and
ag N .~ .
his hearings under the auspices of the Houké Small Business Committee., Patman

2,

took a different'ideolpgical po'sitioh. He saw the foundations a8 represent‘a.tiireq
of Big Money, with foupdations as tax shelters to help rich pecple reduce their
ta.x p;.ynents vhile still ret.a.ining so-ejof"the advantages of the money through

f cont'rol of the grants by their. foundations. Eventually .the Congress pa:ssed the-
. Tax Beform law of 1369 which increa.sed the regulations under which the foundations
pst operate 'and provided mild controls vith which the founda.tions gseem to e ‘
able t,o operate in. relative confort ’l'he 1969 law ucplicitly proh.ibited founda ‘ ;
"tions from suppor-ting "political or propagsndistic activity.” Haldgnr Nielsen, - .

~ a relisble critic of foundations, argues that the 1969 law emcoursges the con-
. - . ‘ A R

. - . . ¢ i kY ¢ ’ ‘ v * " -
servative ving of foundat’fon trustees vho show "t-tendency to restrict the ll.ti-

? .
tude of dhcretiqn of typictlly nore 1iber|%stttf -enber: in detlang with grmt

b oy
propouls He concludes, "These seeningly smail proggdu:nl cha.pg’éc appea.r‘sn
- combination to.be having ldor consequences n cunvting fousdation fundk from ’ ‘
) . :‘) co ronr;h.l but creative recipientl to thoae of the -ost traditional uta often
by—e— " “
. “ . & '- )
‘)' - backward-looking kind. - ( K .
‘:' el S L4 - . P . 5\ . ~ o, n -
- . . . L

~ 8 % Nielgen, p. 20
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Moreover, it is clear tha';. severa.l foundations have n;ade grants to definitely

right -wing organizations for efforts by these orga.nizations to influence teach-

ing, especially in the direction of support of free enterprise capitalism. Some

foundations have also supported ﬁmdanentaliet religious institutions. These

appear to have had ﬂo,;con;g‘essional criticism, though liberal critics of founda- -

tions are quick to poiat this out. ) h )

On the whole, though, in the field of education the major dations

hdve not only supported the Establishment; they have. also. supported the
effective 'refom movements, with money for experimentation and evalna]:i-on‘, and - — -

* with oney to pay for training of\ persons to work in these reform movements. —

4 A. The 1900-1920 Period

. t.hat was inadeque.te *n most regions of the country from the earliest’ >years of
school on to the graduate e.nd pmﬁgssional schools, The. tvo Rockerenér entities-- .
the General Education Board. and the }m%:iler Faundation--were joined: by the

. Ca;\ltg;e Corporation and the Ca.megie Foundation for the Advance-ent of Tea.ch- ' £ o

LI

—TT TN . ) -
ﬂg j.rx e.-bitious prograns of innovation a.nd ilprove-ent P

Seen from the point of view of the 19703, the perlod from 1900 to 1930 ap'pea.rs

. a0 \
. to be’ the tilke of ne:)or impact of the Founda.tions ‘on the edncetione.l eystem. . & Y-
Even thmh the Founda.tions were just getting ste.rted eﬂ .there vere only a " /

hendml of them, it 1: dii’ﬁcult to' im.gine how th,e emtiom eya

Ny let.‘ i groving obligetions without them., -
. ’ ~

<+ Afding" Ba.ckgrd South

) '.‘

hthdugh t.he South is not now elpecia.lly backvard in technology or lov in -
nlf.erie.l etendard of living it was clee.rly the problen ares of the country in -

;1900 ’Conleqnently it would be expected that foundetionc would tum much of -their .

. “a




attention to the South, aiming to help raise the material standard of living,
through education, health services, improved agricultural and industrial tech-

" nology. The General Education Board, with Rockefeller .support, made this a

» Tt et . ' 3
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major goal for the first three decades of the century, picking up programs

started by smaller foundations. Other foundations came into the field; such-
as the Woodruff Foundation (based on Coca-Cola) and the Duke Endowment.

The provision of-schooling for Negro children, and the development of a
system of public high schools In the southern states were radical missionary
ventures which required astute dealing with the southern power structure.
Thele were relatively bold actions at the time they were taken, though they
may appear consgervative today

A related effort was the school survey movement, initiated by Abraham Flexner

\\\‘and the General Education Board first in several southern states and cities.

Reform of Medical Educexion “ . —— —

The Flexner Report on Medical Education (1909) was financed by the Carnegie
Foundation. This was a challenge to the established system of proprietary or
erETEerrprise medical schools, and it was supported by the Bockefeller and
other major Foundations, which stimulated and supported medical schools with.

-

full- time faculty personnel. Severel new Foundations would devote practically

‘v

- all their funds to medical education and medical research

3

- . B. The 1920-1930 Period s, ) .

¢ ’

. R N . » [ 2 .
The period following World War I saw the first major foundatioh program of -

|

’  basic aid to the libersl arts colleges of the country through Rockefeller and
| .

| Carnegie gifts to strengthen college teachers' salaries and to establish an - *

edequate peneion system. TFrom this time oo, the foundations were to provide -

- continuing‘aseistence to private colleges and universitiel, including the Negro

;colleges ot.tbe South. The Generel Education Boerd nlde grants totslling -

. approxinniﬁli $250 million in 1967 dollars for thisd purpose between 1915 and
’-1925- . » . . - ¥ ‘ ’
The, Carnegie Corporation amd theé Gemeral Edusaticn Board, arcund 1920, were

\ " making annual grants amounting to perhaps one-fifth of the annual income of all
colleges and universities in the United States. (Weaver, p. 154) S

| L .
- * ~ - ¢

> a
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time.

amounting to $2,685,000. ‘ “

for innovation and expansion of secondary and higher education, which were
[ Y , .

5-6.

.

International Programs :
B ,:'«"""/ ' .
The broad interest of:f?e{%can Foundations in universities throughout the

’ *

world--the Orient, Europe, Afric d Latin America was begun at this time,-
largely through the Rockefeller -Intermational Education Board. At the same
time, post-doctoral fellowship programs were commenced through the National
Rese;rch Council ‘and the International Education Board to stimulate scientific
research and to foster an international fraternity of young research scholars.

The Carnegie Corporation Jes‘developing its- British Commonwealth Fund at this

<
M

Educational Science, ?1ne Arts, Medical Educeyion, and Adult Education

The Carnegie Corporation gave major support to college and university
programs in the fine arts. The General E&ucation‘Board commenced aiding several
graduate schools of education withnproérame-of a@fenced teaching and resea;ch
and experimentation in elementary and secondafy education. Medical research l
and medical education received growing support from a number of new foundations.

The Anerican Association for Adult Education grew out of several~Ca;negie
Corporation-initiated conferences, commencing in 192k. A variety of grants for

programS‘in'this new field were made by the Corporation between 192; and 1939,

. . C. The 1930-1948 Period . .

3 i

The Depression Decade of the 19308 provided both a need and an opportunity

spear-headed by fbhnd;tion-supporteg programs. S -

.Problen of Youth. The.most ﬁfessiné problem, highly visible by 1932, was that *'

\

.of teen- age youth With | enornoua unenployment of adult:, there was little

.~ chance for teen eéera to get into the labor fokce. Scl@ form of public-

PR

[




5-6a

suéported program for youth was obviously necessary. The logical solution,

¥

as seen by concerned Americans,‘éas to expand the high schools to take care
of nearly all teen-agers. This w;s ;>§ypically American solution. European
nations d;a not see the secondary schoel:gs appropriate for’moré than a

small proportion o? youth who were aspiring to professional an¢:ﬁppei-class

caree;s. But the American society haf already developed.and accepted

the idea of a general public-supported post~ .
[ 4

- i B -\
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orimary school. Prodortions of 14-17 year-old youth in scheoel had increased

" -

from 7 ﬁercent in 1890 to 32 percent in 192C and 51 vercent in 1930. Buz the
further-expansion o 73 percent in 1940 wds a big leap which would require some -

»

" adaptatidn of the curriculum to youth from working-class famijlies.

A

. | _—

General Education. As eariy as 1925 there was a stirring in the colleges which

became ‘the "general education movement" by the early 1930s.. Theicollege curricu-
. .
lum by 1925 Has\clearly in need of radical change. Colleges were no lofiger pri-

marlly pre- professional--oreparing a few;students for entrance to law, medicine,

——
-

clergy, and teaching. The curriculum had expanded quantitatively through the
addition of many free electives, which left it up to the student to fashion his
: :owncprogram around his major subject, whith seldom took much more than one-
| third of Bis time.
.The notion of utiliiing as much as ‘half of tne four-year course for ;

planned .and integrated prqgram in general 'liberal” education was being dis-

cussed by innovatorq during the 1920s In 1927 the University of Wiscons1n

‘,established the Experimental Colleg_ under the leadership of Alexander Meikle-
:John, who came f;om the Presidency of Amherst College to lead the project. This

was a re31dent1a1 2-year college for young men. The curriculum was built around

tion in all of 1ts dimensions The Experimental Cellege devoted the first year
" to the study of Athens of the Sth Century, B.C. The second year studied the

- United States of the 19th century Faculty acted as tutors, and took their turn

t

. . to lecture.sand lead discussiops as the group studied the economy, the religion,

* the axt the tedhnoldgy, the literature, drama, and political organization of

the society. P
- LN » f - o

L]

. thq‘idea that a good liberal educatlon could be obtained ;by studying a civiliza- é
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When Robert M. Hutchins came to the University of bhlcego as President in

1929, he made general, liberal education his main interest. He collected a

v

faculty and organized courses around the Great Books of Western Civilization as
tne centralfelement of generel education. -Parallel with this activity, profes-
sors in,the sciences end the social sciences and humanities developed integrated
survey cﬂurses which could be put together into a curriculum of general education
fﬁet had some intellectual unityx This program won out at Chicago, with the
creation of a 2-year QS}l e’that gave a diploma and a.2-year bachelor's ‘degree.
The Great Booksfid;; was transplanted to Annapolis, Mary?and, to:reinvigorate
St.‘Johns’College with a program of 4 years of liberal education-built on the
Great Books. g ' ' '

It is interesting to 'note that these act{vdties were-generated within the
colleges, ind'without foundation instigation or'support. But the close of the

¢

193ds'saw a spread of the general education movement in liberal arts célieges .

. afd state univensities Ghich drew substantial foundation support. The General

Educatggn Board .and the‘Carnfgie Corporation made grants to selected colleges
and universities for experiments with general liberal education, as distinguished
from college educetion aimed to train the student for an oécupation. This cul; X
minated in the Report of the ﬁarvard Universdty faculty committee on General

/
Education in a Free Society, and with the move of mﬁny state universities to

- *

establish 2-year Generhl Colleges, from which students could either graduate .

with a generel education or go on to major in a college department

Women's Education. Hbmen 85 education was no great issue in the 1920s end 303,

with a few pri&ete vomen's colleges and girls' private schools ‘and the great

majority of girls and young women attending clesees and associating with the

opposite sex in school activities. But the- etirring of the General Education

movement was accampanied by the creation of'severelepriyetg women's colleges
: ' A .

. . R
. - x‘
. ~
M P
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which operated }a.long pro'gressilve and general education lines. In the forefront
were Sarah Lawrence College it Bronxville,’lew York; Bennington College at Ben-
nington, Vermont; and Stephens College at Columbia, Miuouri. These colleges
offered a liberal general education, with no special emphasis on a career. By

the beginning of the Depression they were operating succeumlly, with little
or no foundation attention or help. The period uﬁer 1935 saw several founda-
tion grants to the new women's colleges with tﬁe purpose of examining the effects
of nevw .versions of women's education on the attitudes and Sehavior of women col-
lege students.

The Progressive Education Movement. By the nid-tve;zties tliezje was an active

movement organized around the concept of the child-centered school. This had

its origin in EBurope, in new a.nd highly experimental schools in. Sﬁtzerlmd,

Belgium and Engiand. Susan Isaacs hed written the basic book and had sterted

" the Malting-House School in Cambridge, England. A. S. Neill had founded

Sumserhill in Devonshire, The international New World Fellowship had been organ-
{zed; with the Progrmssive Education Assbcia.tion as its American section. In
the United States a number of private schools were organized along child-cen-
tered lines, thousﬁ none reduced external constraints as much as tin S\mnerhill
model did. Several major ﬁgures in wiversities took the lead for Progresaiye
lducation. ion.. Professor Kilpatrick at Columbia, Boyd “Bode at Ohio State, George 8.
Counts at Columbia and John Dewey, to a lesser‘degree,_were “expounding the doc-
trine of student interests and motivation as guides to curriculum-building.

The PEA had within its leadership two dispante groupl, vho- were able to cooper-
ate only as lons h there vere resources aml npace enough for thu to operate .
Nore or less indepemntly One was the child-centered noup followin&liounem;
the other was a social refora, quui-nocinlint group vho had 10 mropm nodell,

I

but found their leudcrn among American Iiberals as soon as the Deprouion lhook

- 91
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the society and raised doubts about the velidity of the capitalist economy,

- st, leaders
which was renamed by its capitalihkduring the depression years as the free-

enterprise economw:

2 Prpéressive Edecetion developed inside the eduezgionul system with very
little attention from foundations, ;ith the very important exception ;r the
Lincolﬂ School at Columbia, started as a brain child of Abraham Flexner, and
supported witlt several million dollars of Rockefeller money through the Gen-
eral Education Board, commencing in 1917.

Foundation Attention to Emerging Needs and Patterns .

One foundation was taking some soundings at the close of the 1920s, with a
view tovard change in program emphasis. This was the General Education Board,
which in 1928 agreed with the Rockefeller Poundation (through interlocking
Boards of Trustees) to- cultivate the educational field while the Bockefeller
Foundation concentrated on the "increase of knowledge" through research, end
.on the applicetion of research to certain major problems of poor and tropical.

societtes.

The General Education Board staff and Trustees, between 1930 and 1933, were

lodking\for new emphases over and 8bove their tfaditionel emphasis on educationdl
needs in the South, and the quantitative support and expension of higher educa-
tio:hro g?tcgggufgfgfgg.vith educational leaders and a survey of innovative
work on«edolescence and the educetion of youth, they drew up a plan for a Program
in Genera.l mucgtion, end ‘asked the Trustees to set ‘aside a fund of $10 million
io‘support tp}s progren‘for ten years., Staff members were recruited specifically
for this program, and the following majon{innpvative and e;perinental progrems
‘w\ex;e supported, growing out of ducushoqs‘beweén staff members and leading

educstors, with staf? members playing a fairly active role:

-

¥
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The Eight Year Study of 30 Secondary Schools which were set free to develop
new curricula which might not meet the usual College Entrance Board specifica-

. tions This Study was directed by the Commission on the Relation of School and
’ College, of the Progressive Education Association. -

The Study of Adolescents made by a Commission of the Progressive
Education Association. ‘ A - o / .

T The Curricul\m Reform promoted by the Comission on Curriculum of the PEA

L

" A series of Summer Workshops for teachers of experinente.l schools. ’I'he

at this time ‘
Sunmer Workshop was invented as a device for helping teachers to teke an active

-

part in curriculum reform.

»

‘ The American Youth Commission of the America.n Council on Education made

studies of in-school and out-or-school youth -and a notable series of studies

of Negro youth, followed \}y recommendations for secondery school 'curr;lcultm

and for pudblic service employment of youth The Civilis.n Consemtion Corps
which hsd been created by the Roosevelt Administret:[on Vas studied and ‘evalu-

-
.

4

_ ated by the Commission. > ﬂ .

The ‘Canission' on Teacher Education of. the American Council on Education

brought the teecher-trei;ing institultioos together into 2 stroug professional
orgmizeﬁion, which undertooi to reorésﬁize-the‘treining o? -“.e;cher's withl 1
more studies of children snd youth, and mére critical consideretion of educa-
tionsl obJectives a.nd ways of meesuring echievemént of thege obJectives. s

" The lducttionsl Policies Commission of the lletionel Educttion Associetion
and the Americen Aseocietion of Bchool Adninistretors was created to study
and nske recomendations concerninc public educetion. Besid.es 1esding public

school educators, the Comission included Charles Beard, the historien, and

.

Jues B. Conent President of Hs.rve.rd University Bes.rd wrote for the Con-

E )

- mission a major book- -The Unigue !‘unctiog of lducetion in American Deuocrecy,

s

°o - > 94
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Grants” were also made to support experimentation with general education
in the College at the University of Minnesota, Sarah Lawrence, Bennington, and
Stephens Colleges 7 ’ )

‘When the entry of the United States into World War II brought a halt to

much of this work, in l9hljﬁ2, the ?rogram in General E&ucation'had mede grants
of $8.5 million inia\focussed program. In 1967 dollars, this amounted to
approxinately $20 million. | o

] This is an example of a program aimed at promoting educational change with
the foundation‘staf?\ﬁorking closelynandwactively in collaboration with educa-
tors who wanted cnange and used foundation support for this purpose. However,
tne ideas were‘all available and beiné pushed bv’educators éefore the foundation-
came into the field. ' The program is an ekample of & change-oriented foundation
seeking out cnange-oriénted educational lesders, and giving them resources that ' ~
enabled tnem to exert a great deal of leverage on the educational system.
J The period around 1940 saw relatively little‘new activitv bv foundations,

since World War- II, starting in 1939, involved the USA increasingly. However, '

the Carnegie Corporation in l937'asked the Swedish social scientist’ Gunnar Myrdal,

to look critically at the situation of the Negro in American society, and he producedf

his famous An American’/Diltemma, which was to nave a large iﬁpact on Ameérican

educational and other social institutioms: ' s

-
] R PR

D. . The lgyangeo Period 3 ’ B
P R

e L
The ‘period of a dozen years following 1948 was marked by a safe-and-sane

2
process of slow growth, in the educational area, with emphasis on the "basics,"

The youth population actually decreased during this period,'thus allowing a

‘higher percentage to enter college without crowding the colleges. The child -

iy .
population of elementary school age did not commence its poat-war bulge until o
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. 1955 This- wns a period of economic prosperity and expansion The job markét

. :

," " was good for college graduates " »
In the relatively quiet half-decade after nWorld‘ War II, the foundatiéns were
: mainly taking stock, and pla.nning new progrems. 'But the Carnegie Corporation
_ quietly took the initiative to finence the Educational Testing Service which was led
- by s Bpard of Directors consisting of outstanding educetioné.l gnd psychologice.l
'testing spectalists. This organization had = quiet beginning under the leadership
of Henry Chauncey, who had been Assistant toptgzl‘iinaaward University, and stea.dily
grew into the country's major research and development ”ncy for educational tests
and forl\?m%a.n tognitive development
3 . It wak during-this period that new Foundations entered the i‘ield with large
¢ resourceg, The giant Ford Founda.tion came into existence, with initialrgra.nt"s
’ tote.lling more than $500 million for general support of colleages and universities
and increased facu.lty salaries to offset the post-war monetary inf];ation. ‘Also, :
the Ford Foundation granted more than $100 million to medical schools ’ '. ‘.

Two wery influential studies by James B, Cpnent were focussed on the Ameri-

5 I

can High School, and on Teacher Educetion. Cona.nt drew upon ‘lee:ders of .the Estab-

lishment for e.ssistn ice in his studies, which ce.lled for improvement, but did not

4

favor radical reform The Ford Foundation stirred the waters of controversy

4

with its efforts (through .the Fund for the Advancement or Educe.tion) to get more

be;sic disciplines" into the education of teechers, rather tha.n more courses in

- ot

"educetional methods." The Cemegie ’Corporetion supported the Conmt st,ndies
The Lilly' Endowment stepped up its program of general support of privete collegea
in Indiofne..‘ 'l'he Kellogg Founda.tion supported the expansion of adult educetion as

{

~d:l.tf the,Ford Founda.tiqn. The Grant Foundation supported extension of’ chﬁd study -

progruas fgr the tra‘ining of tegcherc. The hbtt Foundation® was bhilding a soi!.id

base for the Cammnity School movemeﬁt The Danforth Foundation commenced .

‘ﬁm‘

its u.jor Graduate Educetion Fellowship Progren in 1952 The General Education
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-Board put the remaindeér of its resources into the strengthening f high ers
tion

‘‘‘‘

education for Negroes and fbr whites the §9pth The Rock fel}er’Fo
turned to a broad program of assifxing universities in underdevelopeg/eoﬁntries of .

—

Asie, Africa, and Latin perica. The FoydFoundation made grants of $210 hnngr

under its Overseas Development Program during the 19503 - ¢ i

<
s

Educational Television. ﬁy 1950 the educational potentialities of{tele#ision

% were becoming evident; and the Federal CGmmunications'Cégmission deliberately

L 4 held ane or more channels‘opei;for same form of public serviee broadcasting, T

vhen it allocated channels to commercial TV stations. Several foundations saw

{‘}‘ ‘ ) . . . “ \ . 'u‘_w_,»—-""/
possibilities. The Kellogg Foundation in 1951 made gﬁgfggtqafm$3007eee‘tﬁf - .
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establish the National Association of Educational Broadcasters. The i‘ord
Poundation commenced to support production of educ;tiotul televisi;)h programs,
and has g;'anted. over $250 million for this 1'Jm‘pou since 1952. The Carnegie
Corporation was to provide $500,000 for an influential Report of the Canni;-,
sion on EBducational Television in 1967. The Sloan Poundation provided funds
for work on Cable Television in 1971. Between 1949. and 1971, two hundred and
forty educational television sta:t‘ions e created, nearly all of them htvinc
some basic support froe foundations--many times locn.l‘cc-unity foundations.

The federal government's support of the Public Broa.dcastitig Service was
certainly influenced by the activities of fmmdn.ti-ons dyring this formative

Pederal Government Activity. During this period much more money was granted by

foundations for educational purposes-than had been given during any similar
period earlier in the century;.' Also, the federal goveﬁnent entered the field
of support for educational development in 1958 with thé National Defense Educa-

tion Act, that strengthened high school and college teaching in the physical

‘sciences and in foreign languages as well as providing funds for the training

and employment of high school counsellors who were expected to direct more able
. -4

young people into areas of work that would strengthen the nation's military

B. The 1960-1 Period. The New Frontier md the War on Pove
es

_ The mood and the spirit of 1&0 ey be well reprelented. by)\John Y. Xennedy

vhg took office at the beginning of that year. America was nnthy, self-

confident and prepared for another prosperous and relttively peaceful deca_de.
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The ptoblems of the world seemed largely due to poverty and underdevelop- '

the world with education and modern technology. Thous of youﬂg people Joineﬁ
the Peace Corps and VISTA. l
Ab?oad, in the uﬁderdeveloped nations, the r educational fbun¢ations
set up field offices and funneled moéey especially torﬁhe small and underdevel-
oped universities. The Ford agd'the Rockefellér and the Kellogg Foundations
_ worked along these lines. The Rockefeller Foundation put $58 million into over-
seas uﬁiversity development between 1963 ¢nd 1974. From 1925 on, the Rockefeller
Foundation gave 32 percent of its grant to assist education abroad.

&

At home there was too much poverfy for a wealthy democrstic society, a8

wal as a considerable amount of ecgmomic discrimination against blacks and

people of Spanish” descent. Furthgrmore, the Supreme Court decision against

#

separate schools for blacks and Mhites was not producing racial integration in

the urban sch;ol systems, becgfise residential segregation produced segregated
-schools.
Several major foundatjons quickly calse to the suppors of economically
and roially disadvantaged pupils through programs designed by educators ﬁo
teach them more effectiyely and through raising the educational level ?f\Ais-
advantaged students- tq/help them improve their socioeconomic atatus. .
The Ford FPoundafion commenced its y/onprehensive School Improvement Progra.n
in 196}, and the Rofkefeller Poundatiop started its qugl Opportunity Am
in 1962. These e focussed on big cities, where the problems of poverty aga
discri;inition re most visible. yény foundations turned their_attention to

the black colleges, making them grants to raise the quality of their faculty.

Dis(admtoged innér-city high school students were given summer s‘chool‘ experi-
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_I"oundations Cmpe.red with Federal Government Action with Respect .to Educational

<

Research and Innovation After 1960. -

{
It we's Just at this time, in the early IQS, that t,hé/ federal government ,
moved in to bring very large amounts of money (compared with the money provigded

by the foundations) to bear on the same problane of povertﬁnd discri.minetion.

-The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the
' Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 ;. Placed federal government money and

: personnel in the field with the aim of solving the problems to whictr the founda-

tions we have mentioned had turned their attention. The largest amount of money

~ came through Title I of the ESEA which gave more than one billion dolla.rs

.yea.r to schools and school d.istricts with pupils from low income families.

There was alsq money to support innovations under Title III Gf the ESEA ‘and’
also for Ccmnmit‘y Action and Neighborhood Youth Corps projects under the Office
of Econnnic Opportunity , " \

The federal gcvernnent provided from 5 to 10 times as much mne& for educa-
tional research and innovations as did the foundations during this period.
Foundations increased their allocations to education during thie period from ‘
a’bout $100 nillion a year to $200 million in doIlars of 1967 purcha.sing power.
This period was ome of optimism, that the educational system could spear-head
2 major development of equality and of soclal justice. o

One of the major social mvuentl.s of the 19608 was wcneri's Liberation. It
seen that this movement got very little atbention from the. fmmdatione until the

Carnegie Commission ‘on Higher Education iseued a strong poaitive statement in

1975, with a nmher of reccmendations for inprovaent of sn.l.aries and status

of vmen end ninority group members as teuchers and other e-ployees in the rield

of hi@:er edncahion . Several of .the ‘twenty-seven Recommendations dealt quite
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directly with women, asda category different from 'mi 'ty groups. The Carnegie Commission

ties for Women in Higher Education, The ’
[
eral grants to’ assist colleges in the training

also published a volume in 1973 titled Opport

Carnegie Corporation in 1974, anno d‘
of women for administrative positions An higher education. Alsé ‘the Corporation granted

Wellesley College $195,000 to aigi%iythe development of the new Center for the Study of

-9 .

Women in Higher Education and/fhe Profeésions, - *

At almost the same tig ; the Russell Sage Foundation announced publication of The

a

New Feminist Movement bff Maren Lockwood Carden a sopiological study of the women's move-

2

‘ment in the 19603 agf 1970s, Also the Sage Foundation supported a study on Problems of

Blue Collar WOme-l-y Pamela Roby, and a study of labor force partiaipation and occupational

'status of womeyf, by Valerie K., Oppenheimer, .

In foreign fields the educational prdgrems flourished, supported by foundation money,

Universitifs were growing; American professors went abroad to teach and brought promising
. /\‘

young scjffolars back with them for graduate work. In South America, East and West Africa,

India gnd Southeast Asia, higher education was>developed in quali andfquantity latgely

+

6n‘t‘- basis of foundation aid, ‘ -
Meanwhile, in 1964 and 1965, the War ig-Vietnam began to draw large numbers of /\

herican youth into the armed services. Unrest developed on college campuses, Protest

i

jmovements appeared. The compensatory‘eduehtiog’programs for which foundation and govern-
M

.

ment funds had been provided did not show the expected imprbvement in school achievement

of school and college students,
Ld . f .
After 1965, the enthusiasm and optimism of the early 1960s gave way to feelings of

ftustration and pessimism on the part of many educators. Nobody seemed to have ideas

thlt;uould ptevide a ereak-through, and_leaders'spoke more and hore?qg problems and less

of solutions, Foundation officefs shared the general mood, but continued to suppo}t what

A Y

seemed to be the best and surest programs, . . ) S

[N

Almost without warning the structure of optimistic expectations ;;d promises caved

in, and the educational system was confronted with a crisis of shocking proportions.

. 130




Domsm
w
1
!_—‘
o

-« 1967--Cultural Pluralism

' During 1966 the political andledugational le;ﬂérs of northern blacks and
southern blaéﬁs adopted a militant, pluralist if not separatist pol}cy. Since
raéial segregation in the big citi;s was increasinzsigince this was provid-
ing a political power base for blacks, they concluded that they should work for
local and racial self-determination, perhap; later coming b;ck into closer
collaboration with the white power structure when they?would ha;e enough power
to bargain more nearly'equally. :

At the same time the youth(counterculture sérea&rover ééilege'qampus;s,
‘stimilated by opposition to the war in Vietnam. The Studen@gvfor a Democratic
Society became a force to be reckoned with by college administrators, who were
beingrpu;hed from the other side by legislatures and trustees concerned with

* - steeply rising costs. . -

Neither'the educational leaders nor the foundation-officers and trustees
had foreseen this situation. Clearly, a new epoch was ;t hand, which might
require dra;tic social and educational change. It was clear, by this time, tﬁap

* racial integration in the public schools of thefbig cities could not become a
fact without a long drawn-out, process of reaidential integration, upward mobil-
ity of blacks, and cooperation of- suburbs with central cities. Meanwhi}e,

blacks were becoming politically powerful inﬁxgg\maJOr c%tie!, and in certain
southern statel. . | |

Other minority groups, notably the Chjcano and Puerto Rican groups and
some American Indians became more aeparatist or pluralist in their policie-.‘
Thil,resulted in moves for minority-oriented college itudiel, and for stress

in the school curriculum on minority-group history and éulture.“

-Minally, Furopean ethnic groups became more seif7conlcious and put pressure

on the educational system to work for pluralism rather than close integration of

Q ' ‘
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the many ethnic strains in the populetion ‘ -
The foundations with an interest in education have moved very uncerteinly

in this area, recognizing its importance, but not- ready to edopt cleexly

defined pelicies.

Radical Reform in Elementary and Secondary Schools: -1965-7h. The relatively

conservative educational programs of the late 1950s gave yaj to a reﬁivel of -

the progressive education movement of the 1925-4L0 period, with emphasis on

~

"open)olaesroom," "free schools," "alternative” schools. Mordsnt criticism

of public schools became popular. Several foundations moved into this field with
a degree of caution, end generally through officially recognized educational
organizations. The federal government through the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, instigated,programs, such as the Voucher Scheme which would give parents

a cﬁoice of schools for their children, with govermment financial support.

. At the same time, the federal government placed more and more e;phesis on _ ~

. . @
participation of, disadvantaged groups in decision-making on loce%_school

matters. A broad movement for "decentralization" of administrative control and
for "local community’control” of the schools was fostered by certain foundations
and by certain government agencies.” In general, however, the foundations stood

by the educational Establishment, working to ‘define and attark the problems

—_——

' which underlie poverty and low school achievement of dilidyantaged groups.

& - - , perception
Pre-School Education and Socialization: 1970 ---.. The .general A Oof the

major government-supported programs of compensatory edgéption (Head Start,

Upward Bound) was pessimistic by the close of the 1960s. Several foundations
| -
lupported/oggefﬁl analytic and experimental studies aimed at improving compen-

satory-education. But others moved their attention to the earliest years of
S, o .

childhood as perhaps the crucial years for successful cognitive and. emotional

. . -

-
*

}

-
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development. The Grant Foundation continued a longjterm\interest in this “
ares. Ford went into it. And the Carnegie Corporetion‘in 1972 set up the }

Carnegie Cpuncil on Children to explore and develop f&undakion palicy on the
development of children "from cbnception to about age nine.” %‘

ansion end/Ro Orientation of Post- Secondary Education: 1 s

As the period of crude expansion of coIlege enrollm:nts, fueled by the baby

.boqn of 1947 60, came to a close around 1970, it dawned .an the rank-i d-i’ile as -
well as the lesders in higher educetion that & crisis was-at hend. College
"greduates uere unemployed, faith in the reliability of the college credential

was attacked by resesrchers, and private-and public—supported colleges and uni-
versities were‘in financial streits: \fhe Cernegie Corporation had eq}icipeted

some of this in the creation and six million dollar support of the Csrnegie.
Commission on Higher Educstion over the period from 1967 to 1973 \

By 1972 it was clear that a major re-orientation of higher education was

|
|
|
1
J‘
|
undyg . The principal thrust was toward e conception of post-secondary ) -4
educetion with several uslid branches., Continuing eduéetion or adult educetion ‘
was Dbrought into closer relation to some universities. The University Without . ﬁ
Walls movenent grev Education as s life-long adult process was being ‘urged. ‘
- The Cernegie Corporstion financed a Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in
Higher Sducstion. Professional orgsnizetions--of physicians, optcmetrists,
. nhsrnscists, lauyers,’nurses--orgunized prograns for continuing professjonal
education as a criterion for renewal of licenses. Ry | .
A strong governnent unit on Post- Secondsry lducetion hls brought federel.

govermment support into experimentation and evaluation in this area; but it

seems likely that the foundations with a major interest in higher educatiop’.

will continue to work in this area.




;: - : i : ‘ . ‘. * \‘L v » ‘ N /.‘ : .; N N -‘ ) ’ 5-21.
‘l" ] \\ L | ‘ ) X . t ' .
\ . 9 ‘L 0 N v o - - .- .
.. %,g 3 | Thusywe see the contemporery périod as one of cnisis ror the BOciety lnd
. )

Cods L
. L erisis for educe.tion The foundations are fully aware of ’chis, ‘and looking
: e

R for qﬁportunities to be helpful. - e S

e

o o . ggnclusion LR

As’ we look at the seven decades of fbundation activity in the field of

] . education, we are a} once impressed\q}th the basic and essentiel roles that
) .

