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Preface

This volume is a report of a study conducted throughout 1970 and into
1971 of the people who manage American foundations and determine their
policies. Although the principal concern has been those individuals who
derive their livelihood and professional satisfactions from serving founda-
tions, attention has also been directed to that generous percentage of foun-
dations that have no paid executives and accordingly rely on the donor,
trustees, and others for the discharge of ordinary administrative respon-
sibilities. In focusing on the paid managers or administrators, their selection
and training, their professional satisfactions, and their opinions of founda-
tion employment, the study has necessarily involved the asset size of foun-
dations, their founding auspices, their location, their programming, and
other considerations relating to their management. But since this is a study
of staffing or personnel policies, matters related to the broader aspects of
management have been considered only incidentally. Management policies
are, to be sure, inextricably involved in staffing policies, but because the
study’s focus was the latter, its directors have alluded to management pol-
icies and practices only as they are relevant or essential to an understanding
of this narrower aim.

Only if the people who know the field of a study are generous in ex-
tending counsel and information is the study assured of the hard data and
informed opinion that authenticate its tabulations and conclusions. This aid
was extended generously by hundreds of foundation staff people, and we,
the authors, are immensely grateful for it. These volunteers were willing to
suffer the infliction of the questionnaires that appear in Appendix III and to
complete them conscientiously, often at considerable expense of time and
energy. It is impossible to thank each individual personally for his or her
contribution. Hence, we are relying on this more general acknowledgement
of their assistance. We express the hope that each of them may find vicari-
ous satisfaction of authorship—albeit none of the responsibility or liability
—in the knowledge that his contribution is embedded in paragraph after
paragraph, and table after table in this volume.

xiii
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In expressing our gratitude to those who gave assistance, we wish to
single out a number of people for special mention. First, we wish to ac-
knowledge our indebtedness to Orville G. Brim, Jr., president of Russell Sage
Foundation, and to Manning M. Pattillo, former president of The Founda-
tion Center. In addition to designing the study and developing its original
working outline, these men provided valuable counsel and encouragement
throughout the study’s every stage, including the manuscript stage. Their
colleagues on the staffs of Russell Sage Foundation and The Foundation
Center also provided indispensable assistance. At the Center, the authors
are particularly indebted to Marianna O. Lewis, editor of The Foundation
Directory, Edna Brigham, at the time, secretary of the Center, and Harvey B.
Matthews, Jr., Center vice president and editor of Foundation News. None
of these people failed to respond generously when we needed their expert
assistance. Mrs. Lewis was especially helpful as a constant source of up-to-
date and detailed information on new foundations and their personnel or on
existing foundations that had expanded or were contemplating expansion
of their staff.

As for members of the staff of Russell Sage Foundation where the
project had its physical “home,” they gave the word “home” its true mean-
ing by the warmth of their hospitality and their constant effort to assist us
in overcoming the physical and intellectual hurdles we encountered. Hugh F.
Cline of the Foundation staff spent countless hours with the study’s staff,
including the authors of this report, introducing us to and guiding us
through the intricacies of computer usage. He thereby enabled the project
to use a technological tool that expanded the value of the data and enabled
it to approach the status of a contemporary quantitative study. Valuable
counsel and other forms of assistance were rendered by the following
Russell Sage Foundation staff: Wilbert E. Moore, currently professor of law
at the University of Denver, Donald R. Young, president emeritus of the
Foundation and honorary trustee, and Jean C. Yoder, editor.

Among a host of others who were especially generous of their time and
assistance, we wish to mention F. Emerson Andrews, president emeritus of
The Foundation Center and Thomas R. Buckman, president of the Center,
each of whom read the manuscript of this report; David Freeman, president
of the Council on Foundations, who was particularly helpful in our efforts
to enlist the cooperation of the community foundations; Henry Sellin,
executive director of the New York University Institute on Charitable Foun-
dations; Ronald B. Szczypkowski associated at the time with the Milbank
Memorial Fund; W. McNeil Lowry, vice president of the Ford Foundation;
William P. Gormbley of the Ford Foundation; and Marvin Bower, director
of McKinsey & Company.
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We also wish to express appreciation of the aid constantly tendered by
members of the project’s own staff. Our special thanks go to Rita Barusich,
secretary and research assistant, who worked with us for more than a year
and played a major role in preparing the data for the computer and in devel-
oping the tables and charts based on those data. Four other staff members
associated with the project for shorter periods—Ellen Stuttle, Steven Rosen-
thal, Beulah Gleich, and Peter Yastishak—also made important contribu-
tions to the completion of this undertaking.

Finally, we wish to express our gratitude to the members of the panel
of foundation experts and executives who served as the Advisory Commit-
tee for the study. The twelve members of this committee, some of whom
have been mentioned earlier, are: Derek C. Bok, president, Harvard Univer-
sity; Marvin Bower, director, McKinsey & Company; George M. Bucking-
ham, recently retired executive director of the Esso Education Foundation;
Charles S. Hamilton, Jr., formerly president of the Andrew W. Mellon
Foundation; J. George Harrar, president of the Rockefeller Foundation; W.
McNeil Lowry, vice president of the Ford Foundation; John R. May, execu-
tive director and secretary of the San Francisco Foundation; Robert K. Mer-
ton, professor of sociology at Columbia University; Lloyd N. Morrisett,
president of the John and Mary R. Markle Foundation; Frederick D. Patter-
son, formerly president of the Phelps-Stokes Fund and now president of the
Robert R. Moton Memorial Foundation, Inc.; David B. Truman, president
of Mount Holyoke College; and Martha R. Wallace, vice president and
executive director of the Henry Luce Foundation, Inc. Both in their collec-
tive capacity as a committee and as individuals, these distinguished persons
assisted in securing access to data, counselled on the direction of the study,
and read and advised on the manuscript of this report prior to its delivery
to the publisher. Several of the members were particularly generous of time
spent on the manuscript. The reviews they submitted saved us from errors
of fact and interpretation and improved both the structure and style of the
manuscript.

