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Februery 15, 1029

In re: Mp, Gates' Memoranda

Dear Mr. Rockefeller: ( e T TR J
I have read the three peners prepared by ¥r, Gates and while
his arguments ere fresh in my mind I should like teo discuse tvo or three
of bhig pointe,
(1) Zhe edvisebility of "digendownept®.

With the desiredility of spending from prircipesl whenever
worthy objects sppeer = regardless of vhether sny sume remain for the next
generation -~ no one cen quarrel. But Mr, Gatee' proposal to zive =1l our
money to university and college endomrent etriles we as fentastic, particu-
larly in view of the enormous sume which in the last twenty years have been
poured from sll sourees into this fisld., The following tsble of endow-

ments gives an ides of the tremendous eums now invelved in higher education:

Columbia §69,000,000
Harvard 65,000,000
mﬂw 5‘ .m‘m
Yale 45,000,000

Johns Hopkins 20,000,000
Leland Stanford 30,000,000
¥sehington Uni-

versity, St.
Louis 20,000,000
Princeton 20,000,000

If one tekes into considerstion the state universities, the figures are
even more impressive. This yeer the leglslature of Celifornia will give
$9,000,000 to the University of Celiformia. This is izcome on $180,000,000.
The Illinois legislature will contritute $7,000,000 to the University of




Illinois, or income on $140,000,000. That is, the amounts of money involved
in college and university education are now =0 enormous that the sums which
we have at our dispossl are relatively insigmificant, and on a guantitative
basis could secarcely affect the sitnation one way or the other.

Our money can be nud‘. however, to affect the situation on a
gualitative basie, and it was this decieion that the Buckwood Inn conference
arrived at three years ago when we sgreed to turn our backs on the whole
policy of stimmlating the guentity of higher education and see whether some-
thing could not be donme to improve its gquality. Mr. Gates' proposal is to
return to our old standarde.

I believe that the lsst three years of the work of the General
Education Bosrd have been ite best years. I am mot at all sure that a good
deal of our money that was given to collegze endowment in years gone by was
not an actual digservice. What we are doing now is to reise standards in
university work in a few selected centers - standards which will ultimately
affect university teaching everywhere in the United States.

This policy does not mean that we intend to maintain our principal fund
unimpaired. At the next meeting of the Genersl Fducetion Board a proposition
in regard to the Univercity of Chicage is coming up which will involve
digging into our principsl. However, the odbject of this particular gift is
gqualitative, and not werely the quentitative multiplicstion of the seme old
type of university eduesation.

(2) Logcal charitles should not be enjowed.

With this point I concur. HNebedy cen see far enough into the
fature to justify endoment of a particular charitsble enterprise.

(3) Cond

I do not agree. I do not think that there ought to be any




general raule iz regerd to this matiér. In times pest conditionzl zifts
have undoubtedly stimmlated the flew of willionr of dollars from other
sources - millions that otherwise would never have been contribduted.
There are probedly meny casee where a conditionsl £ift would be unwige,
but o fived rvle on this mstter would de even more unwise.

(4) The un

Thie matter was thrashed out =t the Sedasy Tsrme conference

vhen the proposition first ceme up te contridute to the medical school of
the Univereity of lowa. TYou vill pecsll ikat the vole wag unanisous ia
favor of the zift, except for the vote of ¥r. Cetes. 3e stoutly opposed it
and hee pever since cessed %o deprocate it. 4y owo belief is thet thet
particular zift wes one of the wisest that we have mede snd that time has
more than Juetified our setion.
(5) Ugefulpess o
Of course, everybody must comeur in thig point, and I assume

that 1t 1e werely an eandorsement of the exieting sltuation. As far as the
Foundations are coucerned, I do not kuow of any stock or boad holding which

does m ¢ represent a useful ,social investment.

I presuce thet Mr. Cates weans that the Gemeral Bducation
Bourd is made up too largely of college presidents who are laterested in
getting eomethling for thelr own institutions. This may be true in pert,
although I would be inclined to doubt it. Certainly, I kmow of no wiger
men that could be gotten together than mem like Aldexman, Angell and Stokes.
(7) Another error lay ia electing salaried officers to the
General Education Board.

]




The new by-laws now limit positioms on the Board to the
President and one Director (Rose and Flexner). Mr. Gates was undoubtedly
thinking of the old by-laws.
(8) '

I do not asgree. I think it would meke for = sectiemal

narrowness that would be unfortunate.

Eere, again, Mr. Gates wes thinking of the old by-laws. The
powers of the Executive Committee have been greatly curbed by Article XI.
(10)

Under the new by-laws the selaried officers no longer have the
power, slthough they still have influence. Whether that influence makes for
a bureauvcratic attitude, I would seriously doubt, =lthough this ie a point
that ought to bDe carefully watched, In this connection & comment in a
letter which Fresident Alderman wrote me recently is pertinent:

"] have spent my life desling with Bosrds, I sm a
connoiggeur of Beards, From the ege of twenty-one until
now, I have been working uander end im cooperation with
some sort of Board. I think I kmow something of the trustee
mind and Bosrd hebits and tendenciles. It iz my deliberate
Judgment that the CGeneral Educstion Bosrd is the best
mansgzed and the best adnminictered Board I ever had te desl
with, or the best Board I ever dreamed of. There is less
vante of time in its proccesces, more common sense iz 1its
errangements than any Board I have ever kmown. Assuming
excellence in its directing psreonnel, which we may at
this moment well do, I cannot think how its effectiveness
could be much increased."

(11) There aye speciflic countries to which help oughi net te be

_gim. i.e., Jepen, China, Bussia, the Mohsmredsn countries, the Latin

proples, ete.




¥ith this point I am in complete and fundamentsl disagree-
ment. It represents an expression of the exploded Wordic theory, which
centers all the virtue in the world in the Anglo-Saxon race. I am equally
unconvinced that our help should be centered om English speaking states and
dependencies. Mr. Gates' point of view on this whole matter has no support
in scientifie circles and can be attacked on t00 many grounds to justify
extended discussion in this letter. He evidently has been readlng Hadison
Grant and Lothrop Stoddard, with liberal doses of Albert Wiggam on the side,

Very truly yours,

(Signed) Raymond B. Fosdick

Hr., John D, Rockefeller, Jr.
26 EBroadway
Hew York City
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