W . . have been filled by the foundetions. They supplied major financial' support
+ for highei', e‘ducationa at two critical periods--the 1920s and tile 1950s. Their

support for endowment and for feculty—;eii.ries stimulated the private colleges

and miveréities &to raise even more through canfpeigns with-alumi and friends
to cdntrib'ute' ‘their sharé on a mtching'b&sis. Their ?upport for education

in the South brought in resources bad,ly needed by the poorest regiaon of the

comntry. = SR ' ’ o P
. . Y . - . R

We ‘note that some foundations have maintained e'feirly sharp and narrow

Vet .
.. K ¢ . - i3

focus for their programs in the field of edufation. The Mott Foundation
. with emphasis on ‘Comunity School has made a unique and important contribution.
The Lilly Endowment has consistently supported religious education and pro- Ly

grams of training for the ministry; and has been a consistent supporter of

)
~ ~

_ private colleges in the State of Indiana.
* The -Rockefeller, Carnegie, and Ford Foundations, together with Kellogg
and= pe.nrorth have worked assiduously at improvement end innovation, in league
with reformers and resea.rchers. In mmgm;,_j;hey heVe occuionelly

assisted controvereia.l proJectl, end thia would séem essential if they are ta‘

.

serve as chgnge agents. . . .

(As the federsl ’gbve;;nnenﬁ has moved into the field of suppdrt ‘for educa-

v

tional. research and deVeiopment, -e;nﬁze 1960, fhere' must be a reconsideration

« 7
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ot or the runctions of priva.te fbundations *in thh area. . Government gupport
nay becone nuch la.rger thtn \rmmda.tion support for re;eu.rch and development
8o far, the vitnei- o‘ educctionu rueu*cher- and poliey’ uker: who have 5

" received financial support from ®oth govermnentn.l und foundation lources,, ia‘?

1
that the foundn.tionl d.o & more. ntilfactory Job . T -“ oo
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VI. THE ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATIONS

- . . .

A

The first of several fou ations initiateﬂ apd supported by members of‘the
,,Rockefeller famlly was the General Educatioh Boafd chartered by Congress in 1903,
‘-This was: a pioneer among foundations “ Severhl men anned this .action, - including
John D, Rockefeller, Jr. &ged 29 in 1903,. Wallace But rick a 50-year-old Baptist -
minister, Senator A;drich of Rhode Island father -in- of John D, Jr.; Freder-
ick T.. Gates, &dvisor to John D Rockefeller, Sr ; Ro ert Ogden, Manager of the
.Wannamaker Department Store in New Xork City,;Walt' Hines Page, a magazine editor
‘who ywas later to becomeuAmbassador to Great Britain, William H, Baldwin, Jr.,
/\President of the Long Island Railroad " The junior Rockefeller reported to the‘
group that: his father would start them’oﬁf with a gift 6f one million dollars,

to he-spent- withdn the next « ten‘years. ' They announced their purpose as "the

h promotion of education within“the United States without distinction of race,

A . c

sex or creed " .

The men who created the General Educatioh Board had become interestéd and

concerned about the low state of education in the South The southern states were

'n”poor, c0mpared with the northern states. C. Vann Woodward a historian of the

"South'wrbte about public schOols in the South at the beginning of the century,
that they were "miserably supported, poorly attended wretchedly taught, and

wholly 1hadequate for the education of the people.” Charles W, Dabney, president
of the University of TenneSsee, summarized the situation in 1901 in these words:
"In the Southern states," he’ sgiik "in school houses costing an average of $276
"each under teachers receiving the average salary of $25 a month, 'we are giving
the children in actual attendance 5 cents worth of education a day for eighty-
séven days only An the: year."l There were a few poorly- supported private schoolsu

and ‘academies, financially shaky and generally poor in quality of education,

. ° The condition of Negro schools was much worse, with salaries only a fraction
of what was paid to white teachers. Booker T. Washington once wrote that he had //
seen a Negro teacher s contract that stipulated a monthly-wage of $1.60, The o
GEB / 'made Ao attempt to overcome the tradition or the laws of the south-
ern states, which decreed, separate schools for whites and blacks.j Even then, some

&
Southern leaders complained that the GEB was spoiling the Negroes with education.

- \ . .
:
. N . ] ~
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By the end of 1903, the Genera Education Board had appropria ed *286,000 .
of the. millio?/dollars provided by JohnD.. Rockefeller T&gz'went mostly to sup- - .-

port industr1al and agric ltural schools, and to train teaohers during suﬁmers

-, Y “\

aqd in normal schools. /// ! ‘\ | o L
A Wallace Buttrick, President of the GEB from 19Q3 to l923,‘set e example’
‘ which staff memhers were to follow in the South for the next 40 years. ' .trea led
all over the South, arranging for grants to individuel céunties and schoolsvand to .

/State Departments of’Education He quickly focussed attenp(on on the: need f pub-
/ )

,/ lic- supported high schools, which, were almost non-existent at the time He saw‘that

:

-teachers for elementary schools would have to come from high schools with supple-_
" mentary training. knd high school teachers”would have to come from normal .schools

and colleges _ Thus the GEB was bound to become 1nvolved in efforts to improve

education at all levels Buttrick and the presidents of;several'ﬁouthern state
1, ) ‘e

univers/ties invented the-p051tion of & professor for secondary education, whose

49b was to train high school teachers and also to promote the establishment of
“‘public high schools. The job of. "sellrng" the idea of state and county-supported

high-schools was not an easy one, "I was not until 1912 that as many as a dozen
: /

/?assed laws providing for public-supported
P

state leglslatures in the South ad

high schools.~ The GEB\continued to/ ay the ‘salaries of.professors'of secondary

’ i 3 - . - l
education in Southern universities until 1919. Its appropriations: for secondary

[

educatiqn in the South amounted to $350,000, by 1925 o .
Similar activity for Negro ele&intary nd high schools waS generated through

the training of Negro teachers, ard through the Board's payment of salaries

\

\ N
for "State Agents T@r Negro eehools in the stite departments of education. The .

70

Southern states were reluctant to put’ monéy int s¢hools for Negroes-—especially high

schools In 1920 85 percent of the blacﬂ schoo

were in the firnt Ibur grades of the elementary’

children in the Southern states
hools The State- Agents for

>

Negro Schools at first were white men, who knew the political situation and e ot
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worked s skilfully as they knew how to expand. high séhools‘and teacher training

.for black pupils and black teachers. The GEB continued to support this kind

’

of work until 13950.

‘Another innovation of éar-réaching importance was the Farm Demonstration
Program started by the GEB in ‘ 6. At this timeﬁagriculturu in the South suf-
fered not only fro; t ot boll weevil, but &lso from worn-out land. For
exgmplé, year-{r, year-out use of land for growing tobacco had sapped iti/fer-
-tilityl Farmers could not get ;!!ecent crop of hay or corn. The aver;ée yielt
of corn was five to ten bushels an'acre. In 1905 Mr, Buttrick met Seaman A,
Knapp, formerly president of the Iowe State Agricultural C;§aege at Ames.

Mr. Knepp was working for the U.S. Départment of Agriculture in Louisiana,
showing farmers how to grow rice on what they théuéht was unfit soil. His sys-
tem ;as to show the farmer how to use better seed, more careful cultivation of

the soil, and fertilizer so as to increase his Egoduction In 1906, the GEB °

signed an agreement with the U.§. Department of Agriculture, to pay for fanm

H

. demonstration agents to work under Seaman Knapp's direction.‘ For example, the

Agent in a Virginia county worked with a farmer to*help him grow 85 bushels of
7 - :
corn per‘acre on land which had been producing ten bushels. This farm became

a show-place, "and other f = geught on, Between 1906 and 1914 the GEB pro-

vided. $925, OOO to the ‘Departme of Agriculture for Farm Demonst&ation work

. and qus Corn Clubs and Girls Gardening and Canning Clubs. In 1914, Congress

pasgad the Smith-Lever Act, which undertook to support the Farm Demonstration
Programs | )

f Concern with education in the’South persisted throughout the entire life of
the GEB. - Hy 196k, when the Board's program was terminated, approximately 20

percent of the $325 million appropriated by the Board had gone for education

~of Negroes, and 8nother 25 percent was used for education of whites in th{\:

_ South.
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With his first gift of $1 million in 1902 and his final gift of'$10 million
. in 1921, Mr. John D, Rockefeller; Sr. gave & total of $129 million to the GEB.
This, with income and increased market value of the securities given, and with

$15 mtTlion appropristed for the GEB by thé Rockefeller r;ammdation in 1946 ana

later, made up the $325 million mentiored above.

’

" Other Educational Activities of.the General Education Board and the Rockefeller

Foundation

Medical Education. The first major effort after the initial ten years of attention

to Sonthe:n.education was the prngram for improving the education and training of ‘
physicians. The central figure hE}euwas‘Ab;ahém Flexner, wha had been employed by
'the Carriegie Foundation for‘the Advancemen£ of Teaching to magé a study of médical
schools in the United St;tes'and Canada, He visited the 155 medicalaéolleges then
extant and came to the conclus1on that all but 31 of them were so ,poor that they »
shou;d be abollshed Above all, he argued the fm;ﬂty should be ﬁﬂJ.tjme te°ch-
ers, working undqr unlver31t1es and living on university salaries. His geyort,

pub11shed in 1909, cauSed a tumult. He was asked by Frederick Gates to adﬁise the

GEB, and, upon his adv1ce, the Board made a first grant to Johns Hopkins University

I

Medlcal‘School in. 1913 oé€$l.) mlllion for - the organization of the departments of

mediciné, surgery, and Dedkatrlcs on a‘full-tlme basgs - This was followed‘éy appro-

E\ ‘&
priations fqr & similar purﬁose to Vanderbilt Washington University .at St. Louis,

.

Ya’e, and the University ‘of éhicago,. ﬁﬁr_ggggefexler contributed $h5 million .

. betVeen 1212 ani-ngl épecxfieally ear-marked for medical education in thQ:Jnlted

States. Approx1maue1y 25 med-cal sﬂhools shared in the $h5 million, end by 1928
\\ N 4
the GEB had dppfoprma ed $61 millibn for medical schools, which w%s expandied to

ga".r,

\ - ¢

.Mgr. millioh by 19500\ 7, % 3 . m\

’r\a-

-

‘Edncational Survey> and\Eva1g§§ions Abrqbam Flcxner Joined the staff of the Gen- -

erel Education Boerd in 1913 as AssaStant Bé;retary at the age of k7 Before-mak-
\ C

ing tbe medical school survey he had been B high schbol teacher of the classics

« "y -
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and the directdr of a private preparatory schodi'iﬁ Louisville, Kentucky. Though

he worxel in the Meé&cal Educatior program of the GEB, he also maintained his

-

) ‘

Ynterest in secondary and eledéntary education, and soon found an outlet_for_hisl !
energy in the making of school surveys with recommendations for improveméﬁ&. it e
The first opportunity came in 191k, when the Haryland.gﬁate legisiature app;éﬁriated

$5,000 for a commission to study the public educational system of the state.. Members

»

of the Maryland commission, being laymen, asked the Carnegie Foundation for teach-

]

. ) &
nical assistance. When this was declined, they approached the GEB. Flexner

urged the Trusteeé to approve his participation in this project, which they

did bj voting an additional $8, 706 to support the Maryland fund. Flexner chose

‘Frank P, Bachman, a,éublic school administrator w%o had studied ?pe New York Qity .

’:,/

school ’yst4—4/;e’work with him. Thus was created the survey team of Flexner

. <!

and Bachman‘} who accepted other invitations and eventually made & number of

evaluative Studies of state and city school S§étems, including Delaware; Kentucky;

_Gary, Indi e North Carolina; and & number of other southern states. Frénk P,

4

Bachman was appointed Director for School Surveys and Public Education, f%om R o

e — AT T

- ’”'r—i§§~'to 1928 By 1928 it seemed wise to the'Trustees to turn this role over -
to a university, and the George Peabody College at Nashville was giwen $800,000

to support &> Division of Surveys and FieI&gﬁﬁtviées. _Bachman Joined the Peabody

*

Faculty to-«carry on this work. .

- < IS

, - T ’ “h .
College Teachers' Salaries. At the close of World War.T there was a sharp .

drop in the purchasing power of the dollar, which wag cut in half hetween &

191& and 1920, But teachers' salaries were increasing ven slowly to sahé'

account of this change. In 1919-20, three-fourths of full-time college
%

teachers were paid less than ,500 a year; only five bercent received = .

. $4,200 or more. At Christmas time in 1919, Mr. Rockefeller gave the GEB

e




‘ wpre increased’ roughly 20 percent between 1920 and 1930
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$50 ﬁﬁllion to help raise the salaries of college teachers. By 1924,
r -~

morel than 170 private or independent colleges and universities had /
reckived permanent endowmeht grants from the Gﬁg and they, themselves,

raised $66 million to match the Board s condltional 7rants Selaries

»

-~ e

’

Kl

This special atten“ion to,teachers‘ salaries was a major supplement

T

the United Stateg, which 1nvolved about $50 million in endowment grants

K4

'to 291"institutions between 1305 and 1925,, These did not include grants

staff of two financial advisors, one from the Umiversity of Wisconsin

w®

]

to medical schools. These colleges, nearly all of them private rather ¢

than public-supported, raised $140 milflon“in matching funds. An important

service, established in the early I§205, came from the addition te the GEB

<

and one from the University of Michigan, who-were on call for advice to

college business officers concerned with financial reporting and-investment

practices. A»widely-used book, College and ﬁniversity Finance was published
— .

in 1922 by Trevor Arnett, Secretary of the GEB,‘who_had been auditor and

camptroller'pf the University of CThicago.

.

to a long-term program of, supportlng colleges and univer51ties throughout \\\\\\

-

i
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Educational ggperimentation and Innovation
From its beginning the drive of the Genera Education Board and later the

Rockefeller Foundation was toward innovation and experimentation, The teaching

L4

. ="Bf better farming methods in rural schools of the SOuth' promotion of public high
schools in the SOuth' schools for Negroes in the South' fullwtime faculty members

for medlcal schools, all were radical ideas at the time they were proposed and

supported with Rockefeller money,
' .
A noteworthy case, which attracted attention and opposition, was the esta

lishment of the Lincoln School in Teachers College, Columbia University. This
came about througgégpe actions of Abraham Flexner, Secretary of the Board, an
of Charles W, Eliot,iex-president of Harvard University and a Trustee of the
GEB, Flexner, though originally a teacher of Latin and Greek, had no use f
the then commonly-held view that the mind could be exercised to grow, likef a
muscle, on exercises in the classical languages and mathematics. Eliot h
lar vieJ?AFggge;fote a pamphlet for his fellow-trustees in 1915, when thgy were
discussingythe quality of American high school-education. Eliot said

Dy

ican high schools restricted their curriculum to "memory studies, ., .

latin, American history and mathematics, with a dash of eco qmics agd civics,”

>They gave "no real acquaintance with the sciences and the. qtts whith within a
hundred years have revolutionized all the industries of he white race, . ."2

School which outlined .

his ideas for a new kind of secondary school, "The tfustees authorized the

Flexner, in 1916, wrote a monograph entitled The Mode

officers of the GEB to work out arrangements with a‘ approprigte institution for . .--
the development of such: a school, In 1917, this/ﬁas done yith Teachers College, ,
Columbia University, The GEB bought a site near Columbia University and paid

for a building, Eventually, a total of $6 million was provided for tho Lincoln
Schogl, including $3 #illion of endowment. The public announcement of tﬁo school
was made by the General Education Board, an unusual procedure, The news release
stated that the Lincoln school would ''frankly discard the ‘theory of education
known as 'formal discipline;'>and will undertake to secure training through the
thorough and careful study of subjects which are in themselves valuable,' The
educational Eatlblishment»reacted negatively, Teachers of Latin sent protests. to
the GEB, Seversl Ivy League college presidents wiote letters of protest to the
President of the GEB, Even.the New Yark Times editorialized that the project

was an attempt to overturn the existing schdol system. ' - S )

-
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However, the Lincoln School attracted wide and favorable attention, More
than a thousand educators yisited the school in the year 1923-24, Graduates were
,welcomed dn the selective colleges, some of whom agreed to admit etudents even
_though they had not studied Latin, Mr. .Rockefeller, Jr. sent to the schopl four
of'his five sons, Courses of study‘which later became standard for most high
schools in the country were developed in the Lincoln School--eSpecially in the
social studies, Years later, after the Lincoln School had been discontinued,
along with laboratory schools of ‘several other University Schools of Edyc tion,

"The Lincoln School was the ‘most influential private school in the progress ve

movement, in fact it may well have been the most inéluential single school in

the United States between 1900 and 1940 '3 ' : .
The Program in General Aﬁucation; _1932-41 ‘ ‘.

_ Another initiativd in the field of education was taken by the GEB, during
the depression decade of the 1930s, By 1932 it was  clear that the youth of the
.land pere major victims of the unemployment and general malaise of the Depressibn.
Furthermore, since so few youth could find jobs, it became clear that the schﬁol‘
system would have to find ways of holding and interesting a large group from
working class youth who in previous years had gone to wovh at ls.or 16, At the
same time, the progressive movement in education was flourishing, and the colleges
. were interested in reform of general liberal Education. The senior officers of
the GEB decided to make a survey of innovative practi;es ard ideas at the senior
high school and liberal args coliege levels. They employed several young educa-
-+ .tors to visit -colleges and Secondary schools and to write reports with recomsben-
dations for action, By 1933, the trustees approved a program of support for ° )
experiments and innovation in the: education.of adolescents, which might accommodate

the great ‘ulk of the youth population up to the age of 18 or 19, something unheard

id the United States or any ‘other country, The sum of $10 illion was ear-marked
for a5 to,bl0 year program, which was to be carried On\;hro:gh national educational *

lgencies which'by that time were alert to the growing crisis for youth o
i T

The program in Géheral Education, as it was Ealled, operated%!ron 1933

o~ 54‘

through 1941, eventually appropriating- almost $9 million. The nnjor educational

-

organizations which received grants undqr this program vere- the American Council
on Education, which created the Amerieln Youth Cofmission and the Commission

PN

- on 'Teacher Education, involving 3h collegea and school syttemz,
‘for which $2;3 milliof was granted; the Nationai

-

' . . . v RN OO
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Education Association and the Ameriqan ASSOciation of School Administrators

which created the Educational Poli;ies Commission, a major deliberative and o
poliey-recommending body.which received $350,000 for its support; and the

Progressive Education Association, which conducted tne celebrated,Eight Year '
Study in which 30 experimental secondary schools were set free to work on

new curricula independent of the long-standing reguirements of the College

Entrance Examination Board. The Progressive>Education Association alao_con-‘

ducted a Study of Adolescents whose report profoundly influenced educational

theory. The Director of the Study, Dr. Caroline Zachry, was fortunate to get

the assistance of several young refugees from Nazism in Austria and Germany,

- who have since made a major contribution to American scholarship and education"

Among them were Erik H. Erikson, Peter Blos, and Fritz Redl,

Since the graduates of'the Thirty Schools in the Eight-Year Study were
to be admitted to college upon recommendation of the schools, rather than
through college _entrance examinations\ it was desirable for the experimental
schools to work “out new methods of evaluating tneir students -and studying
the programs in coflege. For this a grant was.made to support an Evaluation
staff, headed by Professor Ralph W.<Tyler, then at Ohio State University.
Tyler developed a model evaluation procedure which started a new styl},of

_educational evaluation that was widely influential oVér the next two decades.

"All- told, the Progressive Education Association received $1.6'million for its

work through this decade, _ .. *

‘ Grants were also made under this program for expea?s in general education

.at the junior college level, to the University of Minnesota, Bennington Col-

lege, Sarah Lawrence College, Stephens College; and to the American Association
of JuniorColleges for experiments in "terminal"” or vocational education in a

group of cooperating colleges. ’ . S

This program was parallelled by grants for studies of adolescents at the
University of California at Berkeley, Western Reserve University, and Harvard )
Dniversity. These studies were the pioneers in the provision of information ’

from the field of developmental psychology for use by edpoators.

’ 0- ‘ L 4‘»“\'
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The coming of World Mer II saw the termination of the Board's program in
- "General Rducstion, and & renewed final effort to assist educational dwolognnt
in the South. The GEB spent the last of its principal fund on this effort, -

ard was eided by asppropriations of $16 million from the Bockefeller Foundation
after 1946 The focus of GEB support after 1940 vas mainly on higher education
.m the Sonth Zor black and white univervities and colleges. Msjor graats for
endowment end buildings were made to V‘ndcrbnt, Fisk, Tulane, Tushegee, Dillard,
Atlants, Rmory, University of Morth Carolina. In Mashville, Tennessee, the GEB-
Save major support to Meharry Medical College, Fisk University, George Pesbody
. College, and hndcrbﬂt University. Atlanta wes another center of GEB atteation,
wvith appropriations f.hnt brought the four lqro colluu (Spelman, Morehouse,-
Morris Brm. and Clark) to share a campus uu “and to paruci.poto in the grad-
uate progrm of Atlanta Uaivoruty and f the utcrdcno.tuuoul thoolmgtul
ceater whtch combined four Negro seminaries. -The GEBD aleo msde substantial
grants to Esory University end Agnes Scott College in the Atlanta ares, end
auutod Emory to develop en outstanding Medical ?ebool and Graduate School,

b\

o L.X ]

It aappened frequently that e ch‘n'ngc 1n the Presidency of a Foundation co-
“dincided with a chango in policy or program, This was partly due to the fact
clwt the new President wanted a e‘uful evahuuon of the program as he com-
-cncod otucc, a desive shared- by the ‘E‘motoel ubo vlntcd periodic review and
eveluation. It was also partly due to the fact that & strong and crestive per-
sonslity in the Prosidency vas likely to put the impress of his own inmterests
onto the program. This wes the case with Wickliffe Rose, who-beceme President
of the GEB ip 1923, By training a philosopher, Mose hed moved.into the field
. of applied science as Director of the lnternsticnal Nesith Division of the
Rockefeller Foundstion (1913-23). Be wanted an international field for his’
vork, and he had become eonvtncd of tlw prht importance of scieace and
scientific mathod, When he occoptod the presidency of the Genersl Education
- .Board, he stipulated that s new organization be created, the Internations]
" Education Board, vith the missios of developing educational facilities sround
the world, and with himsslf as President. This was done, ond M. bchtoucr.
Jr., -gave $28 million to the new Doard,

» - . . . s .
L . Ie -
‘ .
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" at Princeton University as European Di}ector of the IEB. The International

» to the American School of Cfassical-Studies-: en?. The largest
X )

~got toéether and Teorganized things go that the General Educétion ’ LN

" Board and-the Rocke¢feller Foundation divided the field between them,

P ) - H==11"m_

During the presidegcy/of Wickliffe Rose, the emphasis was upon )
1mprovigg the gualigyfdf education, and on the development of the scienggs
through universities around the world. An office was set up in Paris, with

Augustus Trowbridge, professor of physics and dean of the Graduate Séhool

Education Boafd, during its 5-year existence from 1923-29? providedﬂseve#al

hundred@doctoral f‘eilowships for promising young scientists to enable 3 R

them to go to Europe or to the USA éo advance their competence. More .

than a hundred Americans went abroad on these fellowships, several of whom
1’: - : - -
bectme Nobel Prize winners. Grants were made to develop the physical science

facilities at Copenhagen, Cambridge, Paris, Goettingen, Leiden, Stockholm,

and Edinburgh. The first IEB grant went to Niels Eggr, for the Physics -

Thstitute at Copenhagen. The "cultural sciences” ‘got some attention, -

1

Y o s . .
with grants of’$l million to the American Academy in e, and $500,000

investment in this area was $3.5 million to Professor James H. Breasted
at the University of Chicago for the creation of the Oriental Institute,

¥hich became one of the outstanding centers of archaelogical research

»

:in the world. Duriﬁgfthis period, the IEB started the series of grants

which paid for the giant 209—inch telescope on Mount Falomar, California.” .
- . /_,

. "’ When Rose -retired in 1928, the Trustees of the GEB, the IEB, the

Rockefeller Foundation, and the Laura Speiman Rockefeller Memorial

s

5
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fea s
with the RF merging with the LSRM and‘becﬁmingLresponsible for the
- ‘-\,»

» o -~

/ R T O e
agvancement of human knowledge on a world-wide basis and the GEB. focus-

o

-

ing on the improvement and devélopment of the American system of educa-

tion, especially at the levels of secondary and higher education.

+

Educational Development Activities of the Rockefeller Foundation °

LS

Tables 1 and 3 give an overview of the financial activity of the

several Rockefeller foundations.

}ty places approximately half o? the'honey<in the field of education.

Mueh of the work of ;@e Rockefeller Foundation consists of the MR

. ~

application of scienge to human problems--to tropical diseases to
food production, to population cOntrol to the protection of the envir-

nment - Also, a good deal, goes- to the support of 'pure” or E?sic

research often done in universities, but not directly related

- N @

£
to the develoomer\lt/a‘rﬁa.*mprovement of education. '

b .
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:: Incidentally, the appropriations under the GEB mostly preceded,l9&0, when
the'dollar had two to four times its purchasing power as of l970: Based on
. do}lars of constant purchasing power, the "educational” activities of' the Rock-
Lo ';efeller fsundations comprise about 2/3 of total apprOpriations._

. Tables 3, 5, 6, and 7 report the grants of the Rockefeller funds from 1903
;to 1973 in dollars of constant purchasing power, wi’h the 1967 dollar as the

.. basic unit, The total grants in the field q@ ‘education amount to $l 160, 416 000
in 1967 dollars, whereas they are about $700 million in dollars of the dates of

- the grants, This is seen in Table 3, / .
3 . At ’ ) .
i”_ﬂ . "As Table 5 shows, the largest ‘amount of ,money for educational activities‘”

was given ‘between’ 1903 and 1940, amounting to about 74 percent of the total.grants :

1up to,1973 in dollars of constant purchasing’ power. ’ , ce

ki

Ihene was emphasis on the South, whme-16,percent of the educational‘grants
went, ,hpweyer;ethis emphasis was reduced in_the l940-l?73 period.’ Almost half ..
of the total grants went to "national” grantees, as noted in Table 5, This sig-

nified either that a grant was made to a national organization, or. that a pro-

gram of grants covered .the whole nation, For instance, the GEB grants for col-
lege endowments and for teachers' salarfes went to institutions in all parts of
the country, Similarly, the grants for improved medical education went to medi-

cal institutions in all parts of the country, incAidin}, the South K

'As has been,noted in a number of studief of educational foundations, the
monies have gone largely,to private- financed(colleges and universities and organi-
zations,'as'shown in Table 5. The category titled "some of each}! refers to grants
made to associations or groups of colleges and urfiversities some of which were

private and- sbme public. ‘ - ‘ . "

~
. '

It will also be noted in’' Table 5 that 32 percent of the monies went to ' (“\\‘
institutions and agents outside of the USA, ' This reercts the interest of the '

' International Education Board in major universities around the world‘ and even

more so, the interest of ‘the Rockefeller Foundation in assisting universities all
“over the.world ‘When Tables 5 and 7 are examiped t0gether, it is .seen ‘that 93 -
percent of the total educational grants were focussed on higher eddcation, and . -
about one third of this money, or $370 million, went to aid foreign and‘inter-

national programs.




-~ _ + - / .
o After 1940, as the Tene¥ul ‘Education Board gave away igé ca;ital fund and
decreasedgits program, the Rockefeller Foundation began pay more attention

»to education Thre such programs vere developed in the period immediately
foiLOWLng 1961 (coincidipg with a cpange/in ‘thet Presidency of the Foundation)

1 -

RF Prggﬁ!ga since 1963, Those(three programs were: ' .

-~ ‘\ R
1. University DeVelopment In addition to, its suppoft of research bearing
p on its erests in health, agricu tnre, and population, the RF selected five

universi: in;rarious parts.of the "Third World” or the less developed coun-

tries,.and:undertook to help then systematically to become‘najqr modern univer-

sities, These were: £ ) ’ .- - ) Ca

Colombia--The Universidad del Valle in Cali a middle-sized city in the west
a centtal part of Colombia.,

" -Nigeria--University of Ibadan. ot ) .

East Afvica--Universities of Nairobi (Kenya), Dat es Salaam (Tanzania),

.Makerere (Uganda)
Thailand--Mahidol Kasetsart, and Thatmasat Universities in Bangqu

T Philippines--University of the Philippines.

2, ~Ch1tura1 Development, The Humanities Division of the Foundation had been . L
interested in the performing arts as well as the humanities since about 1930,
This interest moved after 1963 toward edutational apd training programs in ‘the

"

performing artss Theatre ppéra, ‘ballet, orchestr Talented students were

- and given ‘scholarshiips for participati n in a widespread movement for
the maintenance healthy development of the arts in community life. Approx- ‘
; 'as used for educational actfvities in this program, from

. . \

. The majqr new emphasis was on educational opportunity

‘ for dis vanta; --especially blacks, but also Spanish-speaking, American
._ ppalachian youth, For this program, $47 million was_approp’riated
.fyears from 1963-72. This was a viéorous, na iéq'wide progran which
, ”4nvolved the school districts 1 big cities, a number og

and universities, and several ruhal institutions in the. South For the first
time, it brought several black edu ators into reaponsiblmpositions on the-
Foundation stagf ¥ &\\\ ’

high status colleges

L4




. Knowles as Presjdent, and the' Course Ahead; 1974-- : ' ’

When John H, Knowles became President in 1972, the trustees appointed‘
Program Review Committee to chart a course for the new period. Their report,

- entitled The_Course Ahead was published in 1974, they established seven major

A

program areas: % .. «
Educskion for Development s o .
"Equal Opportunity for All . ' .
» The Arts, .the Humanities and Contemporary Values
Population.and Health -t © ot
Conquest.of hunger ) K |
’ Qua}ity of “the EnvirGEment

Conflict in International Relations
— e R, Y \‘

These were)a/naturaf outgrowth of the previous decade's program, but there -
’ . .

was more emphasis on education., The following.nuotations illustrate this”great

emphasis upon education, ’ ) . P

.l. -lhe Arts orogram will be concerned with 'Making the arts more central
. general education, This is a new program objective for the Foundation, It
. will include attempts -to demonstrate the importance of the arts to ‘human dev-
elopment and to promote an increased commitment to training in artistic skills
‘'within school systems, An initial step, already under way, is support of a
" estudy designed to determine for ehe first time what in ‘fact is being taught
in schools {n¥the name of art, Particular atteﬁtion will be directed to teach-
er~training institutions, to strengthen an:/ymphaaizg the preparation of arts

teachers before they assume classroom res onsibildtiesi a condition too often

// ‘ .

neglected in arts education.” , Y-

2. The Hummanities will be promoted and ' developed outside of the collegel
and universities, a ) . '

“Less than half of young .Americans go to college, but virtually &1l go
lto high sghéol, In most high achools, the, humanitiea are not integrated either’

e A

J—— with the aciences or with daily,iiving. The Foundation will encourage sduca~ ’

tors who are trying to enrich ‘the moral and philoaophical pontent of-Phigh

school programa o S 2 d

- .

*I
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nevertheless want to be able to comprehend the world around them. Humanities
J

-

liberating,jreative energies,' The Foundation Will engourage explorations and

e
%

' experiments in this field."

"The Foundation therefore will continue to emphasize the strengthening
of selected institutions that show a capacity to be natipnal and regional models.
The objective will be to help the institutions to reach & level of excellence
'atha; can be maintained without further assistance from abyoad, This point is
being redched at several of the universities supported ove . thé past decade,
As Foundawiqp assistance is phased out, work is beginning ith other univerSities

with. similar promise,” , ) . - ! .
"Universities will also be encouraged to develop, on a xperimental and '
. demonstration basis,\appiied programs and extension activities adapted to the \

needs of their countries or fregions, Such programs should provide a more - \
rapid transmission of the knowledge and skills which apply to the real needs
of the people. ' ' \ S

" -

\ .
‘4: The Equal Opportunity program will be pushed vigoreusly, with assis-
tance to "a wide range of: disadvantaged people-aeven though primai& attention

is gfven to American blacks." '"A new component of the program, cen%ered squarely

. on minority groups in rural regions will be explored.” ¢ f R
. : ‘ \ R
tonclusions . T ' Ty . Kxx
: There are three highly chafacteristic qualities of the programs of the R
« | Rockefeller foundations which have persisted from the’ very beginning ne is
" the olose attention to: detail on the part of the staff They travel a g eat -

deal visit projects frequently, examine possible projects carefully, an ane
available for advice-if this is wanted by their clients, When the GEB started .~
its:work in- the South, President Buttrick as well as his small staff visited////
tnnumerable villages and‘schools:and small colleges. Even the 1arge prOgradi

. of endowment to'colleges ;nwhgrants for teachers salaries were negoti;téﬂ
largely through visits from staff members to the institution. The Interngtiodhl '

»
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Education Board activities in Europe required an offiée in Paris and, =

a staff with power to make dec151ons on the spot

The detailed visitatidn by field” agents Jackson DaviS~and Leo

A~

Favrot in the Southern states from 1910 to 19ho.were paralleled byL
visits of Charles_Smith, Bruce Williamﬁ, and others to the large L7
tities in the 1960s where internships were established in’ school super- ) ‘

intendents o?ﬁices for the develdpment ofgnino;ity group members into
.
responsible administrative roles. Many of the interns were personally . ' e

i
visited, and their work observed by‘ﬂ? staff members before ‘they were

appointed. ] . - ~ :

~ 9 . . .
This has been parallelled by a large number of small grants,

- usually called grants-in-aid, generally for less than $20,000. These

[ R »

are very likely to develop~out of the conitacts of staff officers with’
1ndividual educators and researchers, and represeht very specific needs

. which might be overlooked in the making.,of large grants for ingtitutional

support and éﬁdowﬁént. e T
»

‘\§ A third characteristfc is the use of fellowships and training

grants encourage and develop yo ple ‘of P %e: Table 4 shows, —
that approximately $10§ miliion dollars. used . in this way, more . .{

. | \
. N /_-.. N
‘ than half of it since 1952. It should be noted, however, that a
fellowship grant in 1920 cost much less than h&lﬂ of what was necessary . ; )

to lupport the shme kind of person in 1970. Fellowships ranged from
popt-doctoral feliowships for a year or\tvo for ah able young physicfgt

ta work in one of the great physics labora&ories, to. fbllowships for .

k]
1 ¢
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. .
lack teachers

-

schelarships for talented music students to get training for opera or

“

“

orchestra performance in a first class muéic school, to scholarships

for bright minority group students to gét into a selective oollege.
. L4
President Knowvles, in the Presidert™s Review for 1974, placed
’ i /"/‘ ' . s .

speciel emphééis on Fellowships in hisg section‘'on Strategy for the

‘ .