Because various institutions and a great many individuals have been so
generous in lending assistance to this project, it is especially necessary that,
in acknowledging that assistance, it be made abundantly clear that none of
them—either individual or institution—bears any responsibility for the
form or content of this report. The directors of the study and authors of this
report are solely responsible for whatever data have been included or ex-
cluded, for editorial judgment, and for all decisions affecting the report’s
content, style, and tone. The authors wish to make it particularly clear that
no responsibility for the conduct of the study or its results attaches to The
Foundation Center or Russell Sage Foundation, to anyone connected with
those organizations, or to the Advisory Committee or to any of the twelve



xvi / Preface

members of that Committee. Let it be reiterated that the study’s directors
and the authors of this report are alone responsible for whatever short-
comings the study may have and for whatever information and opinions
this report conveys to the reader.
ARNOLD J. ZURCHER
JANE DUSTAN
New York City
February 1972



Introduction

Although foundations have played a prominent and, on the whole,
commendable role in promoting American scientific and cultural life, the
way in which they operate and make decisions remains largely a mystery to
the general public. Often, it is a mystery to that part of the public which is
otherwise well informed. This study of the foundation administrator has
been undertaken in the belief that systematic knowledge about the man-
agers of an enterprise is a key to understanding the enterprise itself. Knowl-
edge based chiefly on empirical data that have been objectively analyzed and
interpreted is especially useful. In any case, a better understanding of those
who administer foundations will, it is believed, make foundations them-
selves more understandable and more meaningful, and thus help to clear
away much of whatever mystery or ignorance may currently surround those
institutions.

What Is a Foundation?

Before proceeding with a study of the foundation administrator, it is
necessary to identify the organization that employs him. This is a difficult
task, for a foundation does not lend itself to precise definition. The difficulty
is aggravated by the diversity of activities of organizations that call them-
selves foundations. Some may be essentially research organizations or aca-
demic institutions. Others may be social welfare agencies or even trade as-
sociations. The word “foundation” also graces the names of fund-raising
organizations, community welfare funds, patriotic societies, church endow-
ments, college and alumni funds, and voluntary health organizations.

The diversity of foundations’ legal structures also contributes impre-

1



2 / The Foundation Administrator

cision to the concept of the organization. Some foundations are corporate
entities, others are trusts, and a few are mere associations. A corporate foun-
dation' is established under a charter granted by some governmental au-
thority. Because of its origin, a corporate foundation somewhat resembles
the legal concept of a business corporation. Unlike the latter, however, a
corporate foundation is operated not for private profit or gain but for the
benefit of the general public, and those who direct and administer it may
not derive a private benefit from it.2 A trust, on the other hand, is created
by an individual who, by means of an appropriate legal instrument, trans-
fers title to property to a group of individuals (or possibly to an institution
such as a bank) called trustees, who thereafter hold the property and (usu-
ally) administer it for the benefit of others. In the case of a trust established
as a foundation, the beneficiaries are the public or named public entities.
Often, a trust is so restricted as to its administration and purpose that it
has little in common with the usually more liberal corporate concept of a
foundation. Table 1, adapted from The Foundation Directory, Edition 32
classifies foundations as to their legal form. It shows that about two-thirds
of all foundations are corporations and that about one-third are trusts.

Table 1. The Legal Form of Foundations and the Number Created During
Each of Several Decades of the Twentieth Century

Period Corporations Trusts Other Total
Before 1900 19 (73%) 6 (23%) 1 (4%) 26
1900-1909 12 (67%) 6 (33%) 0 18
1910-1919 39 (51%) 36 (48%) 1 (1%) 76
1920-1929 125 (71%) 52 (29%) 0 177
1930-1939 194 (66%) 98 (33%) 2 (1%) 294
1940-1949 1,116 (71%) 450 (28%) 17 (1%) 1,583
1950-1959 2,524 (66%) 1,253 (33%) 40 (1%) 3,817
1960—* 497 (66%) 227 (30%) 30 (4%) 754

Total 4,526 (67%) 2,128 (32%) 91 (1%) 6,745

* The records for the period since 1960 are fragmentary.

* As used here, the phrase “corporate foundation” refers solely to the legal form

of a foundation. It does not identify foundations founded by business interests or busi-
ness corporations. In this volume such foundations are termed “company-sponsored
foundations.”

* Cases of abuse of the purposes of foundations, revealed by some recent investiga-
tions, hardly affect the validity of this statement.

3“Legal Form of 6,654 Foundations, by Decade of Origin after 1900,” The Founda-
tion Directory, Edition 3, New York: Russell Sage Foundation, p. 13.
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A third factor contributing to the difficulty of clarifying the concept
of the foundation results from the way in which the federal government has
handled the foundation’s tax-exempt status. Over the years, the govern-
ment has commingled foundations with other tax-exempt organizations
such as churches, private schools and colleges, universities, museums, and
the like, and extended to foundations essentially the same treatment it gives
these other organizations. Indeed, it is only since the tax reform legislation
of 1969, which levied a tax on foundations, that the government has begun
to distinguish between the tax-exempt status of the foundation and that of
other nonprofit organizations and to arrive at a distinct, if still not too
clearly articulated, definition of a private foundation.