‘ears Ahead. Writing of the Rockefeller Foundation (as distinguished

ﬂfom +he other Rockefeller erdowel foundijions; he said: "More than

10,700, fellowships and scholarships have\beén awarded since 13913, when

4
t

*he Founda:ion ~as established. If one had to name the Single most

. . | . |
importart contribution of the Foun tiori, it would certainly have to
be that of supporiing “he development of promising young men and women.'

,"he relative emppases of Rockefeller-supported programs are best

.

seeni in the set Tabams of grants for various functions in terms of
P .

.. dolilars of constant purchasing power, ‘On the whole, one observes a-
- » .
rather consistent pattern through time, vith, however, the following

»
. .
-

cpecial emphases: ) s

< 1. Initiel emphasis on the South gradually decreasing.

2. 1Interest in eiperiment&l secondary and collédge level -

education focussed on the perio% from 1920-L0.

- €
-

3. Interest in lniversity Development in the Third World,

,

. . after 19A0.

rsue graduate work in a first-class upniversity, to .
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. o .

4, A growing interest in extending educational pportunity to disad-

vantaged youth, especially black youth, Th b has beee anplified by

/‘ " a program of internships end fellowships to aid young black educa-
tors to ecbieve 9oait10ns of responsibility in the educational systed

5. Growing emphasis upOQ.education in the fleld of the perforning atts
and the humanitiea, with two goals: recruiting and training able
-young performers, and making the arts and humanitie: more centr;l
to the general education of American youth,

The Trustee Program Review Committee closea‘its report with i&e following

statement of the unique place in society of the private fpundaEione:

. ) The role of a private foundation is in meecing'conteupoiary ' \
human need, A private foundaiion can tgke initiative; it can '
o ploneer; and by mustering available knowledge and human competence,
1t can identify causes and experiment with ‘solutions. It can i
move without the political complications created when governmen:s s .
are igvolved uiﬁh other govermments, It can encourage cooperative :“
Lot - effort across national and political boundaries. It can bring s’
high order of individuality and divereity of viewpoint 1nt6 the ‘
) field of .human betterment, It can provide a decentralizatiqn of
‘ ;6c1.1 initiative and responlibility. -And ‘it can enlist the

% interest and support of vigorous, enterpriling, lnd,public- :

- .
- spiriged benefectora. 5 .o L e e
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" $ Million
S

General Education Board ~ 1903-6k ) . 325.
Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial ,1938-1929 ) 5'}4(~

_ International Edfication Board 192328 - =~ ° - o 28,

Rockefeller Foundation , 1913-73 . - - 1,220,
' Approximate Totdl (current doliars) o -:__:

' . $I‘,630._

foundatioxi’é the following Rockefeller famiiy foundations have had-- -
o arw interest in education: _ - Lol T , .

. -7 . JDR 3d Fund, founded 1963 ™~

TL.bl_e_l - - .

’ —

GRANTS MADE BY THE ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATIONS: 1903-7h

»

3

Somewhat less than half of this total has been placéd by us-in

-+

the ‘"education" category. In addition to thcse'R'oc}_{efelJ,er endowed -

‘Bockefeller Brothers Fund, founded = 1940

)

. Mirths Baird Rockeféller Fund for Music o

o Colonial Williamsburg -, . -°
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: \ Table 2

| | o e ,

§ PRESIDENTS OF THE MAJOR ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATIONS ,

| e AR

i ' ¢ o ' . : / )

. *" | General Qgcatiog‘logﬂ Rockefeller Poy 1L_da§ion

i . “ 3 . ‘ ‘. \"’ .

% v 1902-23 Ha;llpcé Butt;rick 1913-17 John D. ‘Rockefeller, Jr.

[- 1923-28 wi.ckli.ffe Roth . . 1917-29 George E. Vincent

| v ﬁ28-3§ Tr"vor A:mett ) 1929 36 Max Mason

© 19348 Raynond B Posdjck 1936-48. Raymond B. Fosdtck .
1968 52 Ches‘tcr‘ I. :B,l;uard 1948-52 Chester 1 Barnard '

gl : x v 2
. 1952-»51 “Dean Rusk . . 1952 61 Dean Rusk
DR, L o - EAETRT
e -1%1'.-_64';-,I_;_:"(;'ééiﬁe'-,mrug. L 1961 72 . George Barrar :

- - RERTI -~ -3 ~-.:e’l_"" rter? ~"I‘:’~ SR N - . . )
r ’ :f“ e 1972- John H. Knowles I
f O R € & b ewn,

* N t S ) Sonrnal el T I A
} ) . ; . . A - ol - R :
t. el N T | ® ‘ .
-, -:‘ R . M R r’".; ‘3 4 \ .
'd ‘.; '4 v _‘) i - ! l T
f{ -
|
£ O
: v . ! ° L 3
» » b - b
X <
- ‘ N\
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; Table 3 .
. MAJOR. caxzconlzs OF EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITY BY THE ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATIONS* ~
2 .. $ Millions ~
Current § 1967 Purchasing .
. A ¢ Fower - )
.Education in the South 1903-64 70 90
- (mainly for; whikes) ;* ‘ .
Edication'6 ﬁegroes , ¥ 1903-74 62. 132
" Medical Education BN "1913-74 200:° 443
‘ Endowment Grants to 291 Colleges c v P,
and Universities 1905-25 L 60 . ¢150%
College Teachers Salaries 1919-24 50% 95k - o
K Experiment.ai Programs in’ Secondary . . ‘
" ¢ and ColléBe Education = ' 7 1917-41 - ‘ 16 37
Support of Science Prograns in : ‘ b
Universities - . . . 1924-32 7/ 15
. (Includes $28 million from the : ' v .o
International Educatidn Board) » ‘
‘Natural Sciences’ 1925-63 50 5
' Socfal Sciences L 1918463 60 . . ' 95
" Humsnities - " 1928-63 30 L4
University Development (Third World) " 1963-74 58 ' sg -
Equal Opportunity , . 1963-74 47 DT
Cultural Development . 1963-74 .29 . 29
Feliowsbips and Scﬁolarships 1916-74 Tt 108* L , . 163%
. ' . Approximate Total - - §700 : l15b o

. PRI -"' ‘

*Soue of these categories overlap slightly; consequently some appropriatioﬂo are .

reported twice. Those marked with an asterisk (*) overlap almost completely uith \

_other categories. On the other hand, the Rockefeller funds have grantgd more than

the above amount for support of research and practical applieationa of. research in.

such areas as: : Control of tropical diseases, agricultural developnent populatign |,

control, quality of the enviropment, medical research: These are not included 1n
. our rather narrow definition of "educational activitiea.?

>

-

’

-
-~
-
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. *
FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND INTERNSHIPS

' ¢ ducation Board ’ ' Thousands
. eaeral EC == . (in gurrent dollars)
" Whites 1903-20 200
Negroes . 1903-20 150 :
Whites . 1920-40 950
) Negroes ' 1920-40 950
Lo Whites ) - 1940-54 1,850,
Lo Negroes | ' 1940-54 500
. United Negro College Fund 1959 300 a
f Southern Fellowships Fund 1955-64 3,050 5 .
Southern Education Foundation 1963 100
Association of American Uni- ' ' .
, versities .~ 1952-56 500
~ Internatianal Education Board 1924-28 1,300
| .
"‘
Rockefeller Foundation 1916-51 28,000 *
Rockefelier Foundation ‘ 1952-74 70,000
: : < N
, Total $108,000
. o ‘
N . 7 *Most of the IEB and RF fellowships were-post-doctoral,
v - " - 2 :»‘
. Maﬁ§’of the'others were for graduate study, often leading ‘
Y to the doctorate, R
1 L a R -
L]

- « s _ 7
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Table 2 ) )

" CHARACTERISTJCS OF ROCKEFELLER GRANTS IN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION

1903-1972 (Dollars of 1967 Purchasing Power)

e

L
«

Total Grants--$1,160,416 (000)

L

Time Periods

. Amount Percent of Total
1903-1920- $149,420 13
1921-1930 . 481,192 42 :
1931-1940 T. 222,115 '19
1941-1950 49,428 4 ]
1951-1959 81,840 7 )
"1960-1966 107, 166 9 2
1967-1972 69,255 6
Total

$1,160,416 100 _
Regions o . - . S ' ) ’
Northeast--USA 42,200 . 36 .
South . 186,160 _ 16.0
‘North Central-Midwest 3,483 0.3
Southwest 104 *__ - , ‘
West . © 1,150 0.1 e .

. National 556,531 48,72
. \Foreign-Outside = .- 272,404 23.4 .
of USA , ' o ‘.
International-Inclu- 98,556 ) ‘8.5
ding USA = .
L rs

Type of Agent Percent
Public-Fifanced $192,157 16,5
Private-Financed . = 637,216 5.0 ...
Some of Each - 299,217 —— 26.0

$1,129,490 . 97,5
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| Table 6 . ; |
CHARACTERISTICS OF ROCKEFELLER GRANTS IN EDUCATION
(Dollars of Constant Purchasing Power=--1967) /’
- ‘ = ey
Function Amount (00 ——<Percent of Total
" Endowment $547,319 - — 47
General Support 249,437 21
. | Educ. Res. & Developmen 1}6‘,776__ . 10
Personnel Developmgnt 163,177 . . 14 .
4 -~ 1
Fellowships, Trpin-
ing Institutes
Student, Aid | /33,998 . — . 2.9 -
Scholarships,. Reedial - T T, S 3
Teaching ’, ) -
, T :
- 7 o $1,110,707, .
Education for Black . .
Minority . $ 131,635, T
/' - .
‘\ . ’ o.}
;F | :\ Tt - oa ;
| - e e RN < .,
5 . ] [
- _/ . v ‘ i .
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Table 7.

.

[

CATEGORIES IN EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Total $60,589.

. (1967 $)

Higher Edu¢ation - Amount (000) . Percent
Community=-Junior College . $ 4,482, 0.4 )
Four-Year Colleges 63,832, 5.5 ¢
Secondary-Céllege Coordination 4,566 0.4
Under grad,-graduate education 4,823, 0.4
Academic Graduate Programs 519,618, 44.9
Medical Education ’ C 442,573, - 38,2
Dental Education : 960. . o1

- ﬁursiug Education. c."h‘ ' 14,117, ~ 1.2
”Reiiéipn-Theological"EQucaq%on - 2,264, ‘ i 0.2
Library Sdience-Qchools. 1,760, 0.2
' Teacher Educatioﬁ 6,733, _ 0.5 .
Educational Administration 12,204, 1.1
Social Work 1,940, 0.2
‘ \ Total $1,079,872. 93.3
Elementary and Secondary Eddcation .
Elementary - . T 35253‘\. 0.3
Secondary ’ 23,003, 2.0 .
*‘Combination 130,553, | 12,6
S.Uncertain 3,800, 0.3
' 5.2
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When viewed narrowly in terms of contemporary emphasis, the Russell Sage
Foundation would appear to be ‘an unlikeJy candidate for *incluBiQn in a, sur}ey
‘Y ‘b * ‘
of th‘is sort with its rathér exclusi've educational\ focus, -With some 25 Pro- o«

L]

. fessionally trained and credentialled sodologists comprising its staff and o e

[ 'ln

. _representing traditional sociologioal area SPecialtiep sitdﬁ» u cpﬁp@,ex orgapi- ¢ ',
o e L Lol
: zations -soc.ial indicators and> social\ co'ntrol the foundat;ion couldn paas for a’

: -moderate-sized sociology department in a typical university sett;i.ng Right down

‘ to havmg a chairman (i e., pres:Ldent the last three of which have been sociol-'

ogists) junior .and senior staff pre-. and postf-doctoral fellows resea.rch

assistants and visiting scholars, the similarity is preserved As such it must
: 2 °- “
) certainly be one of ‘the: hest academic, research-orieneed sociology departments )

in the country with an impressive re¢cord of staff publications and professional N
. LA I toe

. influence. . ‘,, : ar -

A g e @ S . ° N ‘e

'.'\ The rationale given in. support of this emphasis is that in the long run the
S foundation could best carry out Mrs, OIivia Sage 8 mandate to improve the s'ociel L9

and 1iving conditions in the United States of America by supporting research on

Ld

'social problems rather thAcry‘ing directly to alleviate the consequences of those

‘problems. RSF hopes that this research will produce information useful to policy-
makers in the public and privai:e sector who are addressing these problems More.over,
i current Russell Sage 1eaders'hip feels that s‘j.nce the foundation has a relatively
Y small amount of money (Russell Sage is a*middle-size Amrican foundation in t’:erms‘ '

ot
. Ve - “ g » 3

of capitalxassets) to spend in support of social science research it is necessary
@ ~

]

to have the expertise of active scholars tald.ng part in the %iécisiOn-making. Such
an arrangement has meant that Russell Sage has moved toward a blend between-a grant-
ing agency and an internal reSearch inatitute. staff members' spend halfﬁ-their time

R . . . . . W t
doing their own -reseurch and the ¢ other half 9n admimistrative work-at the foundation,

. : . , ' coe . o v " o e . 0Ty
.t ) \ ; I - . . Lot . o ‘ L,
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sughels’program pla g and deyelopment propbsal-ewaluatfﬁﬁ /mOnitoring of’ v
projects,'revie 4 manuscripts, and so on, This peculiar blend of activities
P gegng that Russell Sage believea it does not recruit tew talent from the same

< pool ag do other granting agencies, edther public or private, While this may be .

%

’true it is probably«hbre the"result‘of a, rathcr extlusive disciplinary focus on

¥ 4 . /

sociology as a criterion df selection than it is a result of recruiting active
L - . v
scholars something that Ford Foundation, &mong others also does.
i

Russell Sage tries very hard to develop its program ideas internally--to ‘

'

develop-a program of research and then go outside the foundation to seek scholars

© .to work on precisely those particular problems seldcted And since less. than

o three million dollaré a year is spent on everything, it is fncumbent upon the
. £ 9
ffoundation to aScertain preciSely that money is not spent in an‘'area duplicating

v L S &'

the efforts of - other public private funding agencies. This it appears to do

effectively hy maintaig:ng close association with those agencies, particularly

‘.;same kind of product . > : - L

Russell Sage appears in -the last two decades’ to be’ anxious that its funds

..:b a lied to support research projects and not commissions or. task forces,’ train-
. " .

\3 pragrams o matituthnt—. cBut even here it must b‘e very careful, using stated
policy interests~t0vhelp handle the large volume of applications. Capitalizing on

7" their scholarly expertise the foundation determines the degree of fit between the
-
':reseatch.proposal and its principal investigators and the personal inclingtions of

< . "itg owm’ staff. The nature of the relationship between the foundation staff membér - e
. and a person who haapkussell Sage support forx a. project ts primarily subathntive
and not administrative or financial so that the research interest of the foundation
" - staff may naturally and not;artiftcially help.to shape the resear:h program Qn'%he_ -

¢’ . otside, One high-ranking foundation official put it this way, "If the most




“« . . . 7 ".3
“productive social scientist in the world came to us with the best—vritten proposal
S
ever done on the most pressing social problem in «the country, if it were not a

- 4
substantive interest of ene of éhe staff members of Rusgell Sage Foundation we ’

wouldn't support it," i A . | .

)
..

In addition to sponsoring research, RS has felt it important)to disseminate ™

its research findingsl‘_Arguing.that if‘it is useful to support social sciénce -

" research }s opposed to directed social action, it therefore becomes:important to
:Aguarantee,that resuﬂ%ﬁfof research be widely Seén. Russell Sage Foundation got
‘into the formal publishin§ house type of dperatidn early in its history and has |

published a large number of books over.subseguent years. RS "insists that it does

* not-giye grants to individuals fit awvards contracts for research, When an individual

¢

is thus supported for research, he or she signs a letter of contract to submit a

‘,f report to the Foundation which is suitable for publication . Thege manuscripts are

s

reviewed by qualified -staff and suggestions for revisions made following which the

iece is published. No' royalties are paid on grounds that the researcher's time
.,P ! 5

. P
has been purchased, +analogous to’ paying faculty a summer salary.

~-~
.

. //n\“ Russell Sage can at the same tbme be praised and criticiZed for itsxdecision
4

t .

to underwrite the publication of the results of its own research Certainly the
foundation has approached -this task far more assiduously than would ordinarily be

s expected of a department of social scientists qua gsocial scientists. The assumptioﬂ?
< "
of this burden could under the most charitable interpretation signify a basic, under—

« N hd - 1

lying commitment to bear the financial weight of this stage of the in-house tesearch -
endeavor. A«somewq?t'different view of this side of R§ activity is that the founda-
. .
Qn should allow its researeh product to find its wéy to print via the usual

n els ‘of referred journals and,commetcial publishing hOuses. o
.o Givqn its cOmmitment to publishing gpd ‘to- carrying out Mrs, Sage's intentions

I Do, o,

" of improving the social and i&ving conditions in ‘the USA foundation officials self-

critically suggest'the need for a much broader dissemiination of‘idess .coadf “in-a. format

‘m“"»h,,/ . 5
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. wvith studies of occupetions, minority

v

. | ‘.:.y

and style more amenable to the needs of policy-makers. This procedure would
doubtless meet resistance among academically;oriented social scientists but

would be a logical step for an academic research institute interested in improv-

.

ing the quality of life,

. PAST. VERSUS CURRENT INTEREST IN EDUCATION
. The support of education or educational reseerch has a marginal existence

.in current Russell Sage activities, In the pdst World War IT period there: )

has been’ a gradual decline in interest in eduoetion The foundstion in this .

\

period hss taken 2 long close look at a number of professions and concluded that

" they. could benefit from the infuaion of a social. science perspective. Perhaps

more than any other organization RS is responsible-for medical sociology and has

-3 . N
) similerly been preoccupied with'law and social science and st one time'the fogn-

dstion contenple.ted 8 similar role for the profession.of ed\xce.tion R"ver,

Just es,the progren for the messﬁigdip was dropped as being unvieldy 80 was edu-

cation abandoned in this ‘sense. It yes much easier to get social science into-

4

law than into education. Nevertheiess, ‘the Foundation did mount & lerge -program

'that started in the late 308 and carried.into the 6€0s focusing " around sbility

> - 1

testing in- Americen education. -

«

v As these projects came to an’ end and vﬁth the growth ‘of the United States ,

crfice of Educetion and later the thablishnent of the Netionel Institute of ,
Educstion; the Poundstion decided thet it ves not going to carry or’ develop

a new progren in the area of educetion. Annual reports in ‘the late 60s snd

70s réport a 1ection eptitled Human Resources in Education and it cerries a feQ\
‘projects which hsve been left ‘over in the area of educstion. Currently interest v

enong_fbundstion sterf in education is minimal being linited to the overlep

and child development. A few .
qrs ago RS provided support for a study on
testing in Ireland.

e; introduction of stepdsrdized

-




dren entitled Open-Air Schools which 1z said to have beeu enthusiastically )

_ quéstioned assumptions about’ the kind of occupations that ought to be the

" were critically examined with ‘the aid of the Foundation end’ their applicability . .

W
.

David Goslin have left the Foundation;and Sarane Boocock, in the past promin:
ent in the Socielogy of Education, is curreritly more interested in international

comparisons of child care centers. !

Previous to 1946 a more direct and amoitipus role in education was main-

'

ed by Russel}.S;ge trustees. From the beginning in November, 1907 the .
Foundat}bn took an active interest in eiementary educatien’spbnéorinh‘a'varfety

of studies under the administrative aegis of a Depaztment of Child Hygiene vith

- s

the express purpose to*aid educators to substitu;e knovledge for opinion, and

to base action on evidence rather than on tradition or specuiation

The principal figure in the early Russell Sage activity in education was

Leonard P. Ayres, the father of the School Survey movement. One book, ngggggg'

ip Our Schools, went through three reprintings and sold 4,000 copies; & sizeable .
€ . .

RN

number for the audience of that day. 'Esrly activities of Ayres and his colleagues

included studies on backward_ehildren, school entrance age, factore influenc-

ing progress through the grades, and promotion rates and sy;tems "

I 1908 e study into the relaticn of physical defects to progress in school
was begun by Br. Luther H. Gulick and Mr. Ayres The book resulting from this

effort, Medica.l Ingpection of Schools, was the first book pubnshed by the '

foundation's own staff (eight months before'gggarch in 011r Schoolsl and sold

‘ 5000 copies. Mr. Ayree published in 1910 another beok on health of schooi chil-

¢ .

' R
received by an international audience of educators..

Vocational and industrial education studies were'%pongored in 1913 which

' . object of deliberate training; in 1911 1ntelligence.tests imported froﬁbFrance- \ ' }

" t0 vocational guidance examined scales for neqsuring the qﬁnlity of handvriting

-

. 3
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AT}

vere developed by Mr. Ayres 1n 191l.and enJoyed widespread usage, in 1914 a
spelling scale was developed.
By 1913 a sepa.rai’.e Division of Education-had been foméd a.nd the Russell

Sa.ge Foundation entered a period of school aurveys. A school/auﬁ" was a

very special operatioxi somevhat akin-to vhat tocfa.y might be thought of as a

comprehensive ethnography of « school system ccd:ining a thorough investiga-
tion of all fa.ce'g‘:_; of school operation and numerocus recommendations for the
solution of problens ‘which were uncovered. Some 25 of these surveys w;re car-
ried out of which the best'k;;n and most sophisticated were the Springfield
@ Cleveland Su}veys. All the surveys were directed by Mr. Ayres but made -
uIse of many 'specialists, The surveys were ve;'y comprehensive including such
det:a.i:!:s as average c;.assroom hmidi}y’;nd were presented in direct and forceful,
,eien'haz;d-hittins language. Prior to 1917, when 'operations-were teupo'ra'rily
.s'u'spended, perha'ps the greatest contributic;n of the Russell Sage Foundaticn to
education was the increased respect :foz_- ‘ti:e &pplica;cion of scient}ﬁc'methﬁads
fo_educational problems. ) o L
One educational a'ctiv;ty\of the Russell Sege Foundstion vhich eatned -
considerab.le attention because of its contrcversia.l natnre s Was the publica- '\'
"tion in 1970 of a docunent by RS st 124 nubér Dtvid Go:lin, ent.itled, Guidelinel

for’ the Conection, lhintemnce und Diuaimtion of Pupil Records. This report .

e

" was distributed -widely by the ?mmd(tion to school priucipe.ls. The document °

'delcribed itself as the report of a confe ance on the ethical and lega,l upects

of .school record ke_Qping although t co! ~necl considerable discunion of the

c‘ollection of-perionu data about pup! u-e by resurchen., In general
the thdennes sought to uphuize the value and mome of princy ror the
.pupil and his fnily-p.nd to warn the school principal br counle‘lor against y

several practices which ocould be interpreted as ;nf‘gin;utnt of privacy. .

- 0 - -

-
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While this RS publication was unquestionably in step with the public
mood of criticeliy reassessing complex society's relentless intrnsion of
personal privacy it is fair to say that the report was met with a storm of
protest by the acadenic research community and many others who believed
that answers to nmany of education's most urgent problens would be effectively
blocked by the tight restrictions propOSed by the Guidelines on access of

researchers to school records.

]
«

However, the most germane criticism for present purposes was the one which

questioned the propriety of a Foundation issuing statements on controversial

matters over its own.signature~and thence disseminating it directly to policy

* . makers and adninistrators. , Some educationel researchers contended that the
' és docnment'shonld have been'Circulated in professional channels to. stir up
)discusaion from which a mOre informed opinion and perhaps official statement
‘.from the education profession 1ould arise.- Hhatever may have been its merits,
the publication of Guidelines was a RS effort that was well known and spoke
directly to edncational issubs that were current and crucial,
ANALYSIS OF RUSSELL SAGE EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES -
Sage 1s one of the oldest foundations with a continuing interest in educa-
tional support It made its first sizeable grant for an educational purpose
4in 1907 and‘has remained at—a_modest level of activity sinCe that time.. Since
the turn of the century, we list a total of 78 grsnts in education stm.ing -
'to,$10 367,000, As the Table shows, the foundation has’ been most active 'in
the last 3 decades during which 89 percent of all its educational do}lars have
'~_been awarded. However, the money awarded;in grants is only part of the ‘story,
since the staff sctivity is not included. For example, the period 191020

_was one of intense staff activity/dn_the area of education.

TN, \r
:
.
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. TABLE 1
Decade fﬂqllar Avard* % of Totdl N of Grants . X of Total
1900-10 772,000 7 6 ) '8
1910-20 ———— -— 0 -
1920-30 335',000‘_. I 3 4
193040  © —eme- -5 — 0 — .
*1949-50 56,000 1 1. 1
. ~ AN .
1950-60 - 6,085,000 S 59 ) S 40 . T
1960-70 . 1,989,000 19 . 18 23
LT 1970-80 . 1,130,000 1 " 19 2.
$10,367,000 - T00 78 100 :
N *Where the column is headed N Dolip‘fe, the figuree are ,giyen in doiler‘e
< of 196‘2 vpluea , T v : :
N . % . i - o f ' ' .
The decade betweeh 1950 and 1960 stands prominently as the period
’ of highest activity for Sage in euppor\: pf education with 59% of its total Lo
expenditures made during this time span. The mean si:e of grants by the
\\ foundat\ion haé been approximate;y $133 000. During the fizs\t 30 yeArs of
, the found}tian 's support educatianal grants uveraged around 5160 QOO. then ,
sweued to the figure ¢ited above in the 1950': ‘pd have fot the xost
\part been 1n the range of $40, 000 to 380,000 far Ae last 15 years.\ R
i :
\ 'l‘he founhation has been most act:hie in 6-mjor areas of educationh\l
. ‘ \ \
sup\gdrt. o, S AN a N ‘ N
!: ot _— TABLE 2 N - . \ . -
.gmv';‘n AREA OF suproxr - ¥ DOLLARS ' X OF SAGE TOTAL* . K
. R ) \. .\ “\ “ “\ H ) ‘\
BRI 1 «‘» ', Righer fdueg® 6,577,000 63.4
. ::  Endownent and Gen. Supg. z »805,000 . 27.0°
N Currieulunbe »720,000 *26.2
) ' &% .0\ 'Pré-Coilegiate Ed. 1, 198,000 5 17.3
5N 3 %1\ Rducational Rath. . 1,468,000 | 14.1 .
;5 6. . ‘Mnencial: Add to Stud. . 1,145,000 ° 111.0
L SN \\'rorm. . 10,367,000 . ‘
F‘\_ tnuq r,o uium codang zmooz el
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’-Higher'educatiqn clearly has been the pripary focus of the foundation's
efforts. Since the data were in many cases counted in more than one
category, some of the funds for hfghe% education are -also listed under

endowment, curriculum-development and aid to studetns. Our <calculations

i3

show thatkfifty-thrée percent of Sage funds have been given'to private
institutions and organizations. Public institutions‘werew;wardéd 32%
or $3,333,000 with the remaining funds going to institutions of mixed
B _ character. f}‘ ,

Geographically, Sage's philanthropy has been quite evenly distributed

throughout the country (aside from the South). The Northeast has been

. - .

given slightly more than a proﬁortionate share of grants receiving 41 pércent

of total dollars, however, this advantage 1s muted as Tabie 3 111lustrates.
. ' .

4

+

s . TABLE 3
N b N ) .
Region fﬂ‘ﬂmllar Award 2 of Total N of grants
Northeast 2,965,000 . 30 T 28
Na?ional 2,369,000 24 17
' West ' 12,046,000 Ca 9 . .
N Cent and MW 1,889,000 ' 19 ‘ 7
South " 404,000 4 .3
Other - ' ° 221,000 © | 1 - 4
o TOTAL $9,904,000 . 100 B

. ~ Of the grants given by Sage, 75 percent has been awarded in, the form
of grants which have run for 5 or. more years,. The strong inplicétion is

that the'founda;ion'ie selective in its decision-making but once funded,’

vl . i< ' .
‘ v, - . »
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a project enjoys sustained support ﬁrom some time. Twelve percent of the

dollar awards have been for 3-year pgojects with 1,2 and 4-year endeavors

comprising less than 10 of the remaining funds. One would expect that

because of the longer duration of the gwards, the long-term grants would

3

be sizeably greater than those fun for shorter periods of time and this
is indeed the case. Grants for five-year periods or longer gveraged
slightiy over $300,00q,more'thsn triple the size.of érants of snorter
duration. ‘

Sage's interest in educationni<research is reflected in the nature
of its administration staff. .Sage fellows and other research speciafist§4
~hape beeniinstrumental in choosing projects to be funded and in carrying
out the projects. OVer 83 percent of the funded activities have been ‘
chosen and carried out internally This corresponds to- 68 percent of all \\\\\/
dollars totaling $8, 539 000.

0f the 78 grants wve recorded 46 were issued for the :support of nigher
educatipn. Within thnt‘category nearly 90 percent of the funds\were, N
divided amoné just three areas. Legal educétion received 332 of the
higher education nonef followed by’the,education of sociai workers with
297 and medical education at 23%. The largest number of.grants in this
category was 10 for undergradlsraduate education but the mean size of the
.awards was only $47,500. | 0

Only 17 awards werecnade for the purpose of general<;upport to educ-.
ational institntions This amounts to $2-804 000 adjulted dollars. The

foundntion made no awards for the. purpose of‘fstablishing endownent for

L4

any of the recipient institutions -‘ o DR

“ .
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The foundation's over-arching interest in social science discipiines,-
particularly in socioloéy, is reflected in the distribution of awards for

curriculum development, a*traditional concern bf educators. .

. * I “ ’ P
) . - TABLE 4 V_ * . L M
— S
| Discipline N Dollar Award - X of Total N of Grants .
‘ R N ———
Social Sciences 2,117,000 ' -78 8 -
Biological Sei. 285,000 N 10 1
Agriculture 282,000 ~ - 10 . 2 - :
. Religion 36,000 . 1 A s
TOTAL $2,720,000 166 22

. In pre—collegiate education, 85 percent ($l 525 ;éb) of the total was

4

:spent for prégrams designed to benefit conbined primary and seconddry | _ ‘

schools. Pre-collegiate activity is not high priority at Sage as can. ‘ 2‘ '

be seen by the amount given and the additional’ fact’ that only. fifteen
grants were coded in this category. p o . Q

More than one-third of Sage's education-related awards went towards

some form of educational research. Within this category, the foundation 8

appropriations were, relatiéb to other foundations we' studied, unusually

diversified as the following table illustrates.

oo o " TABLE 5 S
T Area of Research - . N Dollar Award % of Total N of Grants R
Social Context of . _701 000 48 e )

Education —_ . - N X C
Aduinistration - ?m 000.- 19 8 . .
Instruc, and.Learning . ' 155,000 11 - V2 ) ‘ .
Curric. & Objectives _ . 113,000 . 8 L1 |
Counseling & Human : 107,000 -7 o 2 o

Development . ' : . AP .
History . 104,000 2N | ‘ e

- Measurement & . 12,000 - - 1 . 1 . T - T
’ Rsch. Methods . ; : : R
TOTAL C 77 $1,468,0000 - 100~ 2% - .
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&he size of the awards in the social context of education research average&

P

$78,000 adjusted dollars. The size of the Sage's suppqrt for research °

in the social context of*education relative to the size of the fOundation

and its total expenditpres is in keeping with its general commitment to c

AN

* an understsndiag of the natute of man’s social order and the improvement ,
\ . .
of his social and physical conditiOn. i o

Only roughly 8 percent of Sage 8 avards have been expressly for

financial aid to students (9 of 78 awards). Nearly 90 percent of the
total {or this‘category was &esignated for either fellowships or scholar-
ships. Of the mohey which have been e;plicitly_alloeated, 8 petcedt or

$92,000 has been for fellowships and 3 percent or $31,000 has.gone for . ‘ '

work studf programs. -_ ' E \ L T tc{:, \ " )
¢ \ o
Although only 22:of the 78 grants could ‘be ifsigned to a specific .

\ ~~

*  area within a geogtaphic region, it is notewo;thy that 16 (732 of these

R awards went to. institutions within the same eity in ‘which the Foundation

.«
’ . \
. . . ’ \

1s located (New York). '
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. VIII, CARNEGIE CORPORATION ' L
« Throughout its histoz:y, the Carnegie Corporation, which was established b

in 1911, has hritten a distinguished record in the field oi nitional and inter- -

national education. By almost.any standard of foundation measurement ‘flexi;

bility of funding, innovation,’ 1eadership, activism, Carnegie has excelled A
" meve glance at studies which Carnegie has sponséred, from Gunnar Myrdal's

pioneering commentary on American race relations, An American Dilemma, to James

Conant 's work on the American high school and to the recent reports of Clarh

Kerr's Commission on Higher Education indicates the extent to ﬁhich Carnegie

. hag profoundly shaped ideas in educational development through the generations
~— Name any field or significant academic structural change, and Cardegie hag proh-

ably been inoolved from adult educaﬂion in the 1920's and 1930's to concern with

the arts in the 1920° 8, 1930 s and 1950 s, to public television in _the 1960's, to:

the legal education of Blacks in the 1970's., A close study of Carnegie's patterns

of grants would reflect the history of American education in the twentieth century. '’

. The Corporation was fortunate in the vision bequeathed to it by its founder
—_  Andrew Carnegie. Carnegie in a memorable series of essays a%ficﬁlated an impressive
philosophy for private philanthropy. 'And in the application of his ideas, Carnegie

shaped and cohtrolledlseveral'fodndations,'the greatest of which was the Carnegie
. CO;poration. . T ‘ | \H | 7
In his "Gospel of Wealth," published in The North Amegicaﬂ R;view (1889),
Carnegie made a distinction between two actiyities\ig the 1ife‘o£ any self-made - ?

iherson of wealth These were the periods of acquisition\and distribution. Once

a man made his millions stressed Carnegie he had a public responsibility to

chgnnel the bulk of these funds into beneficial services for the society which ,




Y, - ‘
' v / . ' : .
. ! _ . .
had rewarded him far beyond what his labors merited.. He would therefore : '

Iy

become a 'trusteé,’ a steward of great wealth, He set the’ theme for his philos. -
ophy by emphasizing the need to'create the conditions for eqnal opportunitp
rather than simply giving free, unattaehed aid. "In bestowing charity,' said

we w

Carnegie "the main consideration ehould be to help those*who will help them-

*

selves, to provide part of the means by which those who desire to improve may ° o
do so, to give those who desire to rise the aids by which they may rise, to, -

asgist, but-rerely, or never to gdo all."!

Carnegie stressed an educational theme when he said that the

best means of benefiting the community is to place N
. within its reach the ladders upon which the aspiring
.o can rise--free libraries, parks, and means ‘of recre-
ation, by which men are helped in body and mind,
works of art, certain to give pleasure and improve .

‘thé public taete and public institutions of various ° : jv
+ kinds, which will improve the general condition of °the . 4
people, in this manner returning their surplus wealth S {
to the mass of their fellows in the forms’ best calcu-, ) ) Sy
. lated to do them lasting good. - T ¢ ~x“<:;
Here Carnegie demonstrated a bold design which would influence future dimemsjons &= -~

’ .
- .

of hie,Bhilanthtopic ventures: aid could and should have an impact :on the

«
¢

structural‘System under which people le;rn. In surveying the "best fields for
xphilanthropy," Carnegie pointed to gifts in the educationel framework .from
" univerlitiee to free libraries to museums 'to.medieal collegel to artistic works '
" in parks to mneic halls to progrems of phyeicel recreetion; Certeinly inetitu- .
tions founded by his gifts,,luch as the Cernegie ipetitute of Pitt7éurgh the -.' .

Carnegie Music Hell in New York and the Carnegie Institute of Technology were °
L‘*‘-‘-———-‘

monuﬁente to hil philoeophy L ‘f~' N o

re *
P -

There were eGVerll limitetione to Carnegie's ideee.' For one . thing,

person skilled at accumulating money might not be quelly pkilled iu5 distributing

plrticullrly since the letter function required a nntionnl range of experience

- t : »
7 ‘ - 147 ; . o
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. and expertise which the maéter of stee1 ¢ould not pretead to h!Ve particularly .

P

in the field of education, As Carnegie s most recent biographer Joseph Frazer

*
Wall notes while Carnegle was amassing hid’fortiF , aften ‘at the expense of.
- wds .
< the welfare of both his opponents and his laborers, there , little’ evidence to ;

suggest he was thimking of the-possibilitjes of’ameliorating social conditions

-of men,

Yet Carnegie's philosophy had merit for the ¥ield of education: ﬁﬁgf;o;

of a poor Scottish family who arrived in' the United States in 1848 vhen he was
, like Will Keith Kellogg,

twelve, Carnegie had been deprived of the benefits of a normal education and
like others from a similar background he was addicted to the educatiomal faith.
While he refusgd to dole out food to the poor, ,he was willing to grant free educé-

tion, .

pathy with the problems of higher. education became apparemt

‘when he founded the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching with a
:  sum of $10 million from United States Steel Corpqration bonds in 1905 Working
élosely with President Henry S. Pritchett of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, Carnegie gave the Foundatiou the mission of devising a gpod retire-
ment plan for college professors who were, then as now, underpaid. Pritchett
" became the Foundation's first Bresident In his Autobiograghx Carnegie noted

3

“ - that of

:h .' - - " -
I *j -
' all professions that of teaching 4is probably the most~ ¢
.unfairly, yes, most meanly paid, though it ‘should ranmk .o

with the highest.  Educated men, devoting their lives . - 0
to teaching the- young -receive mere pittances. When 1 !
e e first took my' seat as a trustee of Cornell -University,
1 was shocked to find how small were the salaries of
the profesdors, as a rule’ ranking below the salaries
of some of our clerks. To save for old age with these y .
.men is impossible:3 - . " .

.

The Foundation lafH/the basis for the TeachErs‘Insurance and Annuity Association'
of America still the major agency for retirement benefits for professors today

148 - oo
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At'first directed‘to private non-denominational institutions ’the Foundation °
I ,

soon extended its services. to public colleges and universities.'
3 <

kY

Under Pritchett 8 leadership, and in keeping with Carnegie s philosbphy,, -

w ¥

the Foundation began to influenCe acddenic standards by insisting that to
.q ualify for the pension~plan institutions of higher education must have
acceptable admissions systems,.requiring,of all potential studentsnthat they"
compf%te'four years of.secondary education Also it stated that these colleges
must have at least six full professors on their staffs.‘
While essentially an operating agency, the Foundatibn over the years has"

also sponsored a series of research studies on the status &f higher education
in the United States the most famous of which was Abrahsm’ Flexner s indictment
of the poor standards of medical'education Later from 1937 to 1948 the Corpér-.
ation gave the Foundation sOme grants which led .to ‘the création of the Graduate \
Re:er Examination Also, as a result of these studies the Corporation helped

. found the Educational Testing Service in 1948, N .

, While the Eoundation still technically maintains its own independence,

with its'own Board afid Annual Réports it'has incneasingly’become 'linked.

o the greatest of Carnegie 8 ventured‘in education the Carnegie Corporation
‘.founded in 1911 Today, the Corporation and Foundation share. the same officers
"~ and throughout the Century, the Foundation‘has deriveﬁ many of its funds for
separate projects from the Corporation. ‘ ‘ h a

In the early twentieth, centu./¢Carnegie continued to establish obher great
philanthropies, including the/Carnegie Trust for the Univeraities of his pative-

/

Scotland "the Carnegie Institution of waahington, D. C. to eﬁcourage basic

research in scientific ftelds _the Carnegie Hero Fund and the Carnegie Endowment: -

for Internatidnal Peace. JBug in_the Corporation of New York,¢fonnded with a

¢ 3 N .
’ N . ~ "
! . ‘ AN A} . . t A
. . . . » ' v .
B . . .
A .
- B

N
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" major endowment of $l%5 million;»Carnegie.created‘an“institution designed to
carry out‘his major intentions in educatiom. The>charter of the‘Corporation'
= gav@ its Board a broad manddte: . ’ ”',:' :
v R
to promote the . advancement and diffusion of knowledge and - -

. . understanding among the people of the United States, by .

B . aiding,technicAI schools, institutions of higher learning,
. " libraries, scientific research -useful publications and -
by. sucﬂ‘other agencies and means as shall from time to -
time be found apprbpriate therefore.

Until his death in 1919 Carnegie, ag President of his Corporation retained

- close surveillance over the Corporation 8 expenditures, and as Waldemar Neilsen

-
.

said, Board meetings simply confirmed what he had already done, In thesexyears, (
Carnegie highly favered other institutions which’ he had founded; such as the .
Carnegie Institute of Pittsburgh and the Carnegie Foundation, F;::nlgll to 1922
these institutions received over a third of the total Corporation: , $23 415, 032

. r
[As ‘the present Secreﬁary of the Corporation, Floremnce Anderson, wrote, Corporation

activities in these years were largely devoted to Carnegie's traditional interests

" -3

especially in supporting huilding préograms of community libraries provided the

community agreed to maintaie\the library properly. In her work on the Corpora—

.

* tion's library program, Miss Anderson noted that after World War I, the ,building

program was.discontinued in favor of grants to enhance training of librarians

.and theé purchase of books at colleges and' uﬁiversities. From 1911 to 1961 the: | .

}

. Corporation gave’$68 334 000 in its library program . S §1 percent

-

of its total grants, The interest of the Corporation in libraries remains to
- d

this day, symbolized by a recent grant of $450 000 to the Center for Reaearch

Libraries to enable thp Center to purchase 4 500 morerscholarly.journals for the

suse of, cooperating academic librariea.‘f ' .. .

L]

/-. A ' ' .

\,/‘ “q
' Another prbjeat initiated in the eafly years was the Commonwealthnprogram

4

which has remained the chief international agent of Corporation activities.

PRI e
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In his stndy of the program Stephen Stackpole noted that it extended the
Corporat;on s mission begyond the borders of the United States and reflected
Carnegie 8 continuAI-rntereat& in the colonies of his native coyntry. From
1911 to 1961 the Corporation spent $24,524, 000 in grants to countries in
6,“ Afrioa, ia the Hediterranean to Australia Canada and ‘New Zealand. Among

other thipgs, these/grante helped develop libraries and teacher training pro-
. T

jects, lso, snglof these were travel grants to educators.for visiting - I

N
R . 55— \
institutions in the United States. ‘ ‘ ™~
) Carnegie's ‘legacy would remain strong through the century. His funding .— 77
> . -
»

of libraries both within and without the academic structure underlined the
‘tendency of_tﬁe Corporation to'eupport eduo;tion ii»;;; broadest context. In
its history,‘the Corporation has supoorted not omnly thexiormg} educational
institutions, but albo institutions such as museums and educat;ohal television

networks, which cater to public- education,

The Presidency of Frederick P. Keppel .

After the Presidency of James R, Angell, who reaigned in 1921 to ieébme
President of Yale University. and during the acting Presidency of n;;;; Prg:chett
from 1921 to 1923, the Corporation Board, headed by_the distinguished. Elihu Root,
selected its first major profeeaional President, Dr. Frederick P, Keppel. N
Keppel who had aerved as an Assistant Secxetary of War, a Columbia Univeraity
dean and for the Red Crou and Intemtioml Chamber of Comerce soon emerged
as the leading-apokesmnn for private philgnthropy until his retirement in 1941.
His .commentaries in the Annual Reports, which the Corporation had been publioping -

.

since 1911, and his variom leplrlte publiutiom such as The Foundation, ! ‘ “

articu{:ted nnﬁy of the stresses of foundation -lnngcnent which anticipated.

4
-‘_,
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preéent«problems of the modern fonmqlation. The father of Francis Keppel, the
' " ’, N

future United States Commissiomer of Education, Keppel made the Corporation

into a pioneering agency developing new movements in adult education in the

7

. uge of radio in education in art appreciation. Under Keppel, the professional
staff grew from a total of four to eleven {n 1941, -

. keppel underlined the two ma jor purposes of the‘Corporation, sponsoring
grants aimed at the advancement di knowledge througlr researcﬁ, and those aimed
at the communication and diffusion of knowledge. In his first
reports, Keppel gave the Corporation a philosophy which etill has its special
impact. One of his themes was public accountability. In 1924, Keppel stated .
that like publicly ;upported universities, foundatibns, although gtivately
endowed, are aleo‘public "enterprises." ''Grants made by them," said Keppel,
are "matters of public concern and. .‘._they should involve.the largest possible
degree of public participation in what is recpgnized on a}l sides to be a

cooperative enterprise.' Years later,.Alan Pifer would Jcho the same idea.

In The Fpundation, Its Place in American Life, ﬁepbel emphasized the fiexibility

of foundation policies- B . %:ﬁ
A foundation must be willing to take the initiative, it
must show courage as well as prudence, it must realize X
that the value of individual enterprises can't always be
. measured by general formulas. . ., A a secial instrument
' " the pobility of the *foundation gives it certain very . 6 Co
. - definite assets, of which it should take full advantage," .

In 1934, with a fascineting'bvertute‘tq a problem which deeply toﬁcerged

.

foundation executives in the 1960's, Keppel debated the question bf the federal
) . N . ' - *

government 's iné%easing'actiﬁity in the field of education under the New Deal.’
Keppel Tecalled that Dr. Pritchett,.ds Acting President had said thay "one of
the bagic conditions for the crgation of foundations in any country is the

-

social tradition which favors private as'against govermment initiative in

i .
“ . o . )———_-‘ A
N " . . . -\
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philanthropy." But Keppel-atated that the Depression had"khanﬁed the conditions

for aid and that the government had entered the education field on a permanent
AR o'

‘basis. . T o - . k) . *

e P - - M
ally spesking, experiment and trail-breaking in the
.- . patural and social sciemces alike, have in the United
States been left to individual universities or similar
institutions, often with aid from foundatiqns, or to the
initiative of the foundation itgelf. The most striking
. feature in the recent change is that it is precisely into’
thege fields that government has entered,

Foundatjon Programs, 1923-1941

. In June, 1924, the Carnegie Corporation at its own initiative sponsored
a n”ional conference on adult education. Inr 1931, Keppel noted that the
"initial activities'resulted in the organization of the American Asacciation

for Adult Education." In this program the Corporation anticipated contemporary

concerns -with lifelong learning, the necessity for the educational structure, at

& all levels, to provide opportunities for individuals who need either retraining

as a result of ‘economic dislocation or who want an intellectuai stimulus for
’their leisure time, Under this program, the Association experimented with some
programs for prison inmétee~ From 1929 to 1939, ‘the Corporation expended
$2 685 000 or 4 percent of its total for adult education.
Also in 1924, the Corporation began its program to aponaor art history
and art appreciation at a11 educational level;. From 19?9 to 1939, the Corpora—
-.tion expended $7,185,000 or 10.6 percemt of its total for the nrtl. According
to a etudy by Brenda Jubin, the Corporation spent $19 077,586 from 1911 to 1967
in it: arts program, -and its grants‘contributed to approxilately two hundred
. publications in painting, music and architecture.

- The art program has proved to be one of the most important contributions

of Carmegie, a tribute to Keppel's viodon. Rather than a progran~of~direct-

- \
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' patronage to artists and musicians, Carnegie 8 project concen;rated instead on
incorporatmg the arts centrally ‘into the eduoatidnal gtructure where they had :
had little place before the 1920's. With a fellowship program between 1925 ,
and 1931 and grants-in-aid oetween 1938 and 1942, the Corﬁoration did give some
) .

direct aid to individual Scholars and artists, But much of its efforts have
been aimed at enriching the art and general educational programs at universities,
museums and in public education., One of tne most recent fascinating ventures
grew out of the Corporation's American Studies entity. According to Jubin, the
Corporation~gave $196,500 between 1955 and 1958 to the University of Georgia to
develop a collection of 2,500 slides in American art history. Under this project, .
Carnegie paid half the cost of hundreds of these sets (which were distributed

Incorporated)
by Sandak, for institutions of higher education. While the quality of
some of the slides is ‘poor, they have proved immepsely useful in the classroom
for a wide variety of courses. Student responses are often enthusiastic, and
" the visual education of many Amer'ioans hasg Aoeen enhanced.7
Under Keppel, the support of research studies through grants to various

institutions was great. The most famous study during Keppel's tenure was the

Swedish sociologist, Gunnar Myrdal's American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and

Modern Democracy. Commencing in 1938, this work, as Florence Anderson recalls,
proved to be an immense nfdettaking for the Corporation, partially bec8uae it
wag administered by Corporation persomnel. But the:result, published in 1944,

as nﬁme&tal book ciearly stating the discrepancy between whitetAmericans'
eals of freedom and equality and the- depressing reality of the treatment of
N -
many black American citizens in their midst., The book was one of the landmark

studies comnected with the Civil Rights movement

Under Keppel's 1eadership, ‘the’ Corporation continued to support adult

-

educatian library service, the arts, and research as 'its major activities.
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« 3eyond the Myrdal study," there Was N0 program specifically directed towazd
univsrsiti,es But several black colleges such as qukegee Institute d;d

- receive grants under Corporation programs. S B
> . . i , - . §£ '
_ World War 11 ¢

\
\

Upon Keppel's retirement, the Corporation went through a tramsition '

5
\

‘period under three Presidents, Walter Jessup (1941-1§4¢),\Devereux Josephs
(1945-1948), and Charles Dollard (1948-1955). In this era; nnder the special
impact of World War'II and aftermath, the Corporation left the stricter %rogram
confines of the.Keppel Presidency and became more broadly conmitted to
educational endeavors This prepared the way for the Corporation's next major

phage under the Presidencies of John Gardner (1955- 1967), and Alam Pifer (1967- )
, Jessup, who -became President of the Foundation for the Advancement of

Teaching in‘1934 and had been President of the State University of Iowa, stresseo
the need for cooperation bet;;en foundations dnd government during the national
emergency.; He noted ‘how the trusteés in November, 1940 'had sét aside $500,000
for aiding the war effort, For instance, Carnegie gave $100,000 to the "Jeint '
Arﬁy ano Nav§ Committee on Welfare and Recreationm to conduct a variety of
experimental- programs as a basis for the growing activity of the Sﬁecial Service
ﬁivision of the’Har Department.'" Also, ,Carnegie'belned in the process of

keeping "colleges and universities inforped as to the complex personnei needs

of ‘defense agencies through the American Council on Education Grants uete.

made to the Red Cross, United Service Organizations, and the National Buread

of Economic Research for a study of war research, o .

.
» P
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Postwar Fra

»

Under Josephs and Dollard, Carnegie launched into a bold postwar educa-
tional venture, with great emphasis on both the social sciences and teaching.

In 1948, Dollard noted that in three Amnual Reports, Josephs had outlined the

major directions of the "postwar" era: he

urged the need for wider understanding among American
adults of the realities of the world situation and of ?
the new responsibilities which victory brought to us,
more rapid development and more efficient utilization
of the social sciences, greater use of the expert '
~> competence which our universities ‘6ffer, and more effective
" teaching. )

e

And in a major departure, noted Dollard, Josephs "reflected éhe developing
conviction of the officers that . . . the achievements of these ends might Best_
bg sought ., . . through the formal educational macﬁinery of the country."

Hence the Corporation increasingly gave grants designed to strengthen
the "formal educational structure, especially at the undergraduate ;nd graduate
levels of higher education., Central to this aid was the imprerment of ;ollege
teaching. . As Dollard said i; 1952, the "teacher. . . is the central ingrediept

in any kind of education, and above all, in libgpal education,” And in his

summation of postwar education in 1953, Dollard stressed the Corﬁoration's goal

»

of "reéonciling liberal and specialized education."” Dol%ard noted that $550,000 .
was v;ted to a number of major technical sqhools such.as the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology '"to enable them to experiment with the expansion of

their liberal arts offerings," At the same time, the Corporation did not
neglect precollegiateyeducation.‘ I; 1948, the Corporation helped establish

e

the Nationmal Citlzens Commission for the Public Schools, gevqﬁed to publicizing

‘the needs of public'schoolh..




ir

g-12

In John Gardner, who Secame President in 1955, the Corp?ration had'fohnd" -
a man who had the ‘experience and wisdom to capitalize on the new patterns of
the postwég era. Gardner had contributed Eo those patterns, having joined the
staff in 1946 after serving in the Office of Strategic Services in Italy and
Austria during the war. Before that, he had received a doctorate from the
University of California in 1938 and had taught psychology at Mount Holyoke
College. '

Gardner's first report, entitled "A Time for Decision in Higher Education,"

" was seminal, Here ag he review;a the higher educational structure and its

future in the United States, Gardner delineated several apparent tensions,
While the ‘national needs of more teachers and more ingtitugions, as & result

.. of the population boom, were clear, there was no national educational system,

only gecentralized'local mechanisms to resolve them. While specialized training
< ,

was necessary, 8o too was the incorporation of liberal arts into every four-year
‘curriculum. As colleges and universities responded to democratic pressures

and college enrollments increased, there was a need for continued individual

excellence. As Gardner said,

Neglect of the gifted is not a necessary consequence of mass
education. We can give full attention ‘and consideration to
the average student and still not neglect the gifted one.
Enthronement of the ‘'average' is one of the pitfalls facing
. %ny democracy, and the ohe way to avoid this pitfall is a ¥
' lively reeognition of excellence wherever it appears. A1l e
: able young people should be provided with thq sort of educa-
tion which will provide the maximm challenge and the most
reffective cultivation of their gifts.q . .

~ [}

Under Gardner, the Corporation responded to the érowiﬁg power of institutiohs
of“higher education, It continued>programs in\libgral arts teaching 1ike the
‘internships it began after World Wax¢II. As the’1955 Report stated, the Corpora-
tion providea the pntversity of Chicago, Brown, Columbia, Harvard and Yale

ﬁuivergities with funds to "enable young professors from other institutions
. y o~
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thrqughouf the':éuqtry to come to their caﬁpusee and learn about their inpo?ative
methods in liberal arts teaching.” Thé Corforation emphaaizéd its Ameéican atudiés
p?ogram'éith a fivé:year annual grant;pf $15,000 in 1955 to the Columbia quveréity
»Orél History project under Allan:Neviﬁs. ’ sl

’ Through the early }960'8, in areas such as ;pterﬁational §ffaire,.graduate

and ﬁueineae education, life-long education, women's education, the education of .
~ the giféed student, inFernhtional education for American students, Cdarnegie had an
impact. A grant ;f $60,000 in 1955 to.tﬁé Aggociation of American Colleges helped
create the Institute for College and University Administrators. In the late 1950'8;
the Corporation sponsored projects to {dentify and réé;uit superior studeats for

college, to initiate honors programs in colleges and develop advancé’etanding

mechanisms for students arriving on college campuses,
- #s

Secondary Education and Equal Oppoftunity ) .

+ Under Cardner, the field of secondary education recetved impetus, especially’

with the publication in 1959 of James B, Conant's famous study, The American High

Schoél Today, and Tater,; The Education of . American Teachers (1962), His first
work was supported by a grant to the Educational Testing Service from the Corpor-

ation and was published by McGraw-Hill in the Carnegie Series in Education,

In the early 1960's as Waldemar Nie{z?n stresses, thé’Corporation moved :

away from ite emphaaia on educational leaderahip to a concern with what the 1964

Annual Report termed "Opportunity for All," For instance, the Corporation ggve
$90,000 in 1963 to the University of Wiﬁconain to sponsor a fellowship progra;
‘for women at the graduate 1gve1. _In %964, responding to publig:eVEhte at the
time, the Corporation’ﬁade its first full“entry into the problem of Black gdﬁc8-
tion, For example, 1t'gaVe'a general grant of $250,000 to the Unité& Negro
Gollege -Fund;.$350,000 to Tuskegee Inatitute and $300 000 to the Univereity of

Wisconsin for a program of faculty exchange with southern Black collegé;.

] . o ;58
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ﬁhen Gardner left for his Cabinet position in’ 1965 Alan Pifer became Acting ‘ !
,.president ‘and succeeded Gardnér to the' Presidency in 1967. Pifer had»been with the
Corporation since 1953, after service as executive sécretary of the United States |
. . . |

\

-Edncational éommiSSion in the.United Kingdom. He hags become a national spokesman
for foundationg and vigorously defended them against.the encrpachments of the Tax ’ %
Reform Act of 1969. He.hag strongly opposed the 4 percent iricome tax as excessively ‘
high and punitive, On February 15, 1972, he sent Secretary of the Treasury, John
Connally, an eloquent plea that such a tax destroyed the principle of pluralism, the
cooperative union of public and private spheres. He pointed out that Andrew Carnegie
-had given away his millions long before he could have had federal tax advantages and
that. no member of his family had: derived private benefits from the Corpqrat/onfki::é>

,

‘ Noting that the Corporation was sending the Internal Revenue Service $521,116, Pifer

stated that "this sum , . . would, without the tax, have been given in its entirety

. to colleges, universities, medical schools and othefwehari;able institutions, mostly

”

.

under private contract.."10 ‘ s )

In a’number ;f'gis-reports, Pifer commented on the growing invphgmmnt'of |
government in grant making'in education in the 1960's, In’l956 Carnegie and the ) gi
Ford-Foundation—weuld take a lead %n governmentEcoOPeration when they established w
" the Children 8 Television Workshop with the Office of Education, This venture became
an immensel; successful project in preschool education with the popularity of programs
-like'"Sesa?e Street." Pifer hoped for a continuing creative p;rtnership but was
increasingly wary over the criticism of fodndations which led to the Tax Reform Act,

In 1973 Pifer reyiewed his own twenty years with the Corporation and emphagized
programs in Africa higher education, television health children, and social justice.
In the-latter area, Carmegile ‘has made significant progress in the 1960's with large
grents totalling over $1.3 million for 1969-73 to the NAACP. Legal Defense and Educa-

~tiona1 Fund Incorporated to develop acholarship programs at sOuthern state university

»
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law schools to increase the number of Black lawyers in the south, It gave over

$500 000 to the Law School Civil Rights Council for recruitment of Blacks to law

/

sohool for 1969- 73 and over $300 000 to the Southern Association of Colleges and

Schools for assistance to Black colleges, And in 1973, Pifer illustrated his own ]
- F -
consciousness of the-Black problem by publishing his lecture, The Higher Education

of Blacks in the United States.

. \ .
Also, like the Danforth and W. K. Kellogg Foundations, Carnegie developed an
urban/public ‘affairs focus in the late 1960's. For instance, in 1967, it gave the

National Urban League Incorporated, $200,000 for a graduate fellowship program

and in 1968, it gave the New York Urban League $300,000 for support of the Harlem )

. Preparatory School, : ' ; .

]
b

- . Ve
4 M 4

Carhegie Commission on Higher Education

In 1967, under Pifer, the Corporation began to fihance- through the *Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching, the Carnegie Commission on the Future of Higher
Education under the chairmanship of Dr. Clark Kerr with annual grants of $1 million’,

In a sense, this commission was a response to the turmoil on campuses .in .the 1960's,
i -

[ — —

and while its reports have received m;xed reviews they have influenced Carpegie's
!

,own grants, For instance, in response ‘to the report Less Time, More Options:
/

) EducationfBeyond the High School, Carnegie is now sponsoring a nuﬁBer of experim&ntal

programs aimed at a three-year degree, .4 middle’ college or a college degree ericompass-
ing grades 11 through 14. In 1973, Carnegie gave $350,000 to Simon's Rock, a sm;ll
private experimental coIlege in Great Barrington, Massachusetts, to "establish an
valuation unit to monitor the experiment' of granting the degree/7t the end of -

’ grade 14, In 1973 the Commission published its final reports,and ended its existence .

after six years, However .a new group,’ the Carnegie, Council om Policy Studies in

Higher Educétlon with Clark Kerr as Head, was formed under the sponsorship of the

r

Carnegie Foundation, ° " ’ ‘ , . -

, | : 160 S
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In recent years, Carnegie has algo supported‘research studies in_child develop-

- ment, the external ‘degree and collective bargaining for college faculty. 'It has aided

significant publications such as Christopher Jencks Inequality: A Reagsessment of .

the Effect of Family and Schooling in America (1972) and Christopher Jencks' and =
David Riesman's The Academic Revolution (1968).

Generally the Corporation has given grants to other agencies to administer
but in the l960“s and 1970!s it has administered a few important proJects itself.
Among these were the Carnegie Council on Children under Dr. Kenneth Keniston Charles :

Silberman 8 study which resulted in Crisis in the Classroom: The Rema;iggLof American

_Education (1971) and a recent research project by Dr. Milton Senn on the history of

;

child deve10pment in thg United States,

3

Also, as Florence Anderson said in an interview Carnegie no longer favors“
private institutions as it once'dig even through the 1960's. Miss Anderson stressed
that Carnegie simply does not have‘the resources- to save financially pressed snall.
colleges, . e ’ K | & | “

Today, Carnegie is noted for its conmitnent to program flexibility‘andvits‘ ,".‘
willingness to econsider creative pnoposals in education, regardless of the-specific
field,, It sponsors heavily both basic and'applied.reseanch. It.supports grants in
higher education, early childhood development;velementary and.secondary education,
public affairs and in the British Commonﬁealth; It has a’staff of twenty-five persons,

and many of the staff meet both formally and informally with the Board tv discuss Q

" pSlicles and proceduresf The'Board wiﬂh seventeen members; 1is'‘a bit large for a .

’foundation but it has a broad representation of civic and educational leaders. To-

- ~ 4

! many grant recipienta, Carnegie seems to be the-most gracious and innovative founda

tion with which to deal, As in the past it frequently dips into its capital to

finance its grantees. In 1973 for in!tance, it expended $18 431 ;000 or $8, 951 000

Al L - . !

more than its income, ‘ . , ) J o T o R
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Carnegie is still trying to work out acceptable evaluation procedures,>which .
kremain largely internal relying heavily on annual reports of recipients Occasionally
it will hire outside consultants to evaluate a series of gramts such as those designed

A

"to assist bhe development of Doctor of Arts degrees

’
“ o, ’

During the 19503s and 1960's, . the Corporation has evolved from an eliﬁiest )

'approach favoring often the professional and talented individuals in edugation to

A3 LN

a more democratic theme, favoring opportunity for the many from preschool to post-

doctoral programs. But consistent to Carmegie from the ‘early 1920!s .has been its
‘ ! ', ‘@ . N T,
- * emphasis on the creativity of student and teacher, administrator and sdholar. In

this sense its password has been freedom and it has given its recipterits aufficient

latitude te deviate and risk failure. )

Y ’ "

. Magnifieent'in its reaph angd generosity:ACarnegie has emerged as a ‘great

© s

- 'nftional'{nstitution open to all possibilities in education, :if any single institu-

tion isJéouipped to anticipate future needs, Catnegie is" the one. %§*-~_ﬁ¢-

. .
» » . i
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Table 1 - Carnegie Corporation of New York® L .

¢ (in millions in congtant ‘dollars)
s 7 . ‘ o ‘ 4 o .' L
ot T “1ag2-19z,3"‘,-';_9_1:1 S e

; Pr,e-Coll.egihte T - ,‘ ) 21.2 S /9 /S ‘ -
Higherdeucalion‘ ' ‘:1‘/ ) 98;3 . o ':‘6;; .
Peréqnnél Developmeng . . ;4.3 N ‘?b 1.9 i
Financial Aid to Students . " 16,3 s )

‘ EducationaI?Resegxeh S . 57.3 Co, 6.9 ?:f' '
Educational TV - - S , 5 ' a2 )
‘National Focus . . N ] ' 100 9 o 2'6.3:

Foreignv- Butside U;S;" . | ; ‘10.3 ' ; L i 1:3 .
Minority Focus . . T o 18.8 . .~ ?;4 '

ISy{)pOl:E, Public Institutions 15.3 . 3 ‘1167 .
Sopport, Privaﬁe ;né;itutioos ;-q ‘ é0.8 nF ,\1' 1.6 .

Support, Mixed - 1 - 30.0. - .7 . 'ﬂ’
P . 22 ‘ . .‘- - . .. -

*Note. For this stuAy, tabulafions were made from the year 1962 beCAuse

. the Carnegie Corporation has published several’ booklets;on programs such '’
- ag the arts, library services, the Commonwealth cataloguipg grants until

1961, The most sophisticated apalysis was deyoted to the. year 1973; for N
the period 1962 to 1973, fihere was much collapsing of grants. Therefore,
the figures for the total period are compared with those for-1973 for two
reasons: /ta give an' impression of more recent trends and to indicate the
greater accuracy of the more Tecent figures, At best, these figures suggest
the- majot ca;egories of Carnegie grants. Not all of carnegig s philanthropic
interests ‘are represented in these figures. Also, most of’ the minority grants
ent into the field of Black education, ’ , : v

BN « -
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.« «  his son Donald, ard his daughter. Dorothy D. Compton. Until his death in 1955,

s

r

-

IX, DANFORTH FQUNDATION

In the field of education, tRe Danforth Poundation has made a'ma jor
contribution with i&s insistence that reform be felt not just i‘r;' the super-
ficial structure of educatiomal in.stitutio'ns-, but {m-the spicial way an |
institution relates to thc; people whom it "se;’ves and who ser‘ve it} students,
facylty ar;d administrators. With its emphasis on human values and its concem~
with the quality ;f ‘education, the Danforth heritage seems most, appropriate
and wise im an age stizl‘l @Lng to resolye the issues-rai..sed by the &mtic

enrollment increases and accompanyingitudent dissent of the 1960's. 'Scatting

‘primarily as a highly pprsonal venture of the William H. Danforth family, ‘the

t

Foundation, after initifal thrusts in the 1950's, dramatically and convincingly

emerged as a major force in the fiel}\o\fke‘dig/c—a/tion in 1969'3, both as a result

S .
_of its-operational Fellowship programs and its innovative grant-making in Black
. st g . ° - . ‘
education, faculty development and urban affairs.