For the purposes of this study, a private foundation is defined as an
entity established under private auspices and privately governed, an entity
that has its own endowment and that uses the income, or the endowment
itself, in support of various educational, religious, cultural, or other public
charitable objectives. More succinctly, a private foundation may be defined
as a private philanthropic agency that uses its funds to promote the public
welfare. According to The Foundation Center, there were in the United
States as of 1970 at least 24,000 foundations that fulfilled the requirements
of this definition.* Many of these are small and their philanthropic role is
relatively insignificant.” Occasionally, in the following pages, reference
will be made to this figure of 24,000 foundations. Normally, however, the

* The estimate of the entire foundation universe is based on records and extrap-
olations of the Center, which obtains its data on the number, size, and activity of foun-
dations from various sources. These include returns filed annually with the United
States Treasury (Form 990-A, now 990) by virtually all tax-exempt organizations, in-
cluding all foundations (which are now also required to file Form 990-AR); from
published and unpublished reports, questionnaires, and other information sent to the
Center by foundations; from requests for information on organizational matters made of
the Center by new foundations; from a study of the supplements to the list of exempt
organizations issued from time to time by the Treasury; and from news clippings and
miscellaneous sources. From these data the Center has, since 1964, maintained a cumula-
tive tally of existing and new foundations in each of the fifty states, a tally that by 1970
had reached a national figure in excess of 36,000. If allowance is made for those or-
ganizations that do not fit the definition of a foundation and for organizations that have
lost their exemption, been dissolved, or become inactive, Center authorities believe that a
conservative estimate for all foundations in the United States in 1970 should not be
less than 24,000.

% In preparing Edition 3 of The Foundation Directory, The Foundation Center tabu-
lated only those of the estimated 24,000 private foundations that had assets of at least
$200,000 and/or distributed annually at least $10,000 in grants. The resulting number
was 6,803 foundations. See Directory, p. 5.
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study will refer to its own universe of foundations, to be described in
greater detail subsequently.

Definition of the Administrator

In identifying those individuals with whom this study is concerned,
that is, foundation administrators, the word ““administrator” has been used
to comprehend all persons concerned with any aspect of the management of
a foundation. In its broadest sense, therefore, the word embraces all those
who derive their livelihood and occupational satisfactions from serving a
foundation in a post above the clerical level. Included are not only a foun-
dation’s chief executive officer, but also those who serve in a staff capacity,
either in the internal administration of the foundation or as program execu-
tives or field representatives. On a subsequent page. an attempt is made to
give somewhat greater precision to the concept of the foundation adminis-
trator by providing eleven basic categories of foundation positions. The cat-
egories range from chief executive to staff specialist.® Part-time adminis-
trators, provided they are paid and not considered temporary, are included
in the census of administrators. Consultants, on the other hand, are not so
included.

In the following chapters, the administrator, as thus defined and classi-
fied, will be studied in some detail. Consideration will be given to his formal
training and preparation for foundation service, the conditions that affect
his recruitment for such service, his role as principal officer or member of a
staff, the nature of his rewards, economic and psychic, and his own attitude
toward his job and toward the place of foundations in our society. Other
chapters, especially Chapters 1, 2, and 7, explore some of the ideological
values, managerial considerations, and social forces that inhibit or foster
the employment of paid administrators by foundations. '

Foundation Typology

Foundations vary considerably. Hence, for subsequent discussion and
analysis, it is not meaningful to combine all foundations. Instead, a system
must be devised for classifying foundations iritto more homogeneous sub-
groups so that analysis may be conducted within these subgroups. A theo-
retical framework for such classification into subgroups, available in other
areas of social science research, is not available in the case of foundations.
The study’s typology must therefore be based on the authors’ assessment

¢ See Chapter 2.
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of dimensions meaningful to the world of foundations and meaningful for
analysis. These dimensions are as follows:

——Asset size

—Program

—Founding auspices

—Founding auspices combined with program
—Staff size

Other possible dimensions that occasionally prove useful for classification
are the geographical location of foundations and their volume of annual
grants and expenditures. It is these seven dimensions that provide the basic
classifications or the typology of foundations.

The first, asset size, is probably the most familiar, since it is normally
used in any public discussion of foundations. Variations in asset size are
considerable. The smallest foundation may possess only a few thousand dol-
lars in assets, and probably the majority of foundations fall into this asset
category. Other foundations may have millions, a few even hundreds of mil-
lions. The largest of all, the Ford Foundation, has assets close to $3 billion.

The foundation’s program—the broad purpose for which funds are
used—is an almost equally familiar basis for classifying foundations. Most
private foundations make grants to individuals or to other organizations
that, like the foundation, are tax-exempt or engage in tax-exempt activities.
For the most part, these foundations serve as a kind of conduit between the
foundation’s original source of funds—the private donor—and the recipient
grantee. For want of a better term, the study has labeled these foundations
“supportive foundations” and their programs “supportive programs.”

Other foundations may combine a conduit or supportive program with
considerable innovative effort in designing and initiating research and
demonstration projects. A very few foundations virtually confine them-
selves to this type of program. Usually, the projects are confided to the ad-
ministration of others, that is, to legal grantees, but the foundation often re-
tains a rather close informal relationship with the administration of the
projects and, in certain cases, especially when the projects are situated out-
side the United States, the foundation may itself take over most of the actual
administrative responsibility. The program of such a foundation might be
denominated “project-oriented”” and the foundation itself might be called
a “project-oriented foundation.” The terms normally used are “general pur-
pose program” and ““general purpose foundation.” Usage rather than the
literal meaning of the phrase “general purpose” commends its employment.

A distinct minority of private foundations devote virtually all their in-
come to an “internal” or “in-house” program. They may support internally
conducted research; or they may have established and become the sole
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support of some cultural activity such as a museum or symphony orchestra
or of a social welfare activity such as a health or recreational program in a
community. These foundations are usually known as “operating founda-
tions.”

The third dimension on which the study’s foundation typology is based
is a foundation’s founding auspices, also a familiar classification in the foun-
dation world. Usually, the origin lies with a private donor or his family, the
resulting organization being labeled a “family foundation.” Or, the found-
ing agency may be a business, bank, or other profit-making organization
and the foundation is called a “company-sponsored foundation.” Finally, a
foundation set up by certain interests in the community to distribute lo-
cally the income of trusts, legacies, and gifts, is called a “‘community foun-
dation.”

For the purpose of the study, founding auspices and program have been
combined as a classification primarily because foundations of family origin
embrace those with all types of program whereas foundations founded by
companies or communities are usually engaged only in supportive activities.
Hence, the study uses the compound classifications of “family supportive,”
“family general purpose,” and ““family operating foundations.”

Staff size is obviously a dimension especially relevant to the study.
This dimension has been used frequently to set apart the non-staffed foun-
dations, those with only one or two staff people, and the few foundations
that are rather well staffed.

A foundation’s geographical location is a variable of minor importance
but of some use in classifying foundations. Figure I shows five regions into
which the United States has been divided. These are Northeast, Southeast,
North Central, South Central, and West. Because so much foundation
wealth and activity are concentrated in New York City, it has been set up
as a sub-classification within the Northeast region.

Still another dimension of minor value in establishing a useful founda-
tion typology is the volume of a foundation’s grants and expenditures. For
various reasons, the annual volume of grants and expenditures often bears
no direct relation to the magnitude of the wealth of a foundation; hence, the
volume of expenditures may be a more useful index of the social value of the
foundation than its wealth. Moreover, grant and expenditure volume can
occasionally be helpful in measuring a foundation’s administrative costs.

Responses to Study’s Foundation Questionnaire—
The Study’s Universe of Foundations

To secure the necessary institutional data for the study, an appropriate
questionnaire was devised. Since the principal concern is the foundation
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administrator, every effort was made to include among the foundations to
which the questionnaire was sent those that might employ full-time or part-
time executive-level staff. To assist in identifying these foundations the fol-
lowing steps were taken: (1) all available current published reports of foun-
dations, regardless of asset size, were examined for personnel; (2) where
published foundation reports were not available, copies of the legally re-
quired return filed with the Internal Revenue Service (Form 990), available
at The Foundation Center, were examined for staff for all foundations above
$5 million in assets; (3) knowledgeable individuals were consulted about
foundations with assets under $5 million to determine if any might employ
staff. The Foundation Center was of special assistance in this connection,
often calling attention to foundations that had recently undergone consid-
erable development, including the appointment of staff for the first time or
an increase in the number of staff.

Relying on information collected in this manner an initial mailing of
the questionnaire was made to some 484 foundations. These were founda-
tions with assets of $5 million or more, the majority of which, as a result of
the study’s preliminary investigation, were thought to have some paid staff.
A slightly more elaborate version of the questionnaire was also sent to
twenty-seven foundations that the study’s directors had ascertained were
more extensively staffed than any others and were also among the largest
and most active in the country. Another mailing was subsequently made to
174 foundations with assets of $5 million or more that were understood to
have no paid staff and still later this mailing was supplemented by another
of about a hundred questionnaires to foundations with assets between $1
and $5 million including a number with assets below $1 million. Only a few
of these were suspected of having some paid staff.

Response rates among the queried foundations varied. In general, the
larger, richer, staffed foundations, those with assets of $100 million or
more, responded to the questionnaire, although a disappointingly large
fraction—some with considerable staffs—failed to do so. Table 2 which fol-
lows identifies the response rate to the questionnaire by foundations of dif-
ferent asset sizes.

Table 2. Response Rate to Questionnaire by Foundations of Various Asset Sizes

Asset size Response Rate (Percent)
$100 million or more 75
$26-$99.9 million 68
$11-$25.9 million 53
$1-$10.9 million 40
Under $1 million 50




(<
= 523
o°
op12013 Y,
50%3,
0181039 {27
& 0 1ddiSsisS!
001X
MoN ouozuy
e..u.w_nﬂw.moo L) \uE YOO
3§50V \ L7 DiuI04|DD
DU}j0I0) R % :
e < SERRERRK
Konjud 1N0SS! 0SUD O
X . x, "
o PUSa R i uoin
10Ul |
1d .00.« IR RRKKKN DpOAIN
PN 1y xWC. otets oges .«.a..-u.no Q
N SN\ % SRR 0XXRRR
K30 wiop maN V' XX XRRHXRRR 6 Am
ODIUIIN 2% 5 % % X oyp
1Y X 10§00 XXX 40P
JOA Mi L2 XRIRXX X 4Inos.
o j\ ! o0 J uobaig
SRR otetete G5
S5RNS B J.x._ 2
0!
. S s E—
Ui 0| R RRRRRK uoBUIYSOM

s8urdnois) [euor3ay aal °J a8y




nemeqy

Bjse|y

SurwoApzg
uoj3urysepq
yen
uo3a1Q
OJIX3]A] MIN
epeAdN
BUBJUOJA
oyep|
opeio[0D)
BIuI0311eD
BUOZIIY

oM 'S

Sexay
99ssauud |
rwoyepjO

1ddrssissIA

eURISINO]

Lpnyua)]
sesue Iy
eureqey

[p4jua) yinog v

UISUOISIA
ejoR( YInog
oo

ejoye(] YHON
BYSeIqaN
LINOSSIA
BJOSIUUIIAI
ue3npIN
sesuey|

eMO]

euerpuy
siour][[

|p43ua) Yy140N ‘c

eIUIIIA 3S9M
eruIdnA

BUI[OIRD) YINOG
eurjoIR)) Y3IoN
puejAre|y

e131021)

EpHO[]

BIqUINJO)) JO PLISI(]
aremepq

Jsvaymog T

A1) 404 maN ‘el

juowId

PUe[S] 2poyy

eIueA[Asuud

(A3 a0 MaN Surpnpur) YIoX MIN
Kasiaf maN

arysdureyy MaN

S}3asnydesseA

aurej\

dPaUu0)