- The Danferth Foundation, vhich vas lestabli'_shed in 1927 by William H,
.Danfori:h and his wife, derfved its principal assets from the Ralston-Purina
Gompany vhich DanEorth had founded in the late nimeteenth century. A Missourd
native who \‘aas“ born in 1870, .Danfort'h,. like W. K. Kellogg, aﬁpnyed a special
ta:lent .fér turning his small St. Louls cereal and. grain company into an American

n,

business em:'i\'r?;,\with.hu exuberant persomality, religious comviction and deep

. , . ) '
_ interest in youth,.Danforth lent a unique personal touch to the Foundation

’

* which.still influences {t.

The o}ig;ml Board of Trustees was composed of the. founder and his wife,

Du';fortﬁ kept dctive control over many- foumdation activities. 'In the 1930's

’ - . » °
. .
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and 1940's, he pursued grant making in what soge call a "hip-pocket' fashion,

B - . -, .

T making out checks in the forms of loams to college students and sponsoring .

from 1946 the building ‘of chapels at institutioms of highet education.

. The Treasury Department, in reference to Danforth}s_QSX exempt status in
1939, accurately summarized early foindation activities: S

. * B
In furtherance of your purposes you'sponsor the American Youth
Foundation in carrying ouf its Christian leadership training
program through camp activities ing the summer months and activ-
ities in- churches, schools, colleges, 4-H Clubs, Boy Scouts,
Girl Scouts, Young Men's,Christian Associations, and Young Women's
Christian Associations throughout the entire year. . .you have
granted scholarships to the camps, conducted by the American'Youth
-Foundation, to students of home economies, to students of state
: agflcpltural colleges, to students of Berea College, Berea, Kentucky,
:éFuture Farmers of America and organizations from the States, . . {

t
a

o )various state 4-H Club organizations, to students in high school
to individuals whose character and ability warrant such awards,

Approximdtely 60 awards are made each year to outstanding boy and
girl students from state agricultural colleges. You also operate
a loan fund for the benefit of college students and make contribu-
tions to other character-bullding educational and religious organi-
zations 1




Danforth aleays, wanted to attach to his aid a personal message, which vas
affirmative in spiri‘t but offensive to some because of its didactic quality.
Essentially the theme was creative individualism: each in‘vi,dual should _
measure his potential capability and push himself to achieve that standard.

' Eveiy man and woman had more worgh t he”or she realized, d4nd each person
must be bold in the quest for-self-improvement, Danforth's philosophy was
. -
best expressed in his famous tract, I Dare You, first printed in 1930's and
friends
later distributed by a committee of his a-to various schools under the auspices

of I Dare You Committees. Somewhat humorous and "dated"'by contemporary standards,

L4

the book nonetheless gave- the foundation philosophy-a-useful word; '"daring,"
and in certain passages,'D”rth stressed the fundamental impact of formal

education. 1Ih a characteristically personal episode Danforth recalled how he

<<
had met a mechanic at an Amencan Youth Foundation Camp meeting:

«~.A few years ago a-young fellow, who was working

as a mechanjc - in a large electrical firm, came )
to me much perplexed. He had been forced to go, Ty
to work when_he had finished high school. Later
he saw boys with technical college training out-
strip him, Sensing he hdd ability to be much

. more than'a mechanic, I dared him to ledve his
job and go back to school, Again 1 saw that ' N
priceless light of-battle leap into the eyes of g
a fighter. He had no money, but, somehow, he
got” to college, was graduated with honors, and
today the might-have-been mechanic is a prominent
engineer. ‘I can tell.you one of the secrets of
his 'life, too, . .he kéeps on growing by sharing,
because now he has-+a mania for .helping others -got
an educatien, , .

-

In-a similar manner, Danforth eﬂtitled one of his chapter-:s, "I Dare You'to

" Think Creatively ;"2




. , ' o &
To this d;y, the Danforth Foundation staff likes to stress the kind of
personal relati;nahip and enéouragement ;o vital to the founder, D;nforth sends
out personal checks to approximately 15,000 individuals a year and at various C e g
annual conferences like that held for Danforth Fellows, féundation‘peraénnel are

able to meet and know individual grant reEipients. As the 1958 Annual Report

stated, "the primary concern of the Danforth Foundation is with individuals rather
than with bricks and mortar,"”
Furthermore, more than with most great foﬁndations, the Danforth familiai
influente remains strong, DBanforth's son, Donald Danforth, succeeded his éather
as chairman‘og the Board, and in turn, his younger son, Dr, William Danforty,
Chancellor of Washington University, became thé current chairman., Two other grand-'
gons of the founder, John C, Danforth, currently Attorney General of Missouri, and
Donald Danforth, Jr., have been Board members. On the present eight-member Board, ,’
three mémbers are re;aéed to the family.’ A}so, the Foundation's St. Louis base

has been significant,. From 1962 to 1971, for instance, the Foundation gave ‘approxi-

- )

mately 15 pgréent of its grants to St, ioufs instiﬁhtlons, agenéies, and abtiQities.
In his yéar§ with the Foundation, William Danforth get vitdl precedents for
, the‘fhture. Under his stewardship, the Foundation's'cqpmitment to education was
firmly established, and its national focpa became clear. The original charter of
* the Foundation, adopted on May 25, 1927, stéged that'éhia "Foundakion'is forme
. solely and only for charitéblg purposes and to promote the well-being of mank d ;
throughout the United States." in 1941, the Danforth Associate Program, whi

emphaéized the development of student-faculty .interrelationships, was founded, and

in 1943, the first Danforth Fellowship Program was initiated.

\
s
/
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Under this "Danny Grad" program, about a dozen women college graduates were paid
a stipend to work in Christian leadership programs on various campuses. On
January 8, 1946, the Board talked of plannipé "similar awatds for men who are
preparing themselves for teaching as a profession,' a program which eventually

evolved into the nationally famous Danforth Graduate Fellowships Fot all hisl

'petsonal style, ° Danforth gave the Foundation a remarKably robust and

expansive vision. that allowed it wide latitude in choosing its mission. As

Merrimon Cuninggim noted to the Board upon assuming the Directorship in 1961,

Danforth's gteatest single conttibution was his exercise of 'conscientious
3
T "

The Tenure of Kenneth Brown
- N - ) ,
In 1940, the Foundation took its first step toward professionalism by

appointing William J. Hutchins, President Emeritus of Berea College, as permanent

"Advisor, and in 1951, the Foundation made Kenneth I, Brown, President of Denison

Umiversity, Executive Direttor. The appointment of Dr. Brown introduced a

transition period for Foundation activities in terms of organization and grant

making, Undet Btown's ten-year leadership; permanent operating programs including
y s

" the Danforth Graduate Felrbwships were stabilized; the first signifioant grants

to Black colleges were made; the staff grew to a total of four permenent pro-

fessionals; the primary priority of higher education wag solidified; and the

first Annual Report was published in 1958, Brown had served the Foundation id

an advisory capacity since the eatly 1940's and hence could combine his knowledée

" of the Foundation histoty and of higher education, particularly in the private

. -

_ sector, as support for his leadership. . . »
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signified by the gradual growth in the recipients to the annual total of 127

foundation interference. This has continued to be an impértant guideline for

‘had some appareﬁt flaws., Ogtensibly open to any person, regardless of

Upon assuming the Directorship, Brown issued a series of’memoranda to P>
the Board outlining plans of action. The most important.of these was

memorandum No.10 of June 1, 1951, which recommended that the "Trustees

- -

approve for an experimental period of three years, the proppsal for recruit-:

ing-training-counseling a limited nimber of able young students who are
planning to prepare themselves for teaching, either at the‘prepg;atory school :

or college level, and who came to this vocation with strong Christian motiva-

tion."  Established jn 1952, the Danforth Graduate Fellowships were awarded
s
initially to fifty-six‘individuals, and the success of the program was

in 1965, An important administrative mechanism established by the Foundation
was that while the funds would be administered by the Foundation officers,
the nominition and selection process ‘would be superintended by an adCisory

council, composed o0f college faculty and presidents, without
1
all the Foundation Fellowship Programs,
In the 1950's these grants were designed to attract able students to )

*

careers in higher education after graduation at-a time when population

pro jections predicted a rapidly increasing student pobulation anqvhence a

great need for good college teachers. In this way, the Poyndation,undouptedly

served an important need and strebged its continuing’ concern with good teaching.

In other ways, however, the Fellowship program in its initial years

raee, sex or creed the program tended to favor uhite Protestant males.:-

»

From 1955 to 1964, women Lere ineligible although this guideline was initiated by
the Foundation because 92 percent of the women recipients before 1955 left the program
before completing their degree.
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However, in 1959, the Board did éiant a total of #250,000 to several private women'§
colleges for.Graduate Fellowéhips. Also, becauseé of the teligious overtoneswaséoci- .
ated with the géards, Roman Catholics and Jews were clearly not encouraged to be |
recipients.‘ And because of the'severe competition and lack of equal educational

backgrounds, minority membership among the Fellows was modest averaging six a year

from 1952 to 1964, ! o
Nonetheless, h& the 1960's, the amount of the award was iﬁpfessiVe, because
it covereé not only the recipient's full graduate tuition and fees at an {nstitution
of his choice, hut it also‘p:ovided in 1962-1963 an additional stipend qf $1,500 for-
a single'mén, $2;000 for marrieds and $500 for each dependent ¢hild, As well, the .
award was renewable for a total of three more years., The cost of the program has
grown from $446,715 in 1958 for 91 recipients to $1,920,8i1 in 1973. And in recent
years, the program has fully encouraged the participation of women, Catholics and
s "News. In 1973, out of a total of 102 awards, 42 recipeints‘were women, and twelve
‘were minofity members. .
The selection prodbss is now quite sophisticated be}inning with a screening |
, process at the institutional level. In 1973, ﬁpproximately 2,000 individuals were
nomihated, from whom 363 werelghosen for personal interviews. 0f these, 102 were
finélly chosen, The number of recipients has‘decreased slightlyfgver the years,

for two reasoms, accotding. to the Assistant Director of the Program, Lillie Mae Rose:

ey
-

oneihas‘been the increased fiscal cost, especially with increasidg tuition rates;

the other has been the need to keep the number of Fellows small enough to allow for
- " .\ R

a

the personal contact treasured by Foundation officials. The program has tended to

aid the g;aduate schools of the private-universities, as a high percentage of recip-

-

ients have chosen such schools whose tuition rates might otherwise prove prohibitive.

dn a sense this was in keeping with the Foundation s historic commitment to private

-
.

education,




The Brown-era sponsored the/}ntroduction of other‘giénigicant operational
programs, which.emphésized good teaching and the religious heritage: Danforth .
Teachers Study Grant programs, which helpéd college faculty ;;;ish ;heir doctoral
degrees; the Danforth Campus Christian Worker and Danforth S;minary Intern Programs;
which énhanced religiOus education. The Foundation continued the Danforth Associate
frOgraé, which encompassed a '"small annual grant (to selected faculty). . . forh
use in entertaining students in the home, fostering facuity conversations on

\'Academic‘excellence, as well as other services to students and faculty.'" In 1959,
Danforth moved into the international sphere with its first awards of graduate
fellowships to teachers in Indian private colleges to enable them to_study in the
Uniéed States. 1In this period, the Foundation made an important contribution to
Black education, with its award of grants to Negro colleges to‘assist them in

' winning full accreditation by the Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary

~Sphools and with its program of Negro faéulty fellowship grants, designed to

improve the training of the facﬁlty at these colleges. In 1958, the Foundation
\
‘gave a total of $221,024 for this purpose, renewed for several years and hence
o proved its value as a reSOurceful; innovative ingtitutioa, : -
/ At thé end of Brown's tenure, the Foundation's program was, for e#ample,_
clea£1§ divided between an operating budget of ongoiqg programs (fellowships)

-and a separate grant-mﬂking budget. This was a unique situation for a great

foundation in higher education, and some might object that harnessing so much

of its -funds in ongoing programs has hindered the Foundation's flexibility.

-

However, Danforth reviews ité ongoing progrﬁms every five years and has shown a
: . ’ n

- . -
&

‘ready willingness to terminate such programs. Furthermore, the grant-making

!
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fellowship
‘budget has steadily outstripped the A program. In 1958, the two budgets
were roughly equal; in 1973, the grant-making expenditure of $8, 197 000 was
approximately twice that of operating programs, $4,091,000.’

Despite problems, Kenneth Brown gave Danforth the kind of leadership
necessary to transform it from a family oriented concern to & fully professional
philanthropic enterprise. - . Many connected with the
. Foundation look back to the "Brown era' as a period of tranquil progress, and

Brown keeps reminiscences alive by visiting the Foundation offices occasionally.

Presidency of Merrimon Cuninggim

By naming Dr, Merrimon Cuninggim Director Designate on July 1, 1960, the
Board of Trustees made one of the critical decisions in its history. From his

assumption of full-time duties on May 1, 1961 to his resignation on January 1,
1973, Cuninggi; émerged as one of the finest foundation Presidepts. He led
Denforth into new ventures in Black education, tne ?ppelaehian region, urban
affairs, secondary education and citizenehip‘qucation. He was in many ways
the first foundation executive to create meankngﬁul ties with new government f
education programg in the 1960's, and he overiaw the major growth of Danforth
ptoneering in programs for colleée teaching like“graduate teaching internships.‘
‘In an age of student protests,’Danforth responded most directly to student needs
. . 1
with its traditional ‘concern for etqdents and with its willingness to support
new'experimental colleges and programs_of in@ependent sthd§ on great university
campuses. . | T . |
Coming from a religious training, Cuninggim was Dean of the School of
Theology at Southern Methodist University. His generous spirit 8nd open person-

ality became apparent in his pungent remarks in the Annual Repgrtl, which he
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first signed in 1966,- but which he had begun to transfotm in 1961. Under his - -

aegié, the Reports became more informative and reflected Danforth's ﬁ;w thrusts,
Cuninggim wa; also deeply sensitive about the Fo;ndation's neeé‘for an identity
‘apart-frém the Rélston-Purina'Company and therefore moved the Foundation offices
out of the company'buiﬂ#ing in 1962. ’

Cuninggim's ﬁéw’éirections were adequatély outlined in his first reéorg to
the Board on April 18, 1961: ‘The Board had granted ﬂim ten months' 1e£8ure to
s;udy and consult wifh officials of educational institutions.and foundations,

In his remarks, Cuninggim praised Danforth for the "quariﬁf" of its staff, its
‘ intere;£§ in teaching‘and religious valueé, its "wiliingness to ;ancel programs,"
its national focus, itsqboncgrn wigﬁ individualg and ;ts "willingness to spend
beyond income.' He staged tﬁ;t Danfofth was not "in the mhinstream of educational
ferment," and he meant to put it there. -Cuninggim then discussed the problem

of the foundation's image, noting that by reputation, Danforth's "central theme.

(was) thought to be religion." But Cuninggim emphasized that while religion
- e . :

would remain a central concern of the Foundation, Danforth was "an educational

foundation interested primarily in higher education."” 1In this sense, Cuninggim

called for "strategies of action" toward "revitalization of teaching,” the
"relation of religion to higher education,” the "humanistic studies,' "Concern
for Values in Edﬁcation,“ "Education for Civic Responsibility," "Sécondary Educa-.
/fgg;," "Inﬁernational Education" and "Latin America.'" -Alse;-he asked for new
ways in which Danforth éould contribute to Black Education.4
DEEing this: period,  the Board expanded its membérship from nine
to twelve and included several national educatofs such as James W. Hester,

President of New York University, Benjamin E. Mays, E}apk President of Md?ehouse

]
College and James E, Allen, Commissioner of Education of New York. Senator
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L \

George McGovern served, a1thongh his tenure was both brief and largely inactive.

In 1965, Dr. William Danforth, Chancellor of Washington University\and son of.
Donald DanfortH, became Chairmanlof the Board, The\Founaacion's flexibility was
“ . - \\ ~

emphasized by the number of ongoing, operating programs\it\hegan and ended in this

era, such as the Harbison Awards to excellent teachers-scholars (1962-1972),

the Post Graduate Black Studies Fellowships' (1969-1971) and the Short-Leave Grants
~

T~
for College and Univer31ty Administrators (1968-1973). In 1962, the Foundation\\\\\

took over the Kent Fellowship Program designed for persons already- engaged-in.
R

. graduate training, In 1964, the Foundation also made a serious effort in the

field of women's education by introducing a Danforth Graduate Fellowships for -
Women program, especially designed to aid those women yhose academic.career

d had a "continuous break of‘at least three years."l

During the 1960's, the Foundation recommitted itself to Black education
with xrants of more than $2,600,000 to the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools \with the purpose of aiding Black students in gaining access to higher
In 1966, the Foundation gave $3 million to the Council of Southern
Universities) to develop.a program of Southern Fellowships tonard “faculty
development among predominantly Negro coilegés.f Ehd in 1965, the foundation

reaponded to need in the Appalachian region through the vehicle of higher

) \\\\ education by awardin a series of small grants to private liberal arts colleges

spch as Davit'and Elkins for "various programs of faculty enrichment The

N

\
erns of the disposseseed and the needy increasingly became Danforth's concerns.

‘\

According,to Danforth's own tabulations,~the Foundation gave through 1973 grants

to serve minorities of $14,884,000 or 9 percent of its total grants,

]
\ - ‘ ,
\ . Under Cuninggim, Danforth made clear its commitment to the value of an
. A 9 "

educational process as an important end and experience in iqeelf. As oppbsed
\ - .

»
. - N
* ' L
\ ) .
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- g
b to Kellqgg Féundation' Whtch~o£ten stressed education as'a convenienfptool

-
—— * N

toward professional or: vocational training and hence the amelioration of

’

*society, Danforth concerned 1tself with the inner life of ‘faculty and students, -

> o~

. and tried to amend educationai'struczures to-adapt more appropriately to these

»"

neeﬂs. I1t. stressed the " ersongl element" 1n education and its commitment to

vS N " -

. ~
liberal arts./,Hence.it remained involved with religious programs, spOnsoring\

—~ % <

o

" a series of grants to public 1nst1tutions _to -establish departments of religion.
Cuninggim also noted the tremendous growth of Danforth s grant funding which

uld 1ncrease from a total of $2 819,000 in 1958 to $12,282 000 in 1973 while
“asskts increased" from $27, 398 ,000 to $l97 513,000,

T Cuninggim stressed the foundation s continuing concern with the quality
— -
of education and hence stressed Ehe>imp6rtance/of good teaching: "The cause

- .
;o

oﬁ good teaching is not enhan;gd by setting it over against Schqlarship or ,
research; the genuinely abl?/teacher is usually the able, sch r and Jvice )

5 — .
versa." Tn the 1960's the Foundation made a series of gyagtsftoxgraduate

b PR . './; P

schqols to-develop teaching’internships’uhich tried to integrate’ teaching more RS

/ . . sy

/ effectively into the graduate program than teaching assistantshipeprogramsqdid.

r g , i

+ Hence the.foundation had -inaugurated the Harbison Avards, and in 1967, the
1nteraction of government and Danforth was symbolized when' the Harbison )
/ N * '
recipients discussed education with President Lyndon Johnson at the White.

. Yy
House. ”Education is our cause," said Cuninggim "bettq; education for persons

.of promise’ who can make a difference in their time and place, education that N

3
i .

is aware of 1ts$own built-in sense of values and is prepared to’ uphold them." © .
On Janudry 8, 1968, the Board of. Trustees made & decision which underlined. v

'Danforth's experimentallquality: in response to ;hescrisis of the cities,'thex

established an urban‘affairs program primarily for the St. iouis region. While* ~ -

«

~ education‘uould still serve’partially as a vehicle in:this\concern,‘fqr the

o 176~ o - .




“first time the Foundation agreed to look for solutions outside the trad ional
ducational framewotk. While the bulk of grants still went to educa onal
N

institutions the Foundation committed 1tself to giving monies t organizations

who cou\d\\\sp ond directly to the inadequaté housing and emplo ent opportunities
of the urb::\‘\\bossessed. ‘But the Foundation also developet

™. - .
Metropolitan Fellow hip Program which is an ¢perating project. "It gives approx-

the 5¢t. Louis

imately twenty awards a“year to indiv1duals from the Sk/ Louis region to support
- /
study programs, both at the hndergraduate and graduAte levels, who “show promise

of bécoming effective leaders in¥\romoting community progress and community,"

reconciliation:ﬂ Most of the Fellows ate ?}gz; and they are encouraged to

study at metropolitan area institutions xn order tpo stimulate local leadership.
In recent years,‘the Foundation‘has narrowed its - urban focus by stressing

grants to educationaI organizations in St. Louis. Indeed, in 1972, a table in

»

, thelAnnual Repgrt showed thay/while urban expenditures had amounted to 8.5 percent P

‘of the total from 1968 to 1972, only &4 percent was urban in 1971-1972.

1Y i . -

-Current Programs . . ]

[ IS 0

In MArch of 1973, the Foundation announced the award of two huge endoiwmernt

s

grants, $60 millio to Washington University and $20 miIlion to St LOuis Univer~

sity, whiéh markéd a wide departure from its traditional pattern of giving and

" which brought/with it the resignation of Merrimon Cuningghm. ;

- ’

In 1970, the Board granted 'St, Louis and Washington Universities

$l 5 million and $l5 million respectively as general support for five'years to.
l 1mprove undergraduate, graduate and in the case of Waéhington medical programs.,

N This meant that St LOuis University ‘'would bé receiving $300 000 and Washington

University, $3 million each year uhtil 1975 in the h0pe that more public funds

from Missouri would be forthcoming. later, as this hope diminished some of the‘

. N H
T ’ . i
‘,
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‘. : Y

Board members suggested that instead of supporting the universitles in this way
‘(
for many years, the Ebundation might do better to give them simply the endowment
r' - méj P .
capital to insure p¢rpetual income to the institutlons A committee under the

-

Board riember, Georée E. Pake, Vice President of Xerox Corporation recommended

1arge grants to these universities, and the Board approved the principle of these'

-

grants in October, 1972, the final announcement being made on March.9; 1973.

In his public letter of resignation (which hecane effectiveAJanuary'l,'1573),

-

Cuninggim stated that, o . - . . -
f { - .- _

The Trustees of-the Danforth Foundation’ have developed
« changes” in policies that will alter the nature of the
Foundation's activities. 'These include a greater emphasis_‘
on local concerns, less Board representatibn than formerly
‘of national educatlonal 1nterests, and a trend toward <,
larger grants to fewer Institutions. . Since I cannot' agree
- with these developments, I believe that my presence as the
; Foundation's ekecutive officer would no longer be fitting 6. -

The reality of this was that once the Foundation had divested itself of $§§3

"

million or 37 percent of its capital holdings it would of‘course no longer have-

4 ¢
the income from. that capital for other«needy projects Howevér one\shbuld add -

\

that these grants would -free the Foundation in the futuré‘from perpetua1 links to °

»

these local universitles and hence make it even more national. As well, the Board

saw these g%ants as traditional in the sense of its continugd sqpport of private

”

J

higher education, and undoubtediy these two great universities, .with national student

¢
N q
3 . . i N

and faculty constituencies, deserved solid backing. Furthermore, the Board. in - ]
granting the money, required that both institutions match the grants from other funds
yithin five years * The Board essencially 1inkedﬂthese&grants with large matching

. -4 .
gifts to three other institutions with which it had historic connectiéns and from .
which it would also be g%eed.from futnre comnitments: $5‘mi1iion to Berea bollege

-

in Kentucky; $1,400,000 to Webster ‘College of St. Louif; and $1.5 million to the

LS

American Youth-PoUsdation. In a statement accompenying the announcement of these’

grants, the Trustées stated that the Foundatisn "believes that étahilization of the-

N . “ R
* - .~ e
3 ~ "
L . ] ? 8 o 7 . .
‘ ' . . *

’ - ~ N
-~ 3 >
\ o

4
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two univerhities is essential to progress in the St. Louis community."
!

"In retrospect, however, doubts remain for potential foundation recipients.

¢
¢

1If the grants weﬁ; supposed to help the St, Louis region, there may have been other
_attracti;é alternatives like the urban affairs program, ‘One could wonder about the
commitment to Black education in view'of the reality that both Washing;on and St.
Louis do not have high minority enrollments aIthough one should note that these
grants were specifically not intended for its Black education programg, In this

cas Qanforth was clearly not putting its money in the.area of greatest need. Also,
while Danforth Eﬂf ‘had an excellent 2ecord of willingness to invade its capital gains
‘ \\ and principal for expenditu;es the question of whether it can continue its high

v

’ level of funding is unresolved - 7

~

-~ Despite the contrdversy over these grants, the Dangorth Foundation seems to
T

\:ﬂ

X‘
f have suerved\quitg well and today looks optimistically tq@a continuation of the

K flexibility and innovation it bas shown in the: past, " The cnrrent President Gene )

Schwilck ‘uho joined the staff\in 1967 and was the Director of Precollegiate Educa- et

W

'tion; has spoken eloguently of the Foundation s experimental'role . In am interview,

Dr, "Schwilck has said that, in view of large government funding, the major role of
™~ .

foundations is the "risk- orientation ‘pver the’ years, fouhdations can document

- ~

historically a number of things they at least accelerated or encouraged to happen

- more tapidly tham otherwise such as.admission of women to the Academy. . . "it ,

' should: test ideas and push certain principLes or concepts before the.ﬁuhlic is read;
to risk the public funds therein or may not have the vision clearly arti:ulated " .1
U The efore, in one sense, the fOundation should not tie all its money to ongoing a

J . "projectslbecause it would not have money ”freed up" for new venturea. Bowever
another justification’ for foundations is that tbey can give mnltiiyeAr grants uhich

Al . 7“\ - ¢
‘Wuld allow projects the time to develop properly withou%:be “.lmed‘ute pressure of g

“visible accountability uhich public monies require.‘ Said Schwilck foundations ‘& .
'\.\ . - N .
. lhould give more’ longitudinal grants nl . e ". o :

' 4 . R . . N ]73 * ; - ,N‘ \ ’ .
.o - Pd o7 .
‘ ¢ . ‘e » . / Lo . . L.
. M .
- A . 0 . L .
. ~ . . P .
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Danfor®h has 31so become quite systematized in monitoring grants. Every

five years it reviews its ongoing programs and recommends termination, modifica-

<

tions or continuance. A document of May, 1974 entitled 'Procedure for Evaluating
Grants' stressed that evaluation of

grants is conducted to assist Trustees and Staff to learn

! from funding efforts how better to award funds in the future,

- to assess the value and impact of the grant in the recipient

institution (including spin-off, or unexpected benefits), and
to account for the expenditure both jpternally and externally.
Algo; evaluations are codducted to assess the degree to which
the qundatlon is attaining its objectives as stated in its

: position papers an idelines and/or the degree to which

grantees are achieling their stated goals,

Now, in a proposal, an evaluatipn procedure must be included for the staff's con-

.
sideration. While some grants Qée evaluated internally, generally Danforth employs
outside(consultants.‘ | , .
Also, Danforth has been remarkably generous in that its expenditures now

far exceed its income, which was certainly not the case in the early 1950's. "In

1973, including 4dministrative costs, the excess of expenditures over income was

5

$9,932,644. v
The Precollegiate program began inh the 1960 s under Marning Patillo with
N
grants to’ ’eral St. Louis area schools and is now a fully national entity, thanks
8

.. to the efforts of Schwilck who has held d variety of administrative posts in public .
. and" private Schools. While taking up a smell part of the overall budget, the
proéram hssnbeeh treative, In the late 1960's, Danforth gave $1, 033 000 to the
National- Association of Secondary School Principals ‘fordW¥ staff and school reorgani-~
.zation project for 33 demonstration schools. Recent grants of $226 000 and $125 000

. Lo the Constitutional Rights Foundation of Los Angeles and the. Missouri Bar Asaoci-"

ation sponsored training of teachers and students in law and civic ‘responsibility.

AR )

the Foundation ‘has accepted a special responsibirity to aid public and- private _

achools and to improve S ool administration ‘ .t T
‘ Vot . - ’ . ; e
.J, ‘e . < H ' " ‘ . ' : LY

N
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The foundation, while becoming more secular, as Waldemar Neilsen motes,

has continued its interests in religipus studies with its Underwood Fellowships
for the Campus Ministry. 1Its commitment to Blaek education was'underlined by a
recent grant of $262,000 to’Pfinceton Univer;ity to support a program of bringing:
"twelve undergraduate students from predominately black institutions' to Princeton
for summer study and for granting Visiting Feilowships to four "junior black
faculty" from similar institutions. In addition, the Foundation now spbnsors both
a Community College Institute and an'Institute for College Deoelopment, both of
which sponsor weekly seminar sessions for representatives of the respective institu-
tion£: Recently, the Foundation added five able staff members, Dr, Warren Bryan
Martin #® direct the Danforth Graduate Fellowships, Dr. Geraldine Bagby to direct
the .Graduate' Fellowships for Women; Dr Otis Jagyaon in urban affairs' Dr. G. Rice

and Dr, John McClusky in higher education, £

* - . -
In—Philanthropy in the Shaping of American Higher Education, Merle Curti

and Roderick Nasp euggested that impact of foundations has been that of encouraging

the role of professors as regearchers rather than as teachers, As Curti and Nash

i ’

state,

- foundation philanthropy's principal importance has been
helping to make the college or university a center for
- research and advanced study. . . The foundations, which
declared new ventures to be their special concern were ¢
- especially eager to support the ptofessor as tesearcher. ..
De-emphasis of the ‘professor's teaching function is the
o price that must be paid 1f philanthropy is to concentrate
' on adgancing kdowledge through the medium of higher educa-
tion,

A}

'Hith its stress on teaching, Danforth -has provided an important counterbalange to
this ttend and has made university administrators pay more attention to teaching,
‘Also, in this :ole Danforth has gradually moved auny ‘from the philosophy that

private philanthropy should aid mostly private institutions . .

’

, . .
Nt — - P 'y
. .. . .
. ‘ . .
’ ‘ . .
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. Despite its teoent internal controversie?, Danforth maintains a strong
and viable influence on education. With its fnsistence on good teaching, on
respect for students on interpersonal relationships in the académic setting,
on democratic educational structures Danforth has gerved a vital function of

reminding educational administrators that institutions of learning, great and

small, high and 1ou, public and private, must cultivate a soul, an inmer 11ife

+

to accompany its institutional structure and organizationm,

Addendum

The Danforth Board of Trustees ook stock of &he financial situation and

. announced the fnllowing, in tie Danforth News and Notes of December, 1975.

"The Board of Trustees of the Danforth Foundation, responding to the pressures

of inflation and declining income, acted on September 5, 1975, to reduce Foundation ‘

.
- ¢ *

disbursements in an effort to utilize its diminished resources as effectively as .

possible. <o . ' t

. -
“ .

E

“he first ection of the Trustees was to reaffirm that all grant commitments
: »

nrev1ousry eqoered into between the Foundation and various 1nqtitutions and organi-.

zations would be. honored.

"Next, the Trustees set the budget ceiling for 1975-76 at‘appfoximately

7,000,000; and for 1375-77 at $5,000,600.

.

Fmally_J Trustees affirmed that the Foundation will serve. the following sreas:
higher education nationally tbrough SupDort of self admlnistered programs; precol- \ :

legiate education nationally through grant-mak;ng and pnogram;activities; and ﬁrban

) A e
affairs in St. Louis through grant-making and prograh activities.

-

\
"Trustees elected to discontinue grant acﬁiyities in higher ed\ication. At\ ‘

-

the same time, they acted to continue Foundation sponsorship and edmi

the Dapforth Associate Program and the Danforth Graduate Fellowship Progrd

combined costs of these two programs in 19;71&-75 'approﬁ:in;ated_ $4,000,000."

- AR . . !

. . [N \ |
- 182 . - e e
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. . - |

. P - T . .

S . .




Table I - Danforth Foundation
- \ .

- ’ (in millions in Cobnstant Dollars) of 1967 Value *
1958-1973 '
) . W -
Pre-Collegiate o 6.1
Higher Education ‘ , © 164.4
Personnel Development ' 61.8
Financial Aid to Studehts 35.7
o " Educational Research L, 5.2
) Endownent, General Support 101.5%
Support, South , ' 16,1
« Support, N, €entral & Mldwess ) ' 89.6#
jﬁ . Natlonal Focus ; . "49.7
" Support, Same City ) ; 86. 3 ,
Migqrigies < , - 17.8. ‘ e
" ‘Curriculum Development ) 21.9
General, Liberal,E&uég;ion N - 36,7 '
Support, Poblic Institutions - 7.8 )
Support,‘Private Institutions ’ 9944#
Support Some of Each -‘,‘ . ' 62.6 v
- - . R ‘ .
. Note: For this studx, taBulations were made from the yéar 1958 because
in that year, the’ Foundation began ‘to publish figures systematically and .
publicly in éggggl Reports for the first time. At best, these figures '
reprecent only trends and dre not definitive, although they do ‘suggest the
major categories of Danforth grants. For this table,-both grants from the
¢ \Foundation s operating programs including Danforth Pellou-hips and from new
. commitments are represented. Not all of Danforth's philanthropical intereats

are 1nd1clted in -these figures; most of the minority grants went into the
fisld of Black education, . ) ) . N

[}
. -

. . . o . -
- iTha data here tnclude the totll of $60 iil}ion (tn 1967 dollars) given to .
- Wllhinston lnd St. Leuis Univeraitiei in new. commitments in 1973, .