1svayioN I



10 / The Foundation Administrator

Altogether some 785 questionnaires were distributed, and eventually
the study received responses from 362 of the foundations that had received
the questionnaire. To take care of cases in which a foundation known or
suspected to have staff failed to respond, and of cases of unstaffed founda-
tions of considerable wealth that the study’s directors wished to include but
that failed to complete the questionnaire, additional efforts were made to
secure the necessary data. These included an examination of the reports of
the foundation, if such reports existed, of information which the foundation
may have filed with The Foundation Center, and of reports which the
foundation had been required to file with the Internal Revenue Service. By
these somewhat indirect means, data were secured on 300 foundations that,
added to the 362 for which data were supplied by the questionnaire, pro-
vided the study with a universe of 662 foundations. The following tabulation
summarizes the results of the questionnaire and the sources of the study’s
institutional data.

Table 3. Tabulation of Respondent and Non-Respondent Foundations
to Questionnaire

Number of Non-
respondent
Foundations
for which Data Number of Non-
Number of Number of were Secured respondent
Foundations Foundations from Sources Foundations on
Receiving Responding to Other than which no Data
Questionnaire Questionnaire Questionnaire were Obtained
785 362 (46%) 300 (38%) 123 (16%)

With the exception of a further major source of information, to be de-
scribed shortly, the dockets created for these 662 foundations—the study’s
universe of foundations—provided the original data analyzed in the study.
This limited universe is admittedly only a segment of the totality of foun-
dations. Nevertheless it is an important and a representative segment. In-
cluded are all the better known foundations, those whose names are likely
to figure in the headlines or come to mind when the casually interested
person thinks of a foundation. Moreover, this limited universe of 662 foun-
dations embraces those in which the study is particularly interested, namely,
foundations that employ personnel at the executive level. The directors of
the study are confident that, as a result of their investigation, the study’s
universe embraces the employers of all full-time foundation executive per-
sonnel within an estimated margin of fifty people in addition to those defi-
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nitely identified and enumerated.” It also includes all foundations with con-
siderable assets that are administered without paid help and many of the
foundations of moderate wealth that are unstaffed.

Also included are the foundations with part-time, permanently em-
ployed, paid staff although this category excludes board officers and trustees
who devote a percentage of their time to foundation administration and who
receive compensation for it. By definition, donors, or relatives of a donor,
who devote time to the management of a foundation but receive no com-
pensation, are also excluded. The only individuals not included in the cen-
sus of paid foundation staff are employees of certain organizations, called
foundations, which are really research organizations, and which, in most
instances, formally requested that they be omitted from the study.

The composition of the limited study universe of foundations becomes
clearer if some of the dimensions are applied to it that were used earlier in
developing a foundation typology.

Thus, as respects asset size, Table 4 indicates that more than half of
the foundations in this limited universe (373 foundations, 56.2 percent) have
assets below $10 million, a fourth of them (166 foundations) have assets
between $10 and $25 million, and about one-eighth (92 foundations, 13.9
percent) have assets between $25 and $100 million. All the wealthiest foun-
dations ($100 million or more) are included except one which, late in 1971
following completion of the study, was said to have received a bequest of
more than $1 billion, making it the second largest in the country.

As for founding auspices, another previously suggested basis for classi-
fying the study’s universe, it will be noted that in Table 5 that follows 80
percent (529 foundations) are family foundations. Company-sponsored
and community foundations are decidedly less numerous, although their

Table 4. Asset Ranges of Foundations in Study Universe

Number of
Asset Range Foundations Percentages

Under $1 million 54 8.2
1-9.9 319 48.0
10-24.9 166 25.1
25-99.9 92 13.9
100-299 21 3.2
300-1 billion 9 1.4
Over 1 billion 1 0.2

Total 662 100.0

" See Chapter 1.
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Table 5. Classification of the Study’s Universe of Foundations
According to Founding Auspices

Number of
Auspices Foundations Percent
Family 529 80
Company-sponsored 80 12
Community 50 7
Unclassified 3 1
Total 662 100

totals (eighty and fifty respectively) are a fair reflection of their number
relative to that of the family foundations, which, as will be noted elsewhere,
account for more than 90 percent of all foundations.

In outlining the study’s foundation typology, founding auspices and
program were combined to provide a classification. When that combined
classification is applied in Table 6, by far the largest percentage of the
study’s universe is seen to fall into the family supportive category. Since, as
noted earlier, company-sponsored and community foundations have largely
supportive programs,® the total of primarily supportive foundations in the
study’s universe reaches almost 90 percent (588 foundations). Somewhat
less than 5 percent (thirty foundations) are family foundations with a largely
general purpose program, and somewhat over 6 percent (forty-one founda-
tions) are classified as family operating foundations.

The combined classification of founding auspices and program of the
study’s universe of foundations is also cross-tabulated with asset size. The
table suggests that the very limited number of family general purpose foun-
dations are distributed among almost every asset category, although the
majority are to be found in the wealthier brackets. Table 7 also indicates
that the supportive type of program involves every asset category of foun-
dation, with a concentration in the asset range of $1 to $25 million.

A further application of the study’s typology to its universe of founda-
tions concerns staffing. The resulting table identifies four categories. The
first is 320 foundations, almost half of the study’s universe (48.6 percent),
that have no paid staff. They are operated by their trustees and are therefore
identified as “‘trustee-operated.” Occasionally, in subsequent tabulations,
four or five of the foundations in this category are included in the second
which has been denominated ““trustee-operated with minor assistance.” The
difference is that although the 150 foundations in this category are also op-

® This being the case, the word “supportive” is omitted in later discussions of these
two categories of foundations.
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Table 6. Foundations in the Study’s Universe Analyzed According
to Founding Auspices and Program

Foundation

Number of

Auspices/Program Foundations Percentage
Family originated, largely
supportive 458 69.5
Family originated, largely
general purpose 30 4.6
Family originated, largely
operating 41 6.2
Community, largely supportive 50 7.6
Company-sponsored, largely
supportive 80 12.1
Total 659% 100.0

*It was not possible to classify three foundations.

Table 7. Auspices and Programs of Foundations of Various Asset Sizes

Com-
Family | Family Family pany-
Asset Ranges General | Sup- Oper- Com- Spon-
of Foundations Purpose | portive ating munity sored Total
Under $1 million* 1 23 4 13 10 51
3.3% 5.0% 9.8% 26.0% 12.5% 7.7%
$1-$9.99 million 5 227 1 24 19 44 319
16.7% 49.6% 58.5% 38.0% 55.0% 48.4%
$10-$24.99 million 4 125 5 12 20 166
13.3% 27.3% 12.2% 24.0% 25.0% 25.2%
$25-$99.99 million 10 65 7 5 5 92
33.4% 14.2% 17.1% 10.0% 6.3% 14.0%
$100-$299.99 million 4 14 1 1 1 21
13.3% 3.0% 2.4% 2.0% 1.2% 3.2%
$300 million 6 4 0 0 0 10
20.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5%
Total 30 458 41 50 80 659**
4.6% 69.5% 6.2% 7.6% | 12.1% 100.0%

* To assist in reading this and subsequent tables, the following explanation is provided.
The total number of foundations cross-tabulated is 659. The number 1, which appears in
the first cell at the upper left of the table, indicates that there is one foundation with
assets under $1 million and that this one foundation accounts for 3.3% of the founda-
tions in the family general purpose category, of which there are 30 in the table. All other
tables in this volume follow this scheme.
** It was not possible to classify three foundations.
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Table 8. Staff Analysis of Foundations in the Study’s Universe

Staff Range Number of

(or no staff) Foundations Percent
Trustee-operated 320 48.6
Trustee-operated with

minor assistance 150 22.8
1-3 full-time staff 150 22.8
More than 3 full-time

staff 38 5.8

Total 658* 100.0

* Information was not available on four foundations.

erated by the trustees, there is generally a part-time or full-time functionary
who assists them. Usually this person is of clerical stature—often a woman
—who has been with the foundation for a good many years. In perhaps a
fifth of these foundations, the person might be considered of junior execu-
tive stature who elsewhere in these pages will be counted as full-time execu-
tive staff. One hundred fifty foundations in the study’s universe employ
from one to three persons of executive stature full-time, and thirty-eight
foundations—about 6 percent of the total—have more than three full-time
staff members.

In the*accompanying table (see Table 9), staff analysis of foundations
has been cross-tabulated with the foundation’s founding auspices and pro-
gram. Among other aspects of foundation organization and staffing, the
table suggests the not surprising conclusion that, within the study’s uni-
verse, there is a high degree of correlation between supportive programs
and foundations with little or no staff.

Because, as Chapter 1 will indicate, a relatively small group of founda-
tions employ a high percentage of all administrators, it was thought neces-
sary to make some distinction between the comparatively well-staffed
foundations in the study’s universe and those that have only one or two em-
ployees or none at all. The distinction was deemed to be desirable both for
purposes of comparison in the study and to avoid statistical distortion.
Thirty-five foundations were therefore set apart from all others and for
purposes of the study were identified as “managerially advanced.” The
connotation of this phrase in this context, is that each of the foundations so
identified has at least three full-time administrators. The phrase implies no
judgment as to the quality of the administration or program of a foundation,
whether included or excluded from the group of thirty-five. Sixteen of the
thirty-five foundations have over $100 million in assets, seven have between
$50 and $100 million, nine have between $10 and $50 million, and three
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Table 9. Staff Analysis of Foundations in Study’s Universe Classified
as to Founding Auspices and Program

Com-
Family | Family Family pany-
General| Sup- Oper- Com- Spon-
Staff Analysis Purpose| portive uting munity sored Total
Trustee-operated—
no staff 1 250 6 14 49 320
3.3% 54.7% 14.6% 28.0% 61.3% 48.6%
Trustee-operated
with minor assistance 0 119 5 14 12 150
0.0% 26.0% 12.2% 28.0% 15.0% 22.8%
1-3 staff members 7 83 22 21 17 150
23.3% 18.2% 53.7% 42.0% 21.2% 22.3%
Over 3 staff members 22 5 8 1 2 38
73.4% 1.1% 19.5% 2.0% 2.5% 5.8%
Total 30 457 41 50 80 658*
4.5% 69.5% 6.2% 7.6% 12.2% 100.0%

* Information was not available on four foundations.

have under $10 million. Twenty-two are family general purpose founda-
tions, eight are family supportive, two are family operating, two are com-
munity foundations, and one is a company-sponsored foundation. For ob-
vious reasons, the thirty-five foundations are not identified. It can be said,
however, that the list includes all the well-known, staffed foundations and a
number of less well-known foundations that also qualify for inclusion be-
cause of the size of their staff.