< .
.
oo ) . L . - -
Tove ~ . PN ~
. » . g - . -~ «
2, . N - (I
KSR 1 . , 2, L. R
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The history of the W. K. Kellogg Feundation,tsince its inception in 1930, is .

'a remarkable story of how a family foundation with initially modest assets and

“

ambitions has grown to become one of the great'nationalyfoundations in America.

Concerned at first with the health, education and welfare of children in Southwestern .
rural Michigan, the Foundation now has national and internmational activities vhich
encompass every state, Canada, Europe, Latin America and Australia, activities which

have sought solutions to a wide variety of. problems from the development of Eastern

«

Kentucky, to the educatiom of urban youth, to tne training of dentéi téechnicians,

From an endowment of approximateiy'$35 million and expenditnres of $405,000 in 1935,

the Foundation and the W, K, Kellogg Foundation Trust in 1973 had combined assets

of $577 million and fiscal 1973-74 expenditures of $21,715,595, enough te rank it

ag the sixth largest foundation in America, "Totai philanthropic expenditures by -

the Foundation through its 1973-74 fiscal year have Been $293(Q§3 100." In this

periad of growth, Kellogg has displayed a pattern of evolutionary transition remain-
. ing c108e;y tied to the vision of its founder, W. K. Kellogg, and yet venturing into

vew fields 6f humgn endeavor where need seemed(paramount.. In an iﬂterview~in 1970, *

the late Dr, Emory Morris, President of the Foundation from 1943 to 1967, spoke to  _

this point, - T . : .
_ " (Mx, Kellogg) didn't want our program confined, he ' ¢
. ) " ,wanted:us to be able to. expand our scope of activities
A R responding to the changing needs of people. Flexi- ‘

N . bility must always be our concern, We fmust be alert <
T, to the meeds of today, but we must alse conatantly - /
y Lo ! strive to disecover and evaluate what the pressing
| . "~ concerns and needs of people will be tomorrow, T .

o . N

- Since 1946, in the fleld of.educatlon,‘the Kellogg Foundation has responded to

* this theme with its 1nnovative grants sponsoting the development of continui

education centers, c0mmunity‘tolleges educational ptograms for administrat ra'

. '-‘ ' .
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training programs for paramedical professional and nurse personnel, and public

.«

Black colleges.
, * Borm in Battle Creek, Michigan in 1860, Will Keith Kellogg;nade a fortune

in his middle years-merchandising the cereal food invented by him and his brother,

the eminent nutritionist, Dr. John Harvey Kellogg, head of the famous Battle

» Creek Sanitdrium, By the 1920'5, Kellogg had enough money to begin giving

- -

generously to various '‘causes. In 1925 he had establighed the Féllowship Corpor-
ation, which made some grants on a local scale, but now he wdnted something

bolder. In a famous quotation, kellogg said to an old friend, "I know how to
PO :

invest my money., 1'1ll irvest it-in people:"

In a fascinating early example of government stimulation. of private

-

philanthropy, Kellogg found his' focus for giving when he attended the 1930 hhite

‘-

~ House Conference of Child Health and Protection, spomsored by his'friend,,Herbert,'

Hoover. Kellogg felt that he had peculiarly suffered as a chjld, because he had

— ‘

had no formal education beyend the sixth grade and was in a sense educationally
disadvantaged. Hence, he initially-entitled his foundation, which was chartered

- > -
in tEF state of Michigan, the W. K. Kellogg Child WeTfafe Foundation, and the
(ﬁ' ' . S . ~ _

first Articles of the Association of the Foundation identified its purpoae as

"confined. . . .to receiving and administering funds for the promotion of the .
’ r

welfare comfort, Health 'care, education, feeding, clothing, sheltering and

2

s safeguarding of children and youth . .without regard to sex, race, creed or
’ - * ~ * N ~ ~
. , “ < , MY ' ,a a a ‘ }
nationality. . - ST d S R
: - <

In this period Will Kellogg also established the Kellogg. Foundation Tru§t

which hqg provided the main source of income to the foundation since 1934,

——-u- N
fcg :

) Kellogg gave -the Trust a Substantdal portion of his common stock in Kellogg

4

¢ompany.and the Trust was chartered to give lOO percent of its income (less

" modest administrative expen@es) to the - , I —

PN
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Foundation. Today, while the Foundation itself owns a total fﬁ9¢4a1 fund of
$47,674,000, the Trust owns stock valued at $529,081,000. 1973, the income
from the Trust was $18,943,000, while the General Fund odly produced $2,009,000.

Kellogg always gave the officers of the zjingation‘great freedom in their

operations, but remained actively involved in its affairs, serving as chairman

. of the Board of Trustees from 1935 until his death in 1951. Leonard White, now

s

Vice Preeident for Administration at Kellogg who has been with the Foundation
since 1946, remembers that Kellogg would dictate notes to the staff every morning
on an old wire recorder as he was then totally blind.

Kellogg's influence is still deeply felt at the Foundation. The Foundation
has expended $13,493,353 or 5 percent ;f its total'giving in the Battle Créek
region since 1931. It still gives to the w K. Kellogg Biological Station at
Michigan State University almost every year, and to Ca11fornia State Polytechnic,

University at the Kellogg-Voorhis Pomona branch located on what was once Kellogg's

N * ’ R . L

horse ranch. The power of tradition was apparent at the five hundredth meeting

of the Board of Trustees on February 21, 1972, where the Board members received

a photocopy of the mihutes of the first Board meeting. ’

The Fodndation has also consistently favored certain Michigan based institutions

of higher education. Since the 1930's it has donated $12,086,506 and $11,339,557

.
N

to Michigan State University and to the University of Michigan, respectively.

¢

Current Policies

R} v !

While the Foundation's original emphasis on children has’broadened to include

- P \

women and men, the process of change ' has been gradual and clearly linked to the
otiginal goals, as Dr. Robert E. Kinsinger the current Vice President for Programs
in Education, has made clear. By June 27, 1939, the Articles pf Associa-

tion had been amended to read that/;he "purposes' of thehFEGﬁdation'déuld éntaii
/ 1 +
the "promotion of the health, education and Welfare of mankind but principally

. . . al
B
A




of children and youth.” The present Articles, as amended on May 19,71953, two
years after Mr. Kc¢llogg's death, state that the "purposes for which this corpor-
ation is formed shall be to rcceive and administer funds for educational or

charitable purposes."”

But as Dr. Kinsinger has noted, while therc are now few foundation progréms

that deal exclusively with children, other than some grants to the Boys' Clubs of

America and the like, the concern with children remains vital; --The best way to
serve children, the Foundation now feels, is through the training of professionals

in the fields of education, dentistry, medicine and nursing who must treat children.

Said Kinsinger, .

The policy began to change slowly in that the -
response to problems of children was in a more e -
indirect fashion, . . One of the early things that

we discovered was that services to children come /////;///;/””
‘through professionals of one sort or another,

X - whether they be school teachers,, or physicians or

B dentists., . .one of the major problems in serving
" children was that the professionals who were serving

them needed a better background and updating, and

that is one of the ways .we got into continuing

education,? . ’

[ - o [

Hence, the Foundation has heavily endowed training programs in these fields and has
evolved into a major sponsor of professional and subprofessional education, It has
coﬁpiled a record-bf favoring neither private nor public institutions with its grants.

- Afother consistent theme from the early stages has been the Foundation's .

-
a

policy that it should sapport what the 1973 Annual Report defines'as the "application

of knowledge rather than research, per se." As Emory Morris stated im 1970, ]
’ 4 ) ' Rid
. . ...in those early days, studies indicated that '
several of this country's foundations were supporting
basic résearch in health and education fields. W¢ . -
believed there was a place on the American scene for .
a foundation primarily concerned with the application
of existing knowledge. I hope we will continue to stress
the application of knovledge as our most important pur--
suit and that our cxperimental programs will provide the
' basis for ewpahded demonistration programs and their
replicatiom by others, , - . .

[
' <

. .
.
o . . . -
P - 1 s : '
. . . )
- 3
.
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Beginning: 1930-45 .‘ . .

As the study The First Twenty-Five Years, notes, the history of the . .-~

Foundation falls ifito three distinct periods:' the early phase, 1930-41; the .
war phase l94l:l§45'«and the present phase, beginning in 1945.' In the initiar

perlod the Kellogg Foundation was an operating foundatlon manned by a pro-
,#,lt-/f*'fEEEI;;;I\;EZ?f and was known for its pioneering Michigan Community Health

L . . Project. This Project involved both ' f1nanc1al aid and direct partici-
——pation by'foundation personnel in improving the health and educational facilities
ofiseven Michigan counties adjoining the Foundation:headquarters in Battle Creek,
o starting with Barry County in 1931 Under this program which Herbert Hoover
inspected in 1936,, the Foundation established county health departments to
which it gave $2,631,000 from l93l to 1951, Also, the Foundation modernized

490 rural schbols, gave ‘direc¢t welfare relief sponsored a school lunch, program

~ - i}

]L and welfare camping and improved school libraries. This program proved to be
a creative response to the problems of poverty1h1the Depression a good example
of what Emory Morris would call the:beneficence of "genteel capitalism. The

project also included the initial thrusts in fields which have solidified ‘
— ‘ education’ )

Kellogg s reputation a continuing education program for county agents, community

"3‘."

. leaders and others vhich underlined\iellogg s commitment in what is now termed

lifelong learning;’ cgmmunity service programs which laid the basis for' the
community college concept inaugurated by Kellogg, in “the later 1950" g; health

gare delivery services; programs in post-graduate medical andddental education ) .

~

~and in dental asséstants training. ) ‘ \ - -
v L] . = “ 1]

-

Also the Foundation sponsored a fellowship program in dentistry, public
‘ ~ health and education at such p1aces as the University ovaichigan. Although -

the domestic phase of this fellowship project terminated in the 1940 8, it laid

I - ,1.89 "C.‘z‘ ‘;
B ! - . .




the basis for the Kellogg Fellowship Program for training professionals from

. S . ¢
Europe and Latin America in the United States after the War. )

g In a letter to the Board of Trustees 4n 1934, Dr. Stuart Pritchard, the

General Director of the Foundation, stressed that the Foundation's central

3

eonoern for .the 1930's was the health of the childrén. Educationwwas supportiye

LY

in this effort. .Only in the late 1940's did an interest in(education itself

develop. . ' \
4 ’ ; . ,/’(

In this phase, the Foundation gave mainly to Michigin activities., Of
$8,228,000 pramted between 1930 and 1940, ouly $277,855 was distributed to

‘national and international agencies outside Michigan, and some of this was for

.
v ’ ~

research, a practice since discontinued. Yet as Dr. Pritchard's letter made

»

clear,; the interest-in a more national program was growing in the 1930's, As

b ’

» 7 an unpublished history complebed i 1939 stated, "During the eight years that'

~ f
e

the W. K. Kellogg Foundation has been 1n existence” the scope of its interests

and services has gradually expanded 80 that at the present tlme projects of

4
'

national and international v1ewpoint are encompassed " To celebrate its past, .

. the Foundatien publishéd its first history, W, K Kell;gg,FoundAtiOn' The First

[ . T f’, N , . .
Eleven Yeats,.1930- 1941 in- 1942

k4 Ry

4 '

-

N . War Phase ) ‘ - .o

3

* [ 4 - . . M
" In the second phase of its history, the Board of Trustees made two vital
. » ' ' .

‘decisions, First,_it decided to abandon its local concentration amd contribute :

»

directly to the war effort.in an early, example of governmentifoundation cooperation;

and in 1943 {t made Dr. Emory W. Movris President a pasition he held until 1967.

As the Repors of President and General Ditector, Georgé B. Darling, stated in .

1942' "Inmediately upon the declaration of war, ‘the o;ficers and trustees of ) ,
) d AR N I3

the qundation felt that every effort should be madg to help with t war and w
‘ . \




-~

L
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4

every program should be considered as to the contribution it might makelto_the«

©

war ¢ffort." ~As a result of this new direction, programs in the‘County Health |

¢

Project were curtailed, and a number-+of the proiessional staff including doctors
. - / .

and nurses went into the armed services. The 1942 Report listed thirty-three g

Foundation personnel then in the military area. The war years also saw the

widening involvement of the Foundation with European and Latin American countries

and the initiation of a new organizational structure.,
e

In Emory Morris, the Board had selected a leader of exceptional vitality

@

A dental surgeon by profession,'Morris had assisted the Foundation on a part-

* 3

time basis from its beginning in 1930, but became a full-time staff -member in
1932. 1In 1936 'he was elected to the Board and upon his - leaving the Presidency
in l967 he became Chairman of the Board. He emerged as one of the major

f .

leaders in private philanthropy in the Unitex States; his statement in Kellogg's

: Annual Report represents a precise yet flexibpe mind, seeking to define and

redefine the Foundation s—role in* response to ohanging realities. Morris'talked
continually of pioneering ven;ures of,the Foundation, of taking risks with

-t s ’

capital. In l961 Morris stressed that the Foundation was "affiliated with na
other agency or institution (the) foundation' 8 role in: society properly is’y"
.that of risk taking on man 's cultural, intellectual scientific, and humqnitarian

frontiers. .Now and then foundation monies. . .act a8 catalytic agents\literally

’

to open new vistas for+the development of man and his eaviromment,. . .Foundation
. : » ‘ ' )
)

: 5 . - - ' ;’ .
giving présents the opportunity to ‘show some of the benefitg from benevolent

. - . - \

capitalism, for most philamthropic organizations, of course, dérive their funds

B LA

directly or, ihdirectly from ‘industrial profitd," _ . S




" Present Phase

[

The third phase of the Kellogg F0undation has been its most impressive.
With the end of the war the Foundation now became an almost exclusively. grant-
-making institution, ending its support of directtmanagement programs like the
Michigan Community Health Project. The Project, like other Kellogg programs,
had set standards which others could imitate.

. One special project which did require some direct administration and which

became fully established in the 1940's was the Kellogg Overseas Fellowship

Program,, Originating from earlier domestic fellowships and ‘terminated- after

" " a successful run in‘1970,'the Kellogg Fellowships served a special need for
o N * . ’ . «
health professionals from Latin America and agricultural leaders from Westexn

Europe to receive training in the United States.

'm‘,

In the‘late 1940's, the Foundation divided its staff into program divisions

y . g ) -
and for the first time plaged an' emphasis on education outside allied'professional

3

- . k]

fields. The 1951 Annual Report listed six divisions: dentistry, hospitals,

international medicine and public hoaith nursing and general educatiom,: But .

as Dr, Maurice Seay, wito headed the diyision of edugation from 1954 to 1963, -has

.

'

said, the division is really.concerned with education other than those in, the -

. .

other divisions where a large percentage of aid also involves education. By

‘1953 a dr&ision of agriculture had been added. For the first time in thé -1967

Repoft the names of program directors were listed without the identification

of specific divisions although the various fields of agriculture, health and

. "

. t
educatioh remained. . . .
- . w o - . . " - . s S
. . . . FESRAT
. Q@ At
. ‘ ’ £

'a“ 4 ,' " ‘ ot
In 1951, after Will Kellogg's death; the Foundation began publishing Amnual -

) ! 1 14 ! i
Repgrts,'althOugh it had(internal annual reports from 1931. ?rom 1952, under

P . R - ,;é
C oo 192 B

-
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LY

the leadership ;f its en%rgetié publications director, Horace B. Powell, until’
his retirement in 1970, the Kellogg Foundation provided extensive reports, some
Jrunning over 200 pages. Theselhave proved exogellerit for the historian of founda-
tions, but as Leomard White has pointed out, ;hey{hid not always serve the

purpose of promotion and easy access to information, From 1970, Reports have been

. ~ could . :
much shorter and therefore o be more widely distributed at the rate of 40,000

a year. Yet the sheer volume of the Reports underlined Emory Morris' and the

current President Df. Russell -Mawby's belief in full disclosure of foundation
. - . - T atnt
activities. < T vl

The Annual Repog} of 1955 listed 2 total of $16,779,000 that was expended

s .
in the field of general education since 1930. This was roughly one-third the

L4

total expenditures’, but of course, more had been spent on education in other
L

-

divisions. That breakdown'oonne-théid of the total expenditures holds for 1973

L

also.
€

Outside the strict education field, education became a mechanism for training
in the health and agriculture areas, both at home and abroad. While most grants
were given to institutions of higher education, they were often designated for
leadership and technical training in rural development, farm management, nursing,
medIEal technology, paramé&ichl and hospital personne{, pyblic health administration.
Indeed, man§ of the interests in these areas led the Foundation into innovative
programs of higher education. The push to develop two-year degree programs in

nursing led the Foundation into the community college field, and the need for

' A service ,
R continuing education in hea}thAled to Foundation support for continuing education
7
e

centers.




.

Conting;ggfzducation: Community Colleges, Educational Administration

- -5

In 1949, the Founijzéah initiated support of the comstruction of a Continu-
ing Education Center at

chigan State University, known today as fhe Kellogg .
Center. Since that-time, the Foundation‘hgs.gpent a éo;al of $2,203,420 on the
Kellogg Center and related prog;ams. " Subsequently, the Foundatio? built other

such centers at institutions such as the University of Chicago and thus pioneered .
in a new movement., 1In 1972, in a departure from its policy of no support for
researéh, the Foundation gave a granf of $40,000 to Michigan State University to

create a task force to study Lifeiong Education. The research resulted in a,

publication entitled The Lifelong University, which emphasized flexible programs

for continued learning by adults at the higher level., The Ghairman of the Task

¥orce, Dr. William R. Wilk}e later joined the Foundat1on staff on a special two-

. '

year assignment to work on progrgmming in the area of lifelong iearning.

In 1954, Dr. Seay left the Chairmanship of the Departsent of Education in
the Universify’of Chic;go to direct the Division of}Eéucation. Seay had Pecome
a major figure in the field of adult education both be;ause of the tutelage of
"Dr. Floyd Reeves and of his expggience in‘directing t£e Tennessee Valley Authority's
education program in the 1930's. - In his service at Kellogg, Seay supefvise& the
Foundation sponsorship of community collggeg,-wﬂ}bh essentially began w%th a grant
to the Association of Junior Colleges in31§60.

‘The present Foundation building is s}mbolically contiguous to the gampus of

Kellogg Community College where the Foundation has given several majo grants ///




e . Management was in the hands of principals and \
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programs for some:.and could ease the transition from 'high school to a baccalaureate

-« » ‘

.~ program for others. Seay has published extensively on community colleges and is
{ ; .

/

widely recognized for his.contributions. Concerning Commmity Colleges, Dr. Mawby

has said, "’A couple of det;adels ago, the notion™E the community colleges was some-

-

N

. thing that was beginning to be developed. It needed to be gsted, it needed to

be fostered. . .It was too early for that idea for public funds to step ir in a

»

substantial way,"
Another program sponsored by Foundation support in these years was in the -~
area of education administ‘:ratiou’ and management, In the early 1960's, the |
Poundation. supported a program entitled Cooperative l‘rog::ani in Educational Admin-
.istirat;ion for preservice ,;and ingervice traini_né of s;:hool administraters. As

‘Dr., Kinginger has also explained, . . :

A RV P N )
The Foundation's interest in edulational
, management grew naturally out, of problems sorely, -
vexing the educational systems of thesthirties, :"

during the formative years of the Foundatiom.

superintendents who had no formal training for °
their administrative duties. Economies of size
and an enrichment of curriculum and services could
Vi - only be effected through a pooling of resources
el and school district comsolidation. Such programs ‘
were stimulated.by Foundgtion assistance. Founda- ‘

N

. tion-aided leadership training programs for school

administrators were created in direct respomse to

rthe great need for this special traihing. Latter-
day Foundation programs have focused on post-
secondary educational management and governance,
leadership training for higher education and efforts .

- to assist a shift from institutional competitionm to <.
programs emphasizing pooled resources and-shared
services between educational agencies.

Through these years, Kellogg had a strong international program in needy

L - R

Xféis, especially Latin America. - In 1973, if-thé fleld of agricilture and health
o } A - -

»

-

in Latin America, the Foundation gave a total of $2?i50,318. N

ra
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Minority Programs

}Waldeiat Nielsen has criticized Kellogg for its passivism concerning
pressing social problems: "But Kellogg's enthusiasm for activism, never great,,
+has begun to‘decline.”7 His comment is perhaps unfair, becauéo*man) of the
foundation-supported projects such as community colleges and health delivery
¥ -

services have aided the poor and disadvantaged. ' -

As the 1968 Annual Report stated, "In the broad field of education, there

are groups which for varying reasons do not have equal privileges or built-in

advantages--for in;tance, the small, underfinanced, liberal arts colleges, the
1

Negro colleges, women seeking continuing education especially tailored to their

—

vocations and avocations, the underprivileged boys forming the membership of

—Boys' Clubs of America, and the misunderétood SJVenile delinquents--and the T ’

Foundation has demonstrated its concern for these minorities." . Indegdf'botﬁ

private as well-as public eolleges haveyoften been favg by .the Foundation,

¢

in 1962, the Foundation made grants of $2,500,000 to 25 vate colleges,” .
including some Black colleges, to improve their libraries for teacher edycdtion,

College's goals for the prograﬁ are to seek~out'ab1e yo blacks and to provide

them the hecessary support to enable them to complef

for Minority Students office on cam underlined the Foundation's

.
.

growing interest in urban affairs.
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In addition, the Foundation has .supported a strbng program of minority

-

enrollment in the health sciences and has recently assisted American Indians,
)

In 1973, for example, the Foundation gave a new granx of $353 000 to the Navajo .

Health Authority, Window Rock,  Navajo Nation, Arizona for "progrems to develop

educational opportunities for minorities in the health professions." The

Foundation has also supported programs in Appalachia with a ;rant of $7S§;000

to the University of Kentucky in 1960, for a program entitled Appalacoian -

Resource Development, and in 1971 the Foundation made a gtant of $Z§?,830 to

Appalachian Leadership and Community Outreach, Incorporated, a program designed to

serve "isolated mountain residents," using "students of participating Eollegee."
The case of the Foundation's support of public Black colleges is an

exceptional stor§ of foundation initiative and ;pecial support. Furthermore,

this hatter ptoGides'a good fatiohale’for private philanthropy even with the&

incnrsion‘of enormous sums of momey in education from the federal govermment §

in the 1960's. 'Dr. Mawby, the current President, recalled.bis,eentral role ia

this project. Noting that in "relation to government expenditures in education,”

eny foundation s resources are usually quite small, " Mawby stressed that "the

,special role of private philanthropy is not core or operational support,

. generatly," butvﬁs that of providing ''venture capital 'which can lead imstitu-

" tions of higher educatioemn . . . into new areas,. experimentation, different

8 .

patterns." . e

In line with Dr. Mawby's approach, Dr. Kinsinger‘stregseafthat ag the
staff and Board reviewed program priorities, they would try to locate issues
about which they "¢ould do something Duriné the 1960's, the probleﬁ of

minorities was "sqmething over which the countrj was agonizing: "We began

to see sOme‘areas!wherelwe might make a differdfice with limited resources."
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One of those was "historically black colleges. . .As we worked with them, we
»

discovered that the greatest need they bad. . . for risk capital’was for
7

recasting their curriculum so that they could provide for educating Blacks for

new vocational areas which suddenly had opened up for them. . . The whole social

scene ‘made it now possible for Blacks to find jobs in business, in pharmacy,
T ]

é
in librarianship, lots of things they never could do before.". But, stressed
Kinsinger, at that time the only things these colleges could teach Black college
graduates was to ‘be teachers themselves?‘ Therefore, the Foundation could make

Nl

a difference.

: The different areas of foundation éttivity and an gdnhgg advisory committee
system proved useful ip this case. The awareness of the need of Black public
colleges came from a meetidg of ap ad hoc-committee wn agriculture where the
condition of rural poverty in the §outh was being explored. -Mawby, who came
to the Foundation in 1964 with the Division of Agriculture, then reponted to
the Board/on the Committee's recommendation and in l965 and 1966 took the initia-I

tive to write and visit with the ptesidents of seven.of these colleges to explore

the possibilities of aid. Many of these colleges responded enthusiastically to “7

.

Mawby's visits.10 - From 1968 to 1972, the Foqndatioﬁ gave the National Associ-
ation of State Universities and Land/;:;nt Colleges $253,500 to "establish a ’

\development office for historically black colleges -

” - \

The Office for the Advancement of Public Negro Colleges, which the Founda-

tion supported almost fully in this period, provided another interesting case of

foundation stimulation of government involvement. As a Report of Program Officers -

P

(public Black) colleges to a variety of potential sources of support , , , and

stated in 1972, the "Office has been effective in presenting the case of th€~

has facilitated the obtaining of a number of grants for special programs, from

’

198 2 I"}/,)B:';“-.‘ 7’ \ -
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both federal and private sources.' A significant grant was one of $290,000 fron the
Office of Economic Opportunity to "establish a Rural Community Assistance Congortium,"
Beginnimg with 1968, the Foundation has‘given'about $5 million to historically Black
colleges (a few‘of which are private) to‘develop vocational'programs. In addition,

grants -totaling $1,600,000 and $539,000 respectively hdve been made to Tuskegee
Inst{tute~and Fay%tteville State University to aid the development of programs in

Al

continuing education human resources development and community services, and $500,000

has been granted to Meharry Medical College to strengthen its teaching program’'in the

*

, *

basic sciences. &

| Evaluation ‘
&

‘Kellogg Foundqtion officials confess that the problem of evaluation is often,
as complex for them as in other foundations, Dr. Seay felt that imn his period with
the Foundation, evaluation needed much work, 1In a program report presented to the

*- Board on February l8 1974, Dr Kinsinger stated that the °

", . .success of Foundation programs in responding

N N . to pressing educational concerns has been difficult "
‘}ﬂi to'measure, Frequently there is no universal stand-
<ﬁﬁ,, ’ ard for such assessments, . . For example, projects

to assist community colleges in proyiding more
. effactive services to their communities may be
e T . successful in creating and developing the new services,
consistent with the original project objectives.

Only many years in the future will it be known if the 10
activit;\wgi\sustained or firmly 'institutionalized'."

The process at kellogg is almost entirely internal, Grant recipients must
" file annual reports with the ?oundation and the program officer who approves the ]
e grant makes on-site vigits during the year. Sometimes, the ad hoc<advisory’committees

make evaluations. In their annual Prog;im Reports to the Board the officers wil}

S g R ~ v, ’.'- . .
include evaluation:{\Sometimes an oytside consultant is hired , - N

In contrast to many major foundations, Kellogg for nany years\has-hot worked"

closely uith other foquations.‘ it has'sponsored little multiple financiﬁglof'the‘

-~

' same project (except with ROckefeller in Latin America in the early 1960's), and

vhile dutifully supporting the Council of Foundations it has remained largely inde- 7

4

° . . .

.
-,



It does not, for instance,

pass - - rejected proposals to other foundations.

Since the pa881ng of the Tax Reform Act in 1969, and largely because“of it
Kellogg has taken a far more active role in organization of foundationsz .It

has been a major force behind the organization of the Conference" of Michigan

Foundations, ‘which held its first annual meeting in 1973. TLeéonard L, Whitéy\\

‘e

and it now has a publication, The Michigan Scene. . C
Kellogg, serene in its" independence and firm in its cherished heritage,
will move toward the future with gracé ahd confidence. It has compiled an
envious record in education and.promises.to'confr%nt'the difficult times of
- the 1970's with flexibility and compassion. Itéfhistori has shown that private
. N '
institutions, under dynamic leadership, can anticipate and respond to many
educational needs of our daf]
kY * [
\ ! ,
. . ) Q. )
| . . . ‘
b. - , . Y . v
\
~' A ‘—. / »
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Vice President for Administration at Kellogg, is Chairman%of the Conference, \\\»

A\
\
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- Table 10.1 SUMMARY OF KELLOGG FOUNDATION GRANTS IN THE

BRDAD AREA OF EDUCATION:

1956-73

. Ing: Milllons of 1967 PurchAS1ng Power

 category 195613 - 1970-73 .
" Righer Education ° ;; , 181.3 51.5
' Medical Education , 8].0_ ~é6.8
T Adult Educati?n ? 11,4
Within the USA - /} 134.7 30.4 7
' Foreigq--Outside of 'USA 35.8 | ’ Ce 1022
MiﬁSrities (Maiély Black) o 6.8 (from 1965) - . 5.8
Type of Agent o T emee s .- ‘ - "
Public-Financed ’ ' 13.8 , 13.3 - *
}rivatezgépanced . ) 8.7 8.3
Some of Each © . 161.9° p 32.9 )
. .o | - ’

» Note:*’For this study, tabulatlons were nade from the year 1956 because in the

" foundation's Annual Report of 1955, there is a summary table for .grants by category

) for the years 1930:to 1955, The most sophisticated “analysis was devoted to the
. years 1970 to 1973 because for’ the first time- the, founddation breke out its new
commitments for each year}y prior to 1970, omly expenditures were listed in the.

Reports,

Also,

the figures for the period before 1970 were- taken from summaries

listed in the Regorts.

Therefere

the figures for the total period are compared

with those 'for 1970 to 1973 for three reasons:

to give an impression of more

. recent trends, to indicate the greater accuracy of the mere recent figures and to .

show figures for new commitments.
* *and are not definitive, -

At best, these figures only represent trends

-
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AL FORD FOUNDATION ‘ .

. .
“ / v 4 N
S . .

// " .t e .Ford Foundjpion, established in 1936 by Henry Ford and Edsel Ford, wes inter-
|

f ested primar;i& in donating ‘to the educational and charitable concerns of the

| /

f state of -Michigan. In 1950 the Ford family decided to,}noreaseﬁthe resources of the
— ’ ? . B

J —7 v ) *

/ Foundation and the activities of the Foundetion grew in proportion. This expansion

of the resources of the Foundatign coincided with that period in the history of

» -l

American education which saw the near eimultaneous appearance of many and eeri Q.E
:I

challengee Among these were the explosive growth in_the pre-collegiate stude

"

Soviet Sputnik success; ‘and, i{n some parts of tne country, the hitherto

"able press for racial desegregation.’ ',, ‘ g ‘ //

The financial assets of the Ford Foundation totalled $3.7 billion in 1968,

equal to one-third of the assets of the next ‘thirty-three fbundatione in order of

) ¢

size, In the first six years of the 19505, the Ford Foundation made several major Cﬂ'

»
v

grants which established it , profound force in the area of’ education. In
. . rd . - ’
leQSl and the following two yeareﬂcreated two quasi-independent egenciea with~grents
df more than $lOO million. The Fund fbr the Ad#ancement'of’Educetion and the Fund

*

for Adult Education were able to spend\%hie money with rio need to conserve -a, cepi-'
! tal fund. Then, in 1955, & package of $50 million was granted to a number of -
private colleges, followed the next year with a distribution of $260-millien to

more than 606 private colleéee and universities to 1ncj!lne Ticulty salaries.

For each of the tén yeare after 1957,l Ford mede educationel grante evereging , o

'$75 million a year. Table 1:-shows the record of Ford grants in the field of

v R - /

\‘ | . ‘, " . . ‘.; , . ‘ J -
“ERIC S 203 , ;,( ,/ .
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UCATION: +1942-1973 P2

N , e '
Yéar 'Amoun‘_l;, Percent of
-(thousand) Total
1942-50 " 3,102 0.2
1951 107,241 7.4
1952-55 68,985 b8
1956 312,209 21.6
[ 1957-59 229,760 149
1960-6l 369,035 '25.5"
1965-69 307,686 21.3 ¢
1970-73 b7,855 3.3 -
Total $1,445,873 100
( ~
: _ -
o . /
" £
’ ) ;M
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Though immense by comparison with other philanfhropies thesé]resources were
ne;ertheiess far from the lgvel of governmental inputs. Ford determined that it
would nét support programs thdt might be supportéd by ordinary school system budgets .
_ or already established governmen agencies. Furqaermore‘?oré hoped that its
support of" any educational progfam would be eésentially seed money, with the
explicit intention that the program set a trend th;t other agencies would quickly
éuppért.' Ford hoped to be innovaf‘ie and experimental, reasoning that by cﬁqég;/
iﬁg very select areas at the rightﬁpoint in history its comparatively small efforts
would have large effects. This way Ford hoped to cpnvei’t préﬁsing trends into

1

dominant activiéies in education.

FUND FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF EDUCATION
~ frior to 1957 the Ford Foundsation's activities in support of innovation and
experimental education were by and large the fesponsibiliiy of the Fund for the
Advancement of Education.. In 1957, the Fund and the Education Division of the
Ford Foundatioﬁ became one with thé merger of éheir resp;ctive/staffs Although

*Eover the activiti!% in edu-

the term "Ford Foundgtion" is used in this report ta
cation by both bodies, it yould-seeq.gppropriate to direct a few lineg to the
activitieéﬁof the Fung. ‘ ) L a .

Prior to the,official launch zoé éhe activities of the Pund, a ;peciai
trustee appointed counuttee had explored the possible directions the new vastly
enlarged foundation might &ake in its funding activiti7s. Education figured
promingntly in the report of this committee pnder §Pé:heading Education }n a
Democratic Society." Two central thehes pefvad; the committee's report. The .
first emphasiles the view that persons of all races and'colors do not have 'l
accgss to education in America. A second deficiency of the educational tem'.

'vas held to be an almost exclusive concern vith the teaching of }nfbrintionl

rather than the "molding of whole persons.”