Finally, the study’s universe of foundations has been classified accord-
ing to location. Table 10 which follows indicates the distribution of these

Table 10. Distribution of Study’s Universe of Foundations According to Region

Geographical Region Number Foundations Percentage
Northeast 300 45.4
Southeast 62 9.4
North Central 174 26.3
South Central 69 10.4
West 56 8.5

Total 661 100.0%
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foundations among the regions into which the country has been divided.®
This table is supplemented by a cross-tabulation of location and asset clas-
sification of foundations (see Table 11). It confirms what most observers
would anticipate, namely, that the wealthiest foundations in the study’s
universe (seven of the eleven largest foundations) are located in the states
of the Northeast region, which includes New York City. The same re-
gional concentration holds for other foundations falling into the remaining
major asset categories, the Northeast, including New York City, exceeding
the total for all the rest of the country or at least of any other region. Thus,
eleven of the twenty-one foundations in the asset class, $100-$300 million,
and fifty-two of the ninety-two foundations in the asset class $25-$100 mil-
lion, are also located in the Northeast region. At the same time it may be
worth noting that the states of the North Central region have the other four
of the eleven very largest foundations in the study’s universe and a goodly
representation of foundations in every other asset class. There is, moreover,
at least one foundation of considerable size—$100-$300 million—in every
region into which the country has been divided.

The Administrator Career Questionnaire

From the data supplied by the study’s foundation questionnaire and
from allied sources, it was possible to compile a list of foundation executives
to whom were sent individually addressed questionnaires concerning their
service in foundations and their opinions on such service. These career ques-
tionnaires were mailed to 718 individuals. Four hundred and twenty-two, or
59 percent, completed and returned the questionnaire. About 10 percent
of these had retired from the foundation field or taken other employment.
The remaining respondents are employees of 124 foundations which, as will
be noted in Chapter 1, are 59 percent of all foundations that employ at least
one full-time executive (212) or 36 percent of all foundations that employ
full-time and/or part-time executives (345).°

A few of these respondents probably painted a somewhat rosier pic-
ture of foundation service than their experience warranted. Others may have
slanted the picture toward the more pessimistic side. Bias certainly cannot be
ruled out. It is possible, moreover, that some respondents felt restricted by
the questionnaire itself. For them, the right questions may not have been
asked, or the questions may have been placed in the wrong context or formu-
lated in such a way as to preclude a reasonably complete reply. Some, too,

° See Figure I for distribution of states into five regions.
 For further details on these 422 respondents to the career questionnaire, see
Chapter 6.
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may have experienced concern that their replies would not be treated con-
fidentially, even though the study’s directors promised that strictest secrecy
would be observed.

Nevertheless, whatever the imperfections, these are valuable data.
They reflect the views of a respectably large segment of the entire universe
of foundation administrators and of the most articulate and most influen-
tial segment of the universe. Because of these data the study has been able
to acquire an understanding of the foundation administrator’s job—its op-
portunities, its rewards, and its liabilities—that is quite without precedent
as respects scope and degree of accuracy. The details on how these adminis-
trators view foundations and foundation service appear in Chapter 6.

The Study’s Data File

Thus the data file of the study includes two major sources of informa-
tion, that is, data on 662 foundations secured by means of an institutional
questionnaire and by other means previously described, and data on 422
foundation administrators secured through a questionnaire. In addition, a
continuous dialogue was maintained with executives of various types of
foundations, with the Council on Foundations, and, as already noted, with
officials of The Foundation Center. Information and counsel were also re-
ceived from the members of the study’s distinguished advisory committee,
whose names appear in the Preface.

These resulting rich and varied data, both institutional and personal,
possibly the only data file of its kind in the world, were coded for the com-
puter. Thus coded, the study has had the opportunity of providing not only
a much more generous number of summary statistics (frequency tabulations)
than is possible manually, but also some cross-tabulation that offer in-
sights into the impact of such impersonal influences as environment and his-
tory on foundation administration and the foundation administrator.

Additional information on the contributions that others have made to
this study will be found in the Preface. The Appendix contains reproductions
of the two questionnaires and recapitulates data that, although relevant to
the study, were not thought to be technically acceptable for analysis. They
are reproduced in the Appendix for whatever interest and value they may
have for the reader.



The Extent of Foundation
Staffing—Absence of
Staffing Policies

In a country that sets such store by managerial skills in its business
structure as does the United States, it is something of a paradox that exten-
sion of these skills to nonprofit enterprise has been so slow. Full-time, pro-
fessionally trained, and properly rewarded executive leadership and ade-
quate staffing in administrative posts have only recently been accepted in the
nation’s universities, colleges, hospitals, and similar institutions. Many of
even these organizations continue to rely for administrative tasks on their
operating or professional staffs or upon their boards of trustees or other vol-
unteers.

The American private foundation has been particularly backward.
Whereas its sibling institutions may be said to have reached the Bronze Age
in administrative staffing, the foundation has hardly reached the Stone Age.
Indeed, among foundations, acceptance of the concept of administrative
staffing is still so tentative that the total number of individuals who derive
their livelihood and professional satisfactions from full-time employment in
any foundation post above the clerical level is considerably less than the
number of foundations. Data supplied to the study indicate that the number
of such full-time employees is 1,012, of whom 840 are male and 172 female.
These administrators are employed by 212 foundations. The authors are
confident that the census they conducted did not overlook more than fifty
full-time executive-level employees; hence, 1,062 is a generous estiinate of
all persons thus employed.

19
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In addition to the full-time personnel, reports made to the study indi-
cate that there are also some 349 part-time employees of foundations, other
than consultants, above the clerical level.! If these are added to full-time
personnel, the total comes to 1,411 individuals actually employed and com-
pensated for devoting their energies and talents to the administrative and
program activities of all American foundations. And if one adds the foun-
dations that employ only part-time help to those that employ full-time help,
the number of employing foundations rises from 212 to 345. How minuscule
these numbers are becomes apparent when one compares them with the esti-
mated total of foundations. If the previously mentioned figure of 24,000 is
used as the estimated total, the staffed foundations do not exceed 1.5 percent
of all foundations.?

Distribution of such staff as exists among employing foundations is,
moreover, decidedly uneven. Of the 1,062 full-time administrators, ap-
proximately 25 percent are employed by a single foundation, namely, the
Ford Foundation. About 15 percent serve The Rockefeller Foundation, the
second largest foundation employer. Another 12 percent make up the ad-
ministrative and program staffs of eleven other well-known foundations.
These are the Carnegie Corporation, and the Commonwealth, Danforth,
Duke, Houston, Kellogg, Kettering, R. K. Mellon, Mott, Rockefeller Broth-
ers, and Sloan foundations or funds. Thus, these thirteen major foundations
employ about half (52 percent) of all full-time personnel of executive stature
serving foundations in the United States.?

With the exception of twenty-five or so part-time executives also em-
ployed by these thirteen foundations, the remaining full-time and part-
time administrators, somewhat less than 60 percent of the total of 1,400, like
the lonely hydrogen atoms in space, are dispersed among the remaining 332
foundations that this study has determined actually employ someone of
executive stature either on a full-time or part-time basis. Astronomers and
physicists have suggested that the hydrogen atoms in space are not quite so
lonely as they were once deemed to be, but paid executives among these 332
foundations remain distinctly isolated. One hundred seventy-six individ-

! Reports on part-time executives are not as complete as are figures on full-time
executives.

2 The modest total of foundation administrators identified by the study suggests
that the estimate of the recently published Peterson Commission report, namely that
“, . . full-time professional personnel for all foundations probably does not exceed a
few thousand” is too generous. The same observation might be made of that report’s
estimate that one-fifth of all foundations had paid staff. (See Report and Recommenda-
tions of the Commission on Foundations and Private Philanthropy, Chicago, Ill.: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1970, p. 87.)

2 The actual totals at the time the study took the census were as follows: Ford, 262;
Rockefeller, 160; the other eleven foundations, 127.
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uals occupy the single full-time or part-time staff positions existing in as
many foundations. Seventy-five foundations employ two persons, and
sixty-five foundations employ from three to five. The following tables show
the distribution of six ranges of staff size for all executives, full-time and
part-time, and for full-time executives only.

Figure II graphically portrays the distorted character of the distribution
of full-time foundation staff above the clerical level among employing
foundations. Using another analogy from space, it could be said that in the
matter of staffing, the Ford Foundation has the relative magnitude of Jupi-
ter, The Rockefeller Foundation that of the planet Saturn, with the remain-
ing foundations employing full-time staff equating with some of the remain-
ing planets and especially with the asteroids.

Table 12. Number of Foundations Employing Full-Time and/or Part-Time
Executive-Level Staff and Classification According to the Number Employed

Ranges of Staff Number of Foundations

1 176
2 75
3-5 65
6-10 17
11-100* 10
Over 100 2

Total foundations 345

(Total staff 1,361)

* The maximum for any foundation in this range does not exceed 40.

Table 13. Number of Foundations Employing Full-Time Executive-Level Staff
and Classification According to the Number Employed

Ranges of Staff Number of Foundations

1 113
2 40
3-5 38
6-10 11
11-100* 8
Over 100 2

Total foundations 212

(Total staff 1,012)

* The maximum for any foundation in this range does not exceed 40.
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Figure II. Distribution of Full-Time Executive-Level Staff in Thirteen Relatively
Well-Staffed Foundations and in All Other Foundations Employing Full-Time
Executive-Level Staff

25 % Ford Foundation
15 % Rockefeller Foundation
12% Eleven other well-staffed

foundations*

all other

48% foundations

* As indicated in the text these eleven foundations are: Carnegie Corporation and the
Commonwealth, Danforth, Duke, Houston, Kellogg, Kettering, R. K. Mellon, Mott,
Rockefeller Brothers, and Sloan foundations or funds.
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Geographical distribution of this modest universe of 1,400-plus admin-
istrators reflects their uneven distribution among foundations, since the few
foundations with sizable aggregates of such employees are likely to be in
New York City. Thus, eight of the twelve foundations having over eleven
staff members of executive stature are located in New York City, including,
of course, the two foundations with staffs in excess of one hundred, the
Rockefeller and Ford foundations. The more modestly staffed foundations,
that is, those employing from three to ten executives, are also to be found
chiefly in the Northeast (which includes New York City), there being forty-
six foundations with staffs of that size in the Northeast, or ten more than in
all the rest of the United States. As for foundations with one or two staff
members, the Northeast region has only seventeen less than the total for the
rest of the country. Foundations with no staff that are included in the study’s
universe total 129 for the Northeast, which is 58 less than the number of
unstaffed foundations in the other four regions into which the country has
been divided (see Table 14).

As respects foundations in the study’s universe other than the 345
which have been identified as having paid staff, responsibility for opera-
tions is usually assumed by the donor, persons closely connected with the
donor, and trustees. Typically, the donor trustee or some representative of a
founding family or corporation takes the nominal position of president or
chairman. Other trustees, who may be relatives, business or professional
associates, or employees of the donor, assume other positions in the execu-
tive hierarchy—vice president, secretary, treasurer, or gradations of these
offices. Few such “officers”” devote more than a fraction of their time to the
affairs of the foundation—anywhere from 5 to 25 percent being typical.
Normally such service is voluntary and unpaid, but the donor president or
a trustee officer sometimes enjoys a salary. Moreover, under the terms of a
trust, or judicially sanctioned administration of a trust, individual trustees
in these foundations are frequently the recipients of fees.

Occasionally, a foundation without hired help is served by consultants,
who may or may not be paid, and by compensated auditors, lawyers, in-
vestment counsellors, and other specialists. Sometimes, for a fee, such a
foundation may be operated by the trust department of a bank or even by
another foundation. For this study, the distinguishing characteristic of all
such foundations is the absence of a single full-time or even part-time per-
son of executive stature responsible for the foundation’s operation, or some
phase of its operation. For want of a more appropriate term, these founda