? ’: 4 ‘M‘::,. . 205
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S0 1;}# in 1951 the Ford Foundation brough,tj}é?o being the Fund for the
Advancement of Educa.tion hoping thereby to address the/ range of problems contained
in the report of the eounittee recomending future foundation philanthropy.
—Between this date and the ending of the Fund in 1967, a “total of approximately

7+ $65 million was given out. There appears to be no single theme tieing thelsev-n

| eral Find projects together. The largest expenditures were in the area of the

) prepnration of liberal arts graduates for teaching and Pellowships for‘tenchers
to gursue'a.dvanced study. Substantial but lesser investne.nt was nlso made in
the developnent of va.rious teaching aids and technological aids. Considerable

v,

- attention was also given to increasing the opportunity for ednce.tional atta.in- )

ment in economice.lly depressed areas in Appalachia. and the Scmth All told -the
~~ 'e.ccomplixmnts of the decade of the Fund are difficult to s\marize,\not because
they were ineffectua.l but because they were diffused. Many renanber \mst the
"tee.cher educetion emphasis but close. exemination of the pattern of funding rgnéa.ls
a much broeder i.mpe.ctK generally in the’ a.ree. of liberal artg gredmte educe‘tion. ‘,‘,
One of the outetahding contributiond was the organization and gublica.tion of ‘

i

"\
The llegriand tbe Schools, which was put toggther ‘by ‘Harry S. Ashmore, executive S
. \X .
-. editor of :n!e Arkm&a Ga‘;ette, e. libere.l southern editor. He assembled a group

.

]
\

K of ks schqlwatly :rozn southem‘colleges end universities s to examine and v .

report on educetional problerns of Negmes 4in the eouthern and border states,

\

N Fortuitously, the bookx vas fmbldshed on !h.y 16 195he-the day before the U.s.

Snprene\(:ourt a.nnmmked itr ruling that ra.t:ie.l segregqtion 8.2 the pnblic schools e

N
¢ 3
ol

was a vio’iation of the Un“l;ted States\Conetitutioh Thie boqk was an- iﬂporte.nt ] MR

\ oo S

instment for the’ re.ther ﬁevomble rea;tion of eouthern edueetors to— the Supreme R

K
B
y
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Another” very interesting action of the Fund was to pay for the Educational

v

Supplement to the Saturday Review. 'Mhe Fund sgreed to pay a-part of the editorial

-

" costs of the Supplent for #n ex'perimental period of 4 years, comencing in 3

The Editor of Saturday Review, Norman Cousins, and the officers of the Fund

picked a team of four men to create and carry on the Educational Supplemént, the

3 " '
chief being Paul Woodring, who took & leave from his post as Professor of Educa-
tion at Western Washington State College Within five or six years after the

appearance of the Educational Supplementi Saturday Review doubled its circulation,

from a quarter million to a half million subscribers. .

“ The Fund for the Advancement of Education was always controverpial, largely
because it initiated and sypported activities in the field of teacher education
which were regarded as undesirable by some leaders in university schools ‘of edu-

The Fund streased the 1liberal arts and especially the humanities as

central to the vreparation of school teachers, and attacked the prevailing emphasis

cation.

on courses in methods of teaching, and of courses inr Departments of Education

t

rather than liberal arts departments.
', . The Ford Foundation in 1967 employed Professor Paul Woodring to write a
critical history of the Fund for the Advancement of Education.

4
'sérved for six- years as Editor of the Education Supplement of Saturday Review,

Woodring had

with financial help from.the Fund,

and was Dersonally well acquainted with the

'worxings of the Fund and with its officers

He wrote what is generally regarded

a model of Judicious balance

‘as‘® fair and balanced account.

His 65 -page ‘chapter on "Judging the Results" is

He quoted criticisms, favorable and unfavorable

from a numbér of well-known educators who responded to his invitation to write
) their judgments of the work of the Ennd Hoodring said that the negative judg-
ment nade by professional educatonsjwaa due to their disagreement vith the

T directors of.the Fund on the philosophy of education( "At a time -

s

He wrote:

~

.'.. . ' Z—O"' ’ ) v h P

-




’ /
"when educators were sifessing the importance 0; eduéating the 'vhole child, '-9
) W I3
the Fund stressed tnt.pziority of the intelle t; dt & time when educators were
/

urging more professional training for teac rs, the Tund supported programs th!‘
provided more liberal education for teach rs/and ‘postponed professional training
until the fifth coliege year and at a time when professors of education vere
engaged in b1tter conflict with academiczpro!essors in the universities, the Fuhd
was lending its support to programs that mbde it,more difficult for th!ﬁ to win

# (pp. 218- 19) ./ -

their battle,
/ * ]

At the conclusion of his evalﬁation Uooﬁring wrote: "The fact that the Fund

aroused the aqimosity of*a consu{e‘rable uum‘dfnfof educators in poﬂert‘ul vositions

I -

is léss important than “the fact that it éave jncouragement and su7£ort to.other -

educators Who saw a need_fot substantial changes in education but/whose innova-
/ 3
tive efforts were being blocked by tge conventional “wisdom of the establishment,
/

Those wha,were respons} le for the Fund can take satisfaction fqom the fact that

many of the ideas and ints of view that they espoused against much opposition

»

in the Fifties bec pular€w4th educators in’ the Sixties. The new breed of

educators;whic n rapidly taking over the positiohs of poler and influence

irk American gducgtion includes many individuals whom the Fund Ldentified in the

early Fiffies «s potential leaders and whom it brought togeth#r in conferences

and tt@és."(pp' \265'%) ) . f

COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
If one thinks of the Fund for the Advancement of Education as depicting

the central thrust of Ford Foundation activities in educatiod for the 19503, the

H

next decade can be summari zed by the activities of the Comprehensive School

; a

Improvement Program, the Ford Foundation's effort through the 19605 to improve

public education. In some ways the decade of ‘the A0s was a continuation of the

"
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problems addressed in the 19508 with the domipant climate of opinion being that
G

most e"du?:ationay‘problems were the result of too little of almost éverything that

- constitutes the American formal public education system.

—

The stated objective of the CSTP yis 7{ put to good use the innovative

schemes that had been developed in previ years. Furthermore it was not intend-

ed to ~invent; addit‘ional innovations or expand further educational facilities
but rather to orchestrate a series off activities across the educational horizon
which hopefully would make school gystems receptive to the changes which previous
research and innovative deve}op;n t had deemed de_sirable. The fo;mda.tion'fefo“rﬁ‘
that 30 million dollars was 'gr ted for these p'urposes Ws/ 25 different
school systems, In order to ‘gvaluate the impact of this spending the Foundation
. . cémissioned en independent assessment f‘rom a Colorado educator, Dr. Paul Nachtigal

D4

Profesfor Hachtigal'g report is foymd today. in the form of a 50 page booklet )
' entitled "A Foundation Goes to School." ’ | T
The CSIP started f‘ran the' a.ssumption that it was necessa.ry to reverse °
what was regarded as 8 decline in the quality of America.n educa.tion It was.
- felt that the:new programs, instructional techniques and curriculum developed
in the 50s rep;esented in themselves a si@iﬁcdnt ed\rcationa.l- advance but had

not been used effectively in reversing the tren‘d downward in quality education.

—

., It was argued that what twas needed was the joining together of such new practices, 2

-~

4 ptb

- as had been created in ;if‘é’vious years to form a crititel mass sufﬁ:cvient to over-/
ok

I .. come the inertia of traditional school systems and allow the introduction of the ~ -

ol

» ‘ . _
T helpful but largely unimplemented projects of the past decade, . '
The educational practices promoted by the CSIP were twelve .in number and

"inclided such things as team teaching, para-professionals, programmed instruc-
tion, and non-graded school programs, A : 0T |
&

In order' to obtain the necessary critical mass the foundation sought t&

L
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A

‘on in thk CsIP the foundaetion officers themselves saw that substantial light wa.s

-generally took a back seat to so-called action projects. Several sources would

v
(>

/ - Y1127

/

H

involve as many farts of/any parts of any school system as possible, that is,

all griide levels withif a school and diﬂgerent types of schools in varied social
settings. 7/few sitls were sought where the Likelihood was great.thet such inno-
vations woéld be afcepted and where sufficient sophistication could be found for the ) 1
proper implementftion and where there was & high probability that financial resources

to continue thg programs wohld be forthcoming once the foundation withdrew its

support. first awards were made to so-called "lighthouse' school systems which

were thought capable of serving as guides to other community school systems. Early

. i T
coming from the cﬁvil rights protest placing in glaring relief the fact that little
h:- been done tokeddress the problem of inequality of educational opportunity.
e "lighthouse" programs yielded ground to new types of "compensatory education

programs which were’ thought to yield ideas more readily transferable to the needs °

¥
"

of disadvantaged children. This .shift, early in ﬁg,;history of CSIP, refocussed
attention from a general renaissance to an emphal!! on the "disadvantaged."
It seems clear that the general emphasis on implementing new practices

was not combined with ccmparable sophistica.tion in evaluation techniques and research

indicate that an evalhation of the CSIP funded projects in terms of actual educa-

tiona.l /outcome would be impos%ible to make from the kinds of date that are available.

! It is generally conceded that the main successes of the CSIP reeide in 1its

-

*uidespread or comprehensive influence on promoting change in professional teaching

practice. The objective of the.program to change traditional habits of teachers in

" school systems to what might be called a more broadly flexible system of group

learning situdtions was ynqpestfon&bly realized in many areas. N

e

+

- N 1
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OVERVIEW OF FORD PROGRAMS

/. H ) [

.

A general overview ¥f the education grants made by the Ford Fouridation and

oo | ‘ .
i}s subsidiaries is prov\:ed by Table 2, which represents a total of approximate-

iy $1.5 billion. The emphasis on higher education and on the liberal arts in
. i e

i

seen clearly. However, the sums are so large that even an expenditufe of only

2.8 percent on Minority Piggrams emounts to $40 million. The Endowment item

o

1.8 .
? was primarily for the inc of college faculty salaries, a grant made a

large number of colleges iversities in 1356.-
Table 3 gives more detailed information on the support for higher education..
ﬂ * Tables 4 and 5 report on grants to aid the development of personnel in education-

! al institutions, and on financial aid to students. The expenditures on Educata;ul &

; tional Research, shown in Table 6, amount to almosé a half billion dollars. 4
Vo . EVALUATION
It is hard to pafﬁﬂ%a gen;ralized picture of evaluation in the affairs

of the Ford Foundation i;’earlier days. Prior to 1960 évaluaGion was not given
a high'priérity. As in other foundations there appears to have been the view
that eva}uat#on, in any technical or scientific sense, would not lead to‘much
and the-way—to‘teat and ?rove the worth of something is simply to put ‘money on
it. Most evaluation in the Ford Foundation, at least in so far as action

projects are concerned, was the description of what went on by an outsider com-

missioned for the task, or, the report of what went on by. those involved‘in the

immediate administration of the project. Internally, Ford has adopted the pro-
cedure that the officer who makes the gran£ has a monitoring ‘responsibility for

it. Those monitoring respofnsibilities areé primarily to make certain that the
prople ruhning‘tﬁe program or pfoject are doing vhat was agreed upon énd tﬁat'
< . - B
they are accounting for the funds in a proper way.

14 f R - T




Table 2. CATEGORIES OF FORD EXPENDITURES IN EDUCATION: 1950-1973
- - N——
AREA AMOUNT PERCENT*
(Thousands of
1967 dollars)v

Pre-collegiate €ducation © 243,469 16.8

Higher Education 1,363,330 94.3
Aduit: and Continuing . ‘63,723 4.4
Personnel Development . < | 48,926 | 3.4
Financial Aid to Students : i24,372 , 8.6 /
Educational Research o 470,998 326
Endowment ) ? . 264,339 18.3 '
1fi.bra\'ries, Museums, TV, 'etc. | _ 4,151 . 0.3
Buildings & Equipment . 46,579 3.2
Minority Progra;ns | '40,4~01. ‘ 2.8
Curriculum Development , . .373,880 25.9
General Liberal Education 1,221,834 i 84,0 -
special Education ‘ y :‘{'47,'746 ’ 3.3
Women's Education & Status’ 655 | 0.04 ?

~ Economic Status of Teaching Prof, 256,601 Q i7'.7
Ed. Institutions and Associations 951,205 658 :
PublicKtion _ — 02,299 f - 0416
Accelerated Degree Programs . 182 ti. "0.01
Community Ihvolvement & Control ‘ . 353 0.02

) ; '

*Total more. than 100% due to overlapping clauificnt_iéqa. Dollars of 1967 .
purchasing power, L ’ ) o
7 ~
\ . » s
s
» : . ’ !
| 212 ' -

- . i
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Table 3. FORD SUPEORT TO HIGHER EDUCATION
’: ’
AREA | , AMOUNT PERCENT
(Thousands of 1967 dollars)
. Com;u;ity or Junibr College. o 260 0.02 ’
<ademic Graduate A 210,643 15.4 e
' Foug_Year College ) 87,560 6.4
ﬁed;cal,@:ion 122,000 8.9
Buéiness Education , 14,774 11 ‘
Library Science e 332 0,02
Te;cﬂer Education and fm, MST . 26,4i4 1.9 -
Ec’ijt;ciation Administration 5,248 0.4
.Uééergraduate-graduaée 894,675 65.7
ijecondary‘-colle Coordination 680 , 005
. Total  $1,363,330 _* 100, :
' T o C
o # 'S .
>,
- - ! -
@ - i ¢
[ g
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Table 4., PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT '

5

AREA

' AMDUNT _.° PERCENT
? (Thousands of 1967 E - *
. . . Dallars) .o -
" Internships . . " 6,652 ' . 13,6,
_FPellowships. - 10,692 - 21,877 -
Training Institutes ‘. 31,582 64,5 .
Total -  $48,926 , - 100,
' " -, Table 5. FINANCIAL AID TO STUDENTS
Scholarships . ' 59,511 47.8
« . Fellowships o .48,§2f : - 38.8
loans T 8,210 : 6.6 )
Other. . .~ ~ 7 8,430 6.7
. ' Total  $124,372 o 100, -
L . Table 6. FORD SUBEORT #OR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
- " Administration 24,768 ~ 5.2
Curriculum 18,498 L. -39
- Instruction & Learning 112,958 - ) 24,0,
Measurement & Methods 353 Cor . © 0.1
- Counseling & Human P . -
Development 3,186 . 0,7
History L.t . 269 ¢ ’ 0.1 .
Social Context 1,387 T S 03 T
School Evaluation & :
, Program Development 309,579 - ’ 65.7
" Total  $470,998 - 100,
.
» < .;‘ 7'
B 7 5‘ x
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y In the past several years the picture‘of evaluation at Ford has changed
as'is noted in Chapter L, Tllustrative of thag change is the repoxyt done by

Dr. James C} Stone on Ford's Breakthrough Programs in teacher education. _ Stone

was & full-time consultant to the Ford Foundation and in 1963 was given the'

A
* . . o <
P . g“ . 11--9 .

task of evaluating the Foundation s intensive activities in experimental teaéher,

[

education progtrams which ‘had begun in ‘1958 and cost the Foundation,some 29 mil-

- lion dollars in support of h3 different prograns, Stone wrote: & book, Break-

2

'through in Teacher Education, which is a series of case histories and which

rd

' represents the first large scale evaluation of this sort
Increasingly the ‘Foundation is/turning to outside eValuations by independ-
ent observers who write 50-100 page reports for str1ctly internal use. The

. . exact proceduxes differ from diviS1on to division inside the Foﬁndation “[rs In
- ,.‘ (3 [ 4
- some instances, Ford/projects are rev1ewed by several people simultaneously, for

¢

example, by the. individual responsible for the execution of the project by the

4

Foundation officer- principally concerned and by a committee of- outsiders. ’ é

'’ . - . <. . ,

uﬁﬁiy,f C . - . ol v
- . A novel procedure in self-evaluation togk pla iq§l973, when the Ford -

- \Foundation appointed Merrimon Cuninggim fs Cohs'ultant to take a/searching
Look at the Foundation and act as a candid professional critic with full access
n to the files of the Foundation, to staff members, and to outside parties nho ;
‘have‘had dealings with the Foundations. Mr Cuninggim had, just resigned from
the presidency of zhe Danforth Foundation and, at the age of 62, was in a ”
s position to accept a useful and important assignment. Accordingly, the Ford
Foundation employed Cuninggim and his Danforth associate, Mary Brucker, -

asked them to set up an office in St. ‘Louis, and to make a dozen' or more major

». . L.

S - .

reports‘on-as‘many aspects of .the Foundation's work.

0

A
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-own autonomOus administrative heaﬂ and staff who respond to the original

Y

T ADMINISTMATIYE MECHANISMS ' o . o

4

More;than other Fgundationa Ford FOundation has frequentlp adppted a

proceduge whereby large gums of money are.granted. to_ an organization which /

-

then in turn admf’isters Ford funds for a specifie«program or purpose. In

.! - 4o

some instances the proper organization for this ‘administrative task did

l

‘no% #ist at the time the Foundation wished to become involved in a certain ‘

progr area Ford then’ mightrsimply create such an organization with its

grant mandate and to the close monitoring of Ford officers,” Such an admin-

-~

{strative arrangement obviates the necessiti’of close ‘involvement of Foundation ' j{

officers -who are theorqtically free to puréue new and innovative channels ’K;
- B , s R - ‘ E"- : Il o

. rather than be‘bogged dowﬁ in ordinary operating details. An illustration

of this procedure ig the minority fellowships program ih higher education. e ©

- '

With this program the Foundation started in-house with its own staff The

- ¢ T . v

'Foundation ‘had hoped to farm out the administratiqn of 'this fellowship s

’ L
for this purpose which was successfuil,
. . e ‘ .

\ program but was unable to create ‘or find an,hgency ¢apable of meeting its

¢ e

!

expectations., Finally, a Ford representative himself'created a corpo ‘tion v

.
s -
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Ford recognizes that once a grant has been made very little leverage is

’ retained to mold its operation in a way perceived as important té the interests
] - 3

-of the Foundation. Thus' it is that a good deal of Ford staff support is made C
available before a grant 48 actually,.made, If the problem is-improving reading

. scores, for example, Ford would likely send experts in test construction and

v,

measurement who would help the grant recipients build their own evaluation compon-’

* “

ent or offer assistance of their own. Those, close to the Ford Foundation have
v Y

often characterized this involvement of Ford staff in foundation*sponsored pro-"»~~a§ee
Jects as a type of close management from a distance. In some cages the Founda-
tion uses its staff-as technical assistants before the grant is made in order to i
insure that certain acceptable standards are build into the operation of the

program Once a grant ﬂs made, in addition to the program officer in charge, the g

Bea ARy

» :
grNW\“"\.“"r"?:?und‘'1:#s4.t::n.h_ezgll:etimes offers mofe technical assistance. Ford argues that making
e ‘ a grgat and leaving&the‘grantee alone can ve fiarmful in an — way. In sev
L eral instances money was . allocated to insfitutions which felt bound to live by ”.
g;‘,*;'f 'the letter ofxthe original agreement even though modifications in the original w\‘
3‘ ) | greement would be a substantial improvement in the proJect. Situations.would ’

. ) .
S arise, raccording to Ford, in which without the presence of Foundation officers, .

prodect administrators would Say to sthool- authorities that such and»such 8 modi-

fication would‘not be possible even though apparently desirable since that would~ '

- be contrary to _the ‘agreement struck with the Ford Foundation. However,gwith o«
. {

~". the close monitoring of a foundation officer Such modifieations can simply and

-

~:readily'be‘accommodated. ’ , ‘ - : ' e

* .

T FUDING PRIORITIES

iy

The Ford Foundation like. others we studied has not wished to fund, anythi/////,//

for which federal funds might be considered applicable. Even the Ford Founga .

. s

tion, with its enormous size relative to other foundationa, does»not coIiaborate

- . . /
. - . i . ’

** .
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.
-

with the government except in unusual circumstances and at the level of the grantee.

The~Foundation simply does-not want its money used for what are the ongoing costs

-

"of - any operation the salaries of teachers, for example, althOugh there have been

exceptions. The Foundation prefers to glive its money tq those operations pro- o

’

» ‘.

Jects, or activities ‘that do not repeat themselves, unless with the financial ‘- ~

backing of someone else. An éxample was a grant to the Massachusetts State Depart-.

1

ment of Education. This was & grant made to build a planning unit in that state,

t"

% L]
The state indiékted that it had no‘planning capacity and the Foundatioq responded

¥,

favorably by indicating that it would give the money necessary togdevise one. e

The agreemént struck was that the foundation would set up the planning unit pro-
, %

oo ‘yidfng that the 1egislature would vote money to cdontinue it in thﬁi39Xt session g
. k 1 / -
%

»"

of the legislature. Another illustration is that of the so-called alternative
schools" which came into prominence'in the,60s. The position that the Ford Foun—
dation took, after becoming involved in some projects of this kind, was that to

o eontinue was dangerous in that there was no end to,-the subsidy required. -~

1 ” P ‘ » /
] s . t - -t .
* T - RS : "

. T CONCLUSION

This rather bried description of .Ford Foundation activity in the broad~ | ~
< .

. fiiid of eduqation hardly does justice tOY he tremendous impact the Fouhdation

h:s had upon’ American education, especially higher education, since }950 Also

in the controversy-laden 19GOs the Foundation moved into ‘the area of reletion-

ot

ships of the public school system to the local community or neighborhood in
\ the large qities. By supportihg the experiments in New York Citf“that were aimedﬁ

to bring minority groups in the local neighborhooda into close cooperation with the

community school, the/Ford Foundation found itself in the midst of the maaor C

B e

educational controv sy -of the day. The ruture hiatorians will devote a great 3
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calm, but the broad educational changes which must come with the contemporary
) * ) ’ . ' .
. youth crisis will almost certainly find the Ford Fdundation involved in sup-
> porting innovations. < ’ \\ o o
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J Qterview
Grant has maintained a strong interest over the years in questions af

mental health It has funded prOJects appropriate to a narrow definition of

this field sd’lh aa the hiochemical treatment of schizOphrenia as wgll ‘as projects .
‘ -in the allied social an& behavioral sciences*including those of-a very app1ied or
’ . . Y“
clinical viewpoint, It is said that Mr William T. Grant, 2z successfﬂl clothing ) .

’

. and household wares retailer who at retirement had created a chain of over 1100

storea across the country, was increasingly distressed by the fact that so many

- -

o t

promising and. .capaﬁle young men failed to jead rewarding lives, He became
interestedsin understanding how people could live more productively and fulfill

't-heir cap'abilia'ies a definition of Graht's view o~f _positive menta’l health, Thus

\C
the foundation has Supported activities that would increase knowledge of preventive

ment,a‘i health eapeciany as it affects children and youth and which could then

. LTI L4

Ye appned £o help promistng young eeople be moTe rational and prroductive. Hany

o’ - .
. . -
p [] R

of these app’iications vere of ‘coursé, ednoational and the field of education and .

P - é . - - -

’ r,-elated research has never been far from center of the Grant Foundation s concern.

“" . . The Gx‘ant "Fomdation has displayed no reluct'ance to work with government on

]
.

"
SR N k&obleme of mtoal int t, pax:ticularly with the l\lational Institute of Mental

AN, .+ -
R L SN ' uss

':‘g'ﬁ"n’ibh. mm ventuxes‘my ‘have been initiated by, either the foundation or govern- -

=~ I
> . IR a

- ment ‘and for the most part have been happy sarriages, The founditionitlﬂ zood e

S ‘partne:\ forc govermén-t ‘in ‘E‘E‘t government agencies often restrietions

"+t wvhile Lfomdationc have greater flexibility.- Government funds }i’be impounded or s
they mist be ;pent hy a certain rigid date or returmed to the trenury Grant’ has *. ’
hoped to mpplenent the Fedefal Government in the sense of doing those things that

_government- could not or-w,ould not do or which were more difficult for government to

~
. . ~

'.'do,\.such as equipment grants or money te renovate a physical facility or a grant to

.. . ' ®
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A

- finish an analysis or writeup., Grant has not tried td compete with the government
- by picking up even a very good ‘project if it were eligihle for government support,

Although Grant is basically pro-academic’and‘faporably inclined to basic
\ ..

research, they, like other foundations, -are in the position of having to convince,
\ .

a board consisting of practical-minded businessmen that the venture is useful. ;

clear that it is interested in givihg ‘seed money, pilot

Likewise GraigT:as
e -'( \, L .
- awards Or even h¢lping someone get a grant, but that it does oot wish to provide\

for long-term operdting costs of a project, Mamy university programs, if successful )

*

innédiatel& generate higher costs in the form of more students and more faculty, :

Ve b

ail of which results in increased need for support,  Gramt, as a smhlf‘foundAtion*

has sought to make 165l -agney. multiply by trying to get at the cuttin edgé’' and s
by funding those projects that have been judged>like1y to-have a contribution thst

- PN \ Tt i LS
g - .- 8

is wider than ‘the immediate grant itself ) AT ”;_ e e T

- \ ! . BRI =

Historically Grant has been interested in a wide range of education\related '

- projects, In the late thirties Grant sponsored a very comprehensive -psychiafric,

medical, anthropological and psychological ev uation of bright youngxﬁarvard 53@0 A

~ students, - The research,designJ which‘ﬁh%; qgt appgar adequate but wasg- th

novel, wes a forn of tracer study in Wick the career trajectory of students was\

~

. followed over time with the obJectiwe of determining what made, some succeed and Gl L
‘others fail in order to asseés the’ precursQrs of success, and failure.4 Other projects 11 =
in the 308 and hOs were designed to do what departments of educational pqychology do [‘ﬁ_‘

. today, uhich was to introduce principles of human development to prospective teachers.

. Much early Grant support was in this vein - There yas also interest in the idea

teaching pediatricians sOmething,about human behavior. There was an interest in
adolescent medicine and Grant supported the first agdolescent medical program at
- &
—w-ﬂnrvard's ciildren's hospital. Ihere wvas a definite penchant at Grant to support

the introduction of pcychoanalytic thinking into educational curricula, In virtually

all of Grant'o enrly educntional progrann can be found elements of a pcychoanalytic
\‘ v N ) |

E orientation. : , , N <
e L BEE .

S - - .
. . N . u

-

N
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A long-term interest in mental hygiene and child development involved the

-

Foundation in one of its major programs--support of the Institute for Child Study
at the University of Haryland This centered around one man, Professor Daniel A.

Prescott who went to Maryland in 1947 as Director of,the Institute, after 8 years

\‘ v

at the University of Chicago where he directed the Prograg of Child Study and Teacher -
AN

_Education, a project of the Commission on Teacher Education which was supported

financially by the General Education Board, A major book, Helping Teachers Under-

stand Children, provided the conceptual basis for Prescott's program of training

teachers in service and prospectige teachers to understand and use child development

knowledge in their work J Grant Foundation supported the Institute with grants of

-

approximately 51.5 million over the period from 1949 to 1966.

R[‘.i, . -¥
L Today Grant supports programs concerned with graduate training.of a wide Lo
;‘ . f vafiety, like ihe Woodrow Hilaeh P:ogram for retnrning black vete:ans. The founda-
YRRESN
tion, typiealiy concerned wj,t,hn medicine ‘has nove_d a. different way in the funding
kY J}"'u‘

T ‘.‘,,..,,‘» P I L

37“ of pre-medical remedial programs. It now supports some summer pfbgram& which attempt

- to bring,ﬁinority grOup stedents to the top in science math reading and general
x o . \
study habits.f Grant's programs haVe differed fr0m~others in that they try to pick

! up students between high gchool and college and place them into intensive summer

ﬂf—training. The objective is stated as’ exposing:these minority group students to
: ‘to

FESIIRY
'

_nedieine ﬁnd strengthen ;hgir basic. science skills with the ultimate.iatent of:-

»

RN PP S

orienting them to the' health-reléted professions and to give them a head start ian

. L4
* the difficulé c0mpetition leading to the -scarce seats in nedical schOOIs.
o ) @ . . . X
o -~ ’

- A‘_’;IL“'_S- ,-_._../; ‘ T

s -.'»

According to our classificatory scheme, the’ Grant Foundation made. ifs first

award for educational purposes in'1937. Sinc?,thsn‘its history of educational .

-

activity has been spordlic. Pgigr to 1962);9 more than 10 awards were made in sny
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given year (except in 1956 when 14 were made) and in 6 years none was made, From
1963 to 1972.the frequency of"education-related gifts accelerated briskly. In this
ten-year period 107 awards or 55, percent of the total Grant dollars were destined
fotleducation and of this amount half was given in 1970-72,

Over the 36-year period the Grant Foundation has been active, approximately -

. . \

.$23,615,000 has been given to education, We coded 193 separate awards or clusters

of similan awards for which fhe mean size was slighfly larger than $122,000.‘
Since‘1968 the average grant hag diminished in size to roughl& $62‘BOO.
Grant's educational contribution if judged only by dollars awarded has

been small relative to other foundations in our study, =~ i :

w

Ranked in terms of dollar contributions.to education, the Grant Foundation

"is far down the list among the nine foundations .we studied, placing eighth, 1Its

\

total awards are a small .7 percfan't of the total in education,
The duration of the Grant Foundation awards in education is" simila.£>

patterns elsewhere.in our study. Nearly onme- quarter of the’ awards ve categorized .

- weteamade for'one year, Approximately the same number, however were made for a I

period of five,years or more and the balance, or, half of the educational grants

«

were made for an interval somewhere ih between, that is, more than one but 1ess
‘m

than five years,

A If the Grant Foundation is like the ‘others’ in‘regard to the duration of its

"awards; it is @ leader among foundations in its prOpena{ty toward highly regional
distribution of funds.— Like most othef“foundations we. studied,.the Northeast is

favored with 40 percent of Grant s educational dollars. This is a striking contra.s_t
¢ o

to the 4 percent given to the combined regions of the West and South. It is un-

qucstionably— difficnlt for the smaller fOundations with proportionately small

© administrative staffs to travel the world in search of fundable projects. Grant
L
Jis a smll foundltion with one professional staff member, &nd its funding priorities

are understandably 1linKed in the main to. problem that are prnx:lnlte. The limitations

t&c . 224
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imposed by virtue of small size are seen in~another way in our Grant Foundation’

data.

Under out category asééssingtthe extent of involvement of foundation

¢

officers in the evaluation and administration of funded projects, our data

show the Grant Foundation to have virtually no involvement of this sort.

»

awards in education have almost always been made to individuals or institutions
who themselves administer and oversee all agpects of their project.’

sihply show no cases of projects selected and administered by the Grant

’ -

E

Foundation staff.

Grant has shown a marked propens{Ey for giving educational money to

small private causes rather than typicallyilarger public ones.

v

enterprises have received 72 percent of Grant's~éducation§1 dollars and 80

-

percent of all individual awards made in education.

» N s N
education -awards into eight general are}g'of,support a more revealing funding

profile emerges. s

The* following table is illustrative of the funding priorities in

education of this foundation.

- ‘ l,,.
e . T . TABLE/I_
. * ) -t

CONSTANT (1967) DOLLAR EXPENDITURES'
AND PERCENT OF .TOTAL BY AREA OF SUPPORT

¢
+ %
. ¢

- —

The

1
'

Our data

P}ivate.‘

[

By breaking down the

A4 -

!

-

AREA AMOUNT J PERCENT*
_Higher Education, $15,558, ooo:% 65.8
Endgwment & General Support ~ 1o, 330 ooo 43.7 - -
Fihancial Aid to Students o, 348 000 - 39,57~ 7
ucational Research’ 7 ‘ . /'4,511,000 " ' “19.‘1- - '
Prercc;llegiate Education N -+ 4,263,000 \1\8.,0‘
- Cgrriculum DeGélopment $.' ' ‘3,567.029\ | ) 15.1 -
. ~£duc-zxgegm}1gs & Demonstration ' 2',90'7',6;_66"”'" 12.3 .
-s‘péAcial‘AEthtation ] , . ‘ : | 2;671,000 . 11.3 «\

- . I -
. -

#Percentage totals do not equal 100 percent due to lultiple'coding of. in-

R\ﬂ:lvidunl grants into more than one category.

226 S
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AN
It is clear then that a typical Grant Foundation award has been to private

+institutions in the area of Higher Education. But for what purpose? o
Anyone who ‘ils even remotely aware of the work of the Grant Foundation
or who may have pursued its annual rep5}ts will not be surprised to learn of the

_ _preeminent position of the Foundation in Medical Education revealed in our

¥

data. Under the heading of contributions affecting higher education, 31 percent of
Grant's dollars have gone towards medical education, the
nlargest amount. Somewhat smaller proportions‘were given to the general

support of graduate and undergraduate programs and to MST and MAT teacher
education progréms, with 25 percent and 21 percent respectively. Lesser
amounts were given in ffiitﬁténce of academic graduate programs and social

work educatiom.

Table I indicates that in addition to higher education per se, the C

B

Grant Foundation has given extensively toffard endowment and general sﬁpport
of ®ducational endeavors. Our figures indicate that of the ten millioﬁ

classified in this category almost all of the total was to be used for gen-
., L ] 3@
+  eral support and not strictly to increase endowment size. In some ways _the - e
~R . . - . .

A general support 'of medical education might appear to be a strange choice for *

a small foundation whose reputation must bé built on ;he‘uniqué)and the”

quality .of the q,all amount its giving may produce. The other side of this

story 1s, of course, that a small édministtative staff imposes severe

limitations on the amount of experimenting or innovating the foundation can
do before its operating expense rivals the size of the award. We do not

. question ehe judgment of foundation Qfﬁféers in operating as they deem most

suitable but we do- leave open to question the”likelihood that not all approaches °

-

are in the long run equally impactful
Along with the gupport.of medical programs, Grant has also Supported -

some pre-medical programs such as inteqsive sommer institutes fdr ninorities,

-

.

and other effoftg to pick out promising high school students and orient

&

. . .. - : PR - ’ ;
: -Rii:‘ ;;Mlﬁiwnﬂ~¢i:j«»' s NP 21 ‘ . \'ﬂ AR ‘ .c
i, - . . ' ‘\—\/\‘ . <~ &




In all-educational Spheres

,000,000 for financial assistangé/t:jstudedts. )
. : o . < ' Y ’
/ . ' Grant's support of educational research’was primarily in the area - ;
// . ~T : N

» -~

of instruction énd'learpinéﬂwhich took 53 percent of the four and one half .
n ) - / - ’ . -
3 . ' v ) . v
* million designated for ‘research. None of the othe{‘rqsearch categories R
‘ ,‘ received mote than a million and each whs roughly equal, ' - Ve .
* . » . . _

! .

, which as a category, received : .

v

- Regarding pre-collegiate educati

only 18 percent of Grant's educational funding, w;‘found it notewnrthy :?- ‘

¢ '\ . L}
that pre’echool elementary and secondary were all represented in fairlﬁ’w”

At

eqydt‘prdﬁortions.

Pre-school educational,endeavor§vamounted to appro-
ximately one fourth of the total and élenentaty and secondary with a little
?b;e than a third a piece. =~ ° . g::& .

The Foundation's“priority commitment to the madical sciences is also

evidenced'in the area' of curriculum d elopmeht where slightly hqre than o

half of nearly four million has been spent in science education ‘curriculum.
The majqrity‘of the.balanc; was é;van to general curriculum development.’

- ;ith_11.3 percent of tha tota; educational‘dollars
has been aécontinuing‘interest‘Zf the Foundation.

- e
-~ . -

- Special education,

The biggest enphasis

maladjusted/‘with 9% of the total.

+ and the giftén feceived the rest of
/ x . -

over the years to nearly $3Q0,000.

" by far in this area has been the education and rehabilitat%on gf the socially

Fp

'The physically and mentally handicapped:
. - . ' 0

the monies in tnisla;ea which amount
- . 2

-

) -

ot s

bl

&

Other indication of the Foundation's concern for the general better~

K

-

ment of the educational process has been its dupport of programs devoted

to experimenta;ion and demonstration.

Although &nly 12. 32 (approx.<$3 —

e

m}tlion) of the FdnndatiOn s total education money falls into this
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. =
AN ‘
e ) _ o ‘ o e
category, this ameunt is proportionately far in excess/'of the amount. given
. . < . N «r .
» v » , 3
by th er foundations we studied. From the awards made fc;)}' foirimentation
« - 1 . .

v

and demonstration, 64 percent was allocated fortwork—study _programs and

i v
, e

36*percent went for adult education.

Accordﬁng to oux~data Grant has made eight.sebarate éwards-fon‘

“explicitly black education totaling $1,335.000. Five awards were'infthe

u

5 AN
'area of higher education, two for medical education and one each for teacher

»
“

education underéraduéte, and’ graduate academié programL Interestingly, two

» N A

of these awards were made to southefn institutions apd together the two

i

constitute approximatley one third of Grant's total spending in that‘region.
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. : In the early days it was a very informal operation.

* -
-

“

“amounting to $10,=500 to the' Indianapo]’.is Cgmunity Chest. At that ‘time the prin-.

“in’ assets, the lndowment made granta of $5 million in 1962, snd $2% million i'n L

¥ : decided to publish its first annual report, inanmch as ita increaaea

SR ;

XITi. ~ THE LILLY ENDOWMENT, INC.

x

The Lilly Exxdovmeﬁt has operated since 1937, vhen its firatpant_nmde,

c’-P’l fund was relatively lmns ‘nd °n1Y ‘15 »570 vas wt.ilablé.e as endcmnt income.
*‘ﬂ 9‘3‘* L a ™ “ \ 4
Eli Lilly as Sscretary-'i‘rea-
(1

au.rer began operations out of the left-hand drawer of his desk."” With growth

W

. v « »

1972.

Granta fron; the endownent fund reflected the interest of the Lilly family

¥,

in "favorite ‘charities" at first.’ Almost at once the cuatom vas established to

00 ¢ Q’\ PR

make “annuad” grants, to private colleges 'in Indiana, the first of these being $1000

4 4

to Hanover College in 1938, folloved by a grant_to DePauw of $2,500 in 1939 By

the ,end of. 1956, ten Indiana collages hed received $3, 601& 000 for operating upensea

’

and $1,941,000 for buildings . S L
Describing the eariy years ; the 1962 Report on the l{istory of the Lilly “
Eniownent says: ' . M |
The Endoment operated quietly during the firat ten or rifteen vu'a,
and little was lmown about its activitiea beyond ita own comunity and
its innediate beneficiariea. By the year 1950, however, the board ' ¢

in aueta had made tho Indouent one of the major foundations in the

' country. Since that tine ve have issued report- each r, ﬂbecauae

our mo ey 1htelli-.

(2)
gentf ‘but akso to meke & public accounting of our atevardlhip. .

- * “ .
\
- .
4 : v
. v . . A - u .
- . . . s
. ‘ c -
.

. . v ¢ - s
. 230 - x
- ] [
L . M . M .
R . .’ .

we rocognize our reaponaibility not only to place

RN
\
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In 1956, the Endowment adopted a basic policy atatement, defining th areas

‘of major interest: education, community services, and religion. Grantl had
cumulative totals in 1§6Z of $i3 million. Almost helf had gone into education,
and‘almost another liith into the field of religion, which included religious
,and theological educatibn A .

The Lilly Endowment has been especially responeive to needs in the Indian-
‘apolis ares and in the state of Indiana. Otgthe $18 million given out before
1957, Indianapolis organi;ations received one,. tnirg,mand Indiana’ organizatione '
outside of Indianapolis another third. As the Endowment grew Jlerger, the proper-
tions going to Indiana became eomewhat smaller. In 1972, the proportion of grants.
remaining in Indiana waé*epproximately 60 percent including tVo large grants for"g

.\"‘

#h.5 mingpn. As' indicated in Table 1, 55 percent of the total grants between 1937 -

- . A

and 1972 went to Indiana reciﬁ[ents. , S

-

In the-area -of community servicee the, Endowment placed ite grante for aup-~
port of programs "for the preservation-of human liberty in the United Statee.

In this connection, the Report says:

The, Declaration of Independence affirme that man's rights,
including life and liberty, come from God. It therefore follows
that individual freedom is the natural heritage of eafh living
American, not to be infringed upon by society regardless of how
paternalidtic the intervention may be. The stress which our .
Christian religion places on the value of the individual implies '
that each person must be'free to select his own path through life, -

#ithout restraints imposed by the state other than those required
to maintain order gnd’ Juatice. Our constitution provides this -
_ liberty by an elaborate’ syetem of checks angd balances. which attempt '
to limit the power of government, e )
. we recognize that this freedom releases the maximum amount of
<. energy which can be applied to the production of .goods end services -
, gnd the solution of 1ife'd problems. For this reason, the minimizing.of
« regimentation by the state happily releases the creative ingenuity
© and initistive that have caused the United States to‘endoy great
.material advantages, but these are Juat the by-products, not the .
‘' ‘major purpose, of our system. It ia/our -spiritual heritage that is -
’ of primary importance. (3) o
. . . S \ oo -
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In 1962 grants were made which "contributed to a better understandjng of -
the anticomunist, free-ent.erprisediinitedfg'%vernment concept. ‘In connunity

services, a grant of $36,000 was made to 4he ,Ameii'ci.n Bar Association 'ljxnd for ‘

N -

Public Bducstion to help underwrite a qew program in a.nticommmisn.
'l.'his emphasis on religion a.nd on moral aspects ‘of economic educstion gave

the .Lilly Endownent a reputstion for cpnservstism , which was bolsuered by sevu;&l

small grants to colleges opeuted by fundsments.list religious les,ders , s.nd by

. grants to some orgsdiutions which prahoted a right-wing economic-political
[
progrsm as’'well as. to the Christia.n Aﬁti-Comunistic Crusade of the Australian

Fred Schws.rtz .

* -« Nevertheless, the largest and most numerous grants went to }i;bers,l religiocus

orgsnizatiéns and schools. The',educations.l grants frequently were"alim'ed 'oo
assist.black colleée stu@ents, and the United Negro College Fund x:‘eceived anpual .
,grs.nts commencing s.lmost with the beginning of the Endowment.p Esr]:hun Coﬁege,
< . a liberal Quaker college in Richmond Indiana, received eid of vo.rious kinds.
The contempors.ry lxecutive Vice President of the Endowment, I:ndrum R. Bolling,
was President of Esrlhsm until he. joined the Endowment in 1972 .
'i'he Endovnent has ms.de a number of grsn‘bs in support or the Coun'cil for Basic

. Bducation, the leading oma.nizotion\.which espouses an educationo.l philosophy of
‘l i ?\

mpmsis on academic values in education.o
‘ “ne ‘g, N2
A most consistent and m:tendod progrim centered on support

)

r the Chs.rs.cter-

Reseorch Institute at Union, College, Schenects.dy, _New York, n.nd Ernest Ligon, its. .

p founder and dirsctor during his 1png professiondl ctreer. A r:lrst grsnt was _' »

made in 19146, s.nd annual-grahts of about 3115 000 a year continued through the

e}
4

lateit report for 1972.° S
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The theme of vi.lues--ethicu.i values, .and religious vniues--ruos ‘through -
the years. In 1947, a gz:ent of $120,000 vas made to Harvard University in
. support of the Research Cemter in Creative Altruism, vhose founder was Pitirim
Sorokin the well-knewn sociologist vho led the forces, within the field of soc- !
{ology againet vhat he called the senaete or materialistic culture of contem-
porerj America. ) - |
Administrative Procedures I | ' .

The administration of the uny mdoment hn a sinple structure. -This is
not an ope tig ‘foundation and therefore has no lteff t.o tprpoint Fellows, admin- "

ister projects, or conduct ‘reseerch. Thére are three major edninistntive

ofﬁcers-&tﬁe Executive Vice-President and two Vice-Présidente. are assisted
\ N E

by several junior staff members who visit potential grantees and luate grant

AN

-

requests. ' - - N -
* This is an example of a foundation vit.h clearly-wg'eted progran ob:}ectives y  k :

Pig v
b

working unott entirely through a ma.ll staff vho are lelected Io: theirmr

[ T TRV i ,- x‘,g “

- Tpow
standing and experience with the areaq of roundttion interest. !‘urther-ore, even .-‘
as a’ very large foundation, the hdm‘ent codtiaues to focus on Indimpolie Co
’ \ “. [}
- and the state of Indiens —y ' B - e

EJ
L

P

c?f'w

a

et

Table 1 s\-s,np the njor grim:r-m the period fro- the\mdouent. e'beginnins
in 1937 through the yee.i' 1972: ‘l'he funds hue been co-puted in term of dollars ‘

of.1967 purchuing power, whi:ch gi.vee the grants made before 19h6 e.lloqt twice

.'their doller n.lue vhen the money was given out. The emphasis on lupport of '

pri.ute hi@er education in Indians is clear. ° . Agencies end educational inet‘itu-»
A

eived 55 percent of the t.oul grant noney " ‘

N~

" Also, _the e-phuil on support, of pri educetioml inlt&}_x_tiom £l cleer

) . T See—d
. * ’ 0 . M

. . - .

¢
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» :
. . GRANTS OF THE LILLY ENDOWMENT: 1937-72, ' '
- - . IN THE ARRA OF EDUCATION . -
' i . .vr“
O ‘ : (Thousands of 1967 Dollars) ~
, _ Percent
v . of
- : ‘ Total?”
Potel Rducation Grants, 1937-T2 , $77,217 100
Higher Education | 61,500 79
Elementery and Secondary Education : 16,500 23
Recipients in State of Indiana _ 33,400 43
(Excludes Indianapolis) : A
Becipientt in Indianapolis ) 9,000 12
Privtte ldncttional Ingtitutions . 58,087 5
_ Public Bducational Institutions - 5,300 - 7
Public and Private Combinations - 7+ 13,800 18

o+ Religious Education and Theologicel Baucatfoh <~ ~10;800 - 14

* €
Character Education 5,350 -7
N . , ' ) ;
N . . @ . —
! T - - .
/ N %" .
. L}
. ) ‘ \
¥ I4 - 3 ,
. -
J
- > “ -7 hd - ’r
- - - o
By
\\ -
. ) e 1 -
[ o *
’ i
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* POOTNOTES
. 1. lilly Endowwent, Inc. The Pirst Twenty Years: 1937-1957

Indianapolis, Indiana. p.k,

- ——

~ 2. “ Lilly Endowment, Inc. The First Twenty-five Years: 1937-1962.

India.napélis, Indiane, p. 9.

3. ibid, p. 15-16. - ' . j
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XIV. _THE CHARLES STEWAR? MOTT POUNDATION
One of the very large Foundations was established in 1926 by Charles Stew-
art Mott. Its present assets are betw&n $300 and $400 million, depending on
the market value of the common stocks which make up the bulk of its assets.
Charles Stewart Hott one of the founders of the General Motors Corporation ,

< placed much of his.ﬁiealth in the Foundation. At his death in 1973, at the age

of 97, his estate added a final $14 million to the endowment.

The Foundation acted like most other familyacha.rita‘ble foundations in its
el

early years, making, gifts to loéal charities -in Flint Kichigan, where Mr, Mott
-\ “1ived and where major General Hotors plants were l.ocated The econohy of Flint
was based prin.arily‘ on the General Motors Corporation With a 1970 popula-

tionpof slightly over 200,000, the city experienced ma;}or growth .between 1925

v R

In the 1930s, Mr. Hotjbecame attracted to the ideas of Frank J. Menley,

supervisor of physical education id the Flint pnblic ‘schools. Dhnlzy proposed

' that the school"nuildmgs be kept open afternoons and evenings and weekends .

A

to meet recreationa.l and leisure-time needs of the commity--adults as well as’

: youth. o
‘The first anall grant was m.de by the Foundation %o the Flint pu.blic
schools in l935, and annual gra.nta have been made ever since, for comsmunity "
education and ¢ onunitx schools in Flint In the first half of 1974, about ‘
' B 1 2illion was given by the Foundation to community edication projects,

" |

including aboutﬂl 2 million to the Flint Board of Education. The Fiint public .

schools have for years maintained a community. education progrqn called “the Mott ) 4
Progrn of-the Flint Board of Education, with an Anociate Superintendent in Jl
|

-

. charge. The lbtt Foundation has supported thia progranm on the buia of & kind

S Y- 1 .




of performance contract, renewed annually .
The community school and community education ideas h;.u;. spread over the
whole coun'cry , and the community education movement has been aupportcd in
large part by the Mott Foundation. In 1974, grants tota;ling $2.4 miliion .
were given to support 15 regiontlly;based community eduoat‘ion training centers,
vhich provide fellowship stipends'a.nd train men and women for positions as
bomunity School Directors. 1In 19'(2, there were 5'?2 ;chool districts in the
. United States with 2,284 school buildings serving as community schools. These‘
programs were ‘directed by 1,424 community school ci.irecu':;a, nearly all of whom
had been trained for ;chis work with Mott Poundation suppt?rt ’at the train;ng
centers. 'mere was a.n average of 903 persons enrolled in euch ca-unity school
program--some ta.king adult’ ed.ucati@ <courses for academic cred.:lt , and othera

'pursuing an avocation or hobb'y or a s“port. lﬁamrhile a lationa.l Community

School Educabion Association bas been formed, with a.journal titled The Con-

: minitx School and its Administration.

o " The Mott !‘oxmdatio& has been untque among l‘oundo.t‘ions pia;:ing a gr.ela.f.
-deal of its money on one kind of activ:tty, stl.rting locally l.nd moving to ‘the
na.tionalv scene, Approxmtely $.72 )nillion, or &2 percent of the‘roundat.ion

'géint; of $167 million between i9?6 and 197k h.i;.zhppérted tn; concept of
cc-lnniity education. . ‘ A ‘

The grawth of the )btt !'oundation s giving is shown in Table 1. Annual
’grlnts renched $2oo 060 in 1945, and $1 million in 1957 In ;96& the total
'wu. $11 -1llion, and since 1966 the lnnual amounts have rangedAtron>$12 to

P

4245 million.

14- 2,
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Rationale of the Program

The underiying ideas that motivate tpe\)btt !'o;md.ation.‘a.re described in the
" Annual Report for 1967-68 as follovs . )
"'l'he philoaophica.l purpose ‘of the Mott Foundation is to increue the strength
and stature of cha.racter in individua.ls and thereby also stregsthen our free enter-

prise sys'cem of society 'l'he goa.l should be first to produce citizens of strength

and qua.lity, each of whom accepts his full responsibility as citizen. . . .°
"The purpose of the Mott Foundation will be to learn how to do this ‘in Flints-

. belp to make l';.int the laboratory and proving gréund.s, and let other coumuniti‘es ¢
. * observe and hopefully a.dopt th_ese prograas.

"Po do this it is necessary to increase education, recredtion, physical
fitrfiss, chiidren's hea.]:tl;, understanding of basic economics, social service,
spiritual ‘valuea, s'elf-rel.iance ?nd useful living. .

"In our opinion tz:e best way by which these ob.jectivfs can be promoted by
the Mott Foundation is to cox::éive, research, tess, and ‘support demonstration .
of the programs that accomplish these objectives in Flint."

Ed

v -

‘Even_ after the c’om;nity school movement had become a national novem.srit
through the 15 regional training ceptei‘s assisted by phé !oxmdation,' a centra.l’
foc\‘;s: wa; maintained in Flint, through a N;tional Center for Coq-unity Education
éperateé by the Flint Board of Education and p?oviding fellowships for candidates-
for the doctor's' and n;ter's desz"eu who spend & year in residence in Flint,

.. :. though their sdvanced degrees are- taken through one or another of seven state

universities in Michigan. e e .

-
< ¢ . ' -

5
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Other !’oundat. ion Activities

-

Ovér the years since 1926 the )btt roundetion has made grants to advance
ﬁ‘e cultural life and the general welfare in Flint, of epproximtely the same
| magnitude as its grents in the field of co-unity education. These have ch:uded:
large 'ﬁmds provided for e'cenpus in downtown Flint for the'Flint Branch of the
University of Michigan; substantial funds for the public-supported C.8. Nott
Community College; and the establishment and continued enpport of the Mott Chil-
dren's Health Centei-, etee level currently of about $1.5 million a yee.r." '
The major concentration on !'lint and the ‘State of Hichigen is illustreted
in Table 1, which shows thet, for the three yeers of 1970-T2, educational ectiri-
ties in Flint took 59 percent of the Foundation's Educational Aree Grants,
while another 12 percent went to other educetioul qencies in the stete of Mich- ‘,
égan., However, the: trend in recent years, vi;h substentially greeter ﬁmd.u than |
in the past, is toward uking grants vith & nationsl scope. L
Another wey in which the Mott Foundation hu differed from most of the lerge
foundetions is illustrated in Table 1. Elementary and Secondu'y Education got
37 percent of the educational grant mgney.in 1970-72, vhile most Foumhtiona favor
‘Higher Education. Also, public-supported education received T5 percent of the

grant money, and only U pércent went to printe institutions. Bothof these facts .

-
<

reflect the interest of the Poundation in Tcommunity edneation.”
@onclusion ) .- . S | - ‘

'me Mott Foundation. program has been & nodel rerely siee; among u:]or founde-
tiou, of concentretion on one progru and one geogrephicd area. Now thi- policy
-is changing, thou@ substantial local support will- no doubt be continyed. h.rly
in 197% the Poundation created a Co-nnity lducetion Boerd of Advisors--s bow of
hvelve men and women--who will advise the roundetion concerning its uc-unity eduee-

tion ectivitiee for thq remainder of thie decede end throuqh the 19805.

SR s "
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Elementary and Secondary Education _ 37
Higher Education - - l f 38 -
Adult and Contimuing ;ducation' o | 25
\ ' "_':'."";'" * o .
Public-8upporteq Education - N
 Private-Supported Educatica b
LT '

- Mixed Public-Private RBducation Programs - . 2
Progrexs and Projects. inm Flint, Michigen : : 59.
Programs and Projects in Michigan, outside of Flint 12 .
~Gﬁrou Levei of Mott l‘onnda.tipn-.Gra'nts' | ' , . .

I.és;' tha.n$100,000 pcr year - 1;26-3& |
Between $100,000 and $200,000 per year 1938-k5~ ,

.- Between $200,000 and $1 million s year 1946-57 . o
From $1 million to 411 millfon & year = 1958-65. | )
Between $12 million and $2b iiinoﬁ & yeir  1966-Th ]

. ;o .o o
‘ .. 240" - S Ty

. ‘ ‘ 14-5°

Table 1 .

EDUCAYION GRANTS BY THE MOTT POUNDATION
N , ¥ 1970-72

Total Education Grants, 1970-72, in 1967 dollars $29,708,000

~ ,
" Nature of EFducational Grant Percent of Total

Education Area Grants

—~~
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CATEGORIES
Pﬁnch Card

APPENDIX 1.

Bumber Variable

1l Foundation Name
& Grant Number

2 Pre-Collegiate

I

3 Higher Education

4 Adult & Contin-
. uing Education

5 Vocational & Para-
" professional Ed

»

6. Development of
‘ Personnel for
" Education or
Relearcﬁ

- Column Nos.

1-4

9

10

Names and'éraht Number

1. Pre-School

2. Elementary -

3. Secondary .
4, Combination of above
5. Uncertain.

9. NA*

-01. Community or Juﬁiorh

College
02. 4 year College
03. Academic Grad. Program
04, Medical Education .
05. ‘Dental Education
06, Nursing’ Education
07. Business Educatien .
08..Legal Education ’

-

09. Religious or Theological

Education

1. Extension & Home Study
2. External/Degree -
3. On Campus/Degree

“ 4, Non-Credit:

5. Sub-Collegiate
6. General Support
9, M -

1 Technician & Industrial Training

2. Parg-professional

3. Commercial Training .
4, Career Education ‘.~
9. NA

1. Internships

2. Fellowships.

3. Training Institutes
9. NA \

-

10.
11.
12,
13,
14,
15.
99.

Library Science
Education ¢ .
Teacher Education &
Master's Degree .fn~
Teaching ‘
Educhtional Admin,
Education for Social
Work
Undergraduate/Graduate
Program
Secondary-College
Coordination

NA

[ 4




' Variable : Column Nos. Descriptors - Co.

Mumber

7 .Financial Aid & Other © 1 _ 1. Scholarships . -«
Services to Youth Fellowships - :
’ ' . Loans
/4. Uncertain

5. Work-Study - ~
6. Remedial Teaching .
7. Social Adjustment or ..

motivation programs
8. Religious Programs
9. NA '

8 Educational Research ﬁ 12 1. Administration
" T . 2. Curriculum & ObjJectives :
3

‘‘‘‘‘ - - .3.. Instruction.& Leayning -
- . : , L ‘4. Measurement'& Research Methods -
. ’ : - 5. Counseling & Human Develorpment
- ' " 6. History of Education. .o

" 7. Social.Context of Educatioti
' . ++ «+ 8. Evaluation of School Practice

o ’ & School Progrem

‘ ' ‘9] NA . '

9  Endowment & Gemeral = . 13 1/ Endowment > .
- Support . , I v & General Support v -

e,

,', ‘ '. £ o é.NA ’ . -

-

10 Librariés, Museums, Tele- . 1b - S 1. Libreries , . R
. vision, Radio, Thesatre, - A 2. Museums : .
s . Recreation (Outside of - . 3. Educa.tiona.],“relevision .
School -or College l’lo.nt) s b, Film:
- R . 5. Radio ' '
" . . P 6. Videotape =~ ,
~ S e / 7. Theatre .-
. . L ‘ . 8. Recreation v
o g 9. NA o -

Partial Cost .of Building
Complete Cost of Buflding
Uncertain/Building - .
Equipment .

' Library Cd'llections

“ B -- 3 Lot 9 NA . .

# ;e .
. .
’ . @

s - ’ ., 8
11 Bui)ld.ings & Equipment 3 15

»

- 'n.
. .

NCEWE O -

-

‘124" Dollsr’Amount of Avard - 16-24 : . Exact dollar ﬂgure, rounded.
‘o ) ‘ . ,  to nearest hund.red., Right
; . ¥ . Justif}' ’

13 - Year of Avard - 25,26 Enter lest mdigits S

LR S



Number Variable ~Column Nos.
1k -Duration 27"
of Award -
15 }egionql 28
Focus : ‘Z‘
' ) 4
b
:’ 4 i
16 Ares Focus .29
: 17 Adminis(trativé 30
. Responsibility
« for Grant Tee
. e
. ' L
18. Minority . 31,32
) Focus C
~ R o \‘ " ﬂ? ‘
19, ‘RuralfUrban "33,
..~ Geographical [’
) . Yocus’,
{0 ‘
" “ 0t
y ;
e ' };: .
- 20. Curriculum 3k /.
Development -
-1t T ‘
. . o .
L3 * ¥ . . ’

Tt
< .1+ Northeast

LR __L,;z/:, At -
. A3,
‘. Descriptors 8 T
_ _1 One ‘year Y
s . Two.yeats ..
- ’3 Thrée years]
S .. 4. Four yéars . s e
S . 5. Five years >
.0 6. More than five years
. : 9.~ Don t knoy . - e /,/K

6. Natlona\l USA

o

G

'2,+ ‘Bouth 7. Foreign’ (Exclud.. USA)
3." No. Central "% Mawest 8 International (Includ
L. Southwest . Usa) - .

5. " West . K 9. -NA er Don t know.

1. Local--Same clty as. Founda.tlon Office .

2. Same state

9. NA = ‘ . ~

1. Steff selected by Foundation and funds

' adminjstered by Fowfdation '
2. Grentee agency administers the funds, in close

C o, cooperation with Foundation staff for plan‘
o ning and conduct of the project. ' -~
3. Grantee selects staff and administers program

# 4. Don't know ’ ‘
0l1. Black . . - 08.- European Bthpics -

Q2. Mexicap American 09. American Indians
03, Puerto Rican ' ~* , 10. ' ‘
ol." Cuban R b B

© 05.. Japanese ’ 12. C -
06. Chinese 99. NA .

‘07.. Philippino < - . . C 7 t

' 1. Rural/Agricultural y
2. Big City : T

'3, Inner City )

4. Metropolitan Area
5. Subyrber L
6. ' .

,9.NAorD6n'tlm0‘w e Y X
0.- .General Curriculum , )

- 1. Interdisciplina.ry ) : ) b i
2. Humanities and Arts o .
3. - Social Sglences SR o
L. ‘Biological Sciences’ :

5. Physical Sciences-and Math

6. . Agricultural .o
7.” Religion = ' . AR
- 8.. Gomercial-‘!echnical o

9 - ,
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’tr \Vatiablés
25 Institutiong

Agsociations

& Educational

)
’

Column Nos,
39,40 °

- 01

. . N

Institutions for »

Educational Development

not named below .

02 Center for Advanced ..
Studies in Behavioral
Sciences

03 Educationgl Facilit.

‘Lab,

A

04 Educational Tes;ing

. Service .
05 Academy for Ed Dev '

© 06 Edubational Commission

of the US *

" 07 Inst. for Ed, Develop.
X 08 Institute of Internat'l,

Education

. 09 National -Commission for

- Support of Public
% Schools ~
10 Ingtitute for Advanced
Study
11 Education” & World Affairs
. Inc. :
12 Resources for the Future

" 13 Organization for

Economic Cooperation & -
Development (Paris)

14 International AssociatiOnv66 .

for the Evaluation of
* Educational Achievement

15 National' Academy.of

*

Sciences b
16 College Entrance Exan .
. Board
17 Metropolitan Applied-

+-Res Center . -

18 United Negro College

Fund T

19"Amétican Gollege Test
Program .

.20 U, S, National Student
Association N

21°Southern Educational
" Foundation
22 Southern Regional Council

- .23 Southern Educational’Bd

24 Southern Fellowships Fund

" 25 State Departments of Education W h , : ﬁ}' .

26 .

.28
29 .
30 4 : S

Bgscrigtors s, 'l“

' 51. Educational Associations

.53, rican Council . on

'-z '54.

59,

- 63, Neighborhood Teachets

, . o
EN ~ ‘ .o
. . N I
- . - - -
. - .

‘not named below ' -
52, American Assoc, for

igher Education -

Education A .
Amexican, Association o‘”
University Professors
Southern Assoc, of «
Colleges and-Schools
56. American Association of
. Gommunity and J&ior
Colleges . ié
Agsociation of :
American Colleges
58, National Education
_Association '
. American Association
- 'of Stdte Colleges *
American Assoclation of
School Administrators
61. Asgoc, of Amer, Univ.
62, Progregsive Education
Association .,

55,

57.

Association
64, -
65. -

wr

67. ' - o0
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Mumber Variabléq Column Nos.

» 26  Public, Private, L1
ok or Mixed
27 For Purpose of b2 -

General Educa--. (Use always
‘tionak Develop- with 39,k0)
- ment or Policy

Making . -

28 Educaticnal Experi- 43
mentation or Demon-
stration. (Bxtra- 7

, curricular. & intra-
o currieular)

>

29 Co-supported by b
ofgper Foundations e
or Government :

L 4 N

30 Costs of Publication U5

,of Journals or Books

32, Community IdvolMt
and/or Control Ry

\O

2. Local community inwolvement,

- 9. A i

Descriptors.

Public
Private
Mixed

O W N

. NA or Don't know.

Council

Commission

Task Force

Conferences
- NA

Camping
Work-Study
Agricultural
Commerce/Trade
Adult Educa. , .
Alternate Schools or Free ichpols
. NA . «

. Yes ’ %
n .

Yes

=

~

1. Local cc-nunii'.y. eontnol

without control. *.

RN 1
E .
. +*
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~ APPENDIX 2. CONSTANT DOLLAR COEFFICIENTS :

* (For’ Converting Cutrent Dollars to Dollars of
1967 Purchasing Power) . .
' . Constant Dollar '
Year Coefficient -
1900 A
> 1905 3,70
" 1910 : 3,46
1915 3,28
1920 1.66
‘ wxu ,‘ ..
1925 ‘ 1.90
1930 " 2,00
1935 2.43
’ R 1940- . 2338,
1945 ST oLes. ‘ jtii\\\\\\\
1950 L 1.38
’ - 1955 - 1,264 : : s
N 1960 1.12 B
- ‘ '
1965 1.05
1967 T+ 1,00
| ‘ 1970, | .85 .
, 1973 s
. Y " '\/"-—_
) —_—
. T
— - . . [
) L . . L L L,

) Sgurce. Statist:ieal Abstract of- the Uni;ed States, 1973 and earlier editton;

v . . ] . ~
2 . ‘ . ?’ ' . -, . rd .
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APPENDIX 3. ) i ,

’ ~‘l - A_-s

STUDY OF FOUNDATIONS-.

QUEQTIONS FOR RECIPIENTS OF FOUNDATION AND GOYERNMENT GRANTS IN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION

1. Please compare your experience in securing support for research and development
projects from private foundatiens and from federal government agencies.

\

>

2. Did the one‘or the other- type of organization do a more satisfactory job of [
valuating your projects? If so, will you commert on the differences?
. *
3. In yout contacts with government officiaIa and.with foyndation officers ‘when
' "you sought financial suppo;t did you have better experience with one or the
) other group? Please explain, ’
A . ’ ‘
A r*-——-——.
“ff?‘_ o~ " ’
- \ N @ v - o
¥ N ) . — ~
- . ‘ ~ "\
) Please return to: Professor Robert J. Havighurst
: Department of Education °
The Univg;aity of Chicago
) . . ' Chicago, T1llipois 60617
O ‘ . .
- . 249, o




‘ ' A--9
STUDY OF FOUNDATIONS--2

1

4. The federal government agencies often use a committee or, council of your peers
to determine which research applications should be supported. Private foundations
rely on their staff members for this determination. What has been your experience
with these two procedures? Do you favor one or the other?

5. 1f Foundations had the same amount of money to award as government agencies,
would you prefer doing business with one or the other agency? Please explain.

. Y

6. Since 1960, . T -

- - —_ - - —

a. About how many reseatrch grants have you recefved from-government
agencies? .
» 1

. ~

b. About how mucﬁ money did these grants proGide?

c. About how many research grants haye'yo(x received from private foundations?

- .
‘- t T M
‘ '. ’ 4 ..

- ‘d. About how much money did these grants provide? - : ' >

—- —_— - - — R .. o
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A--10,

STUDY OF FOUNDATIONS--3

On the basis of your experience and your knowledge of Foundation activity in

the broad field of education, would you name the three Foundations which you
think have performed most usefully and efficiently since 1950. We are not . .
thinking here of quantity of money granted, though that may well figure in

your judgment, Rather, of the competence of the Foundation staff, the efficiency

of their operatiom, the quality of their policy-making, the success of the
projects and programs they supported.

Blease rank the Foundations, and add one or two if you;cannot easily 1limit

yourself to a 1list of three.
A 1. L ‘
: ¥
2. |
3.
P
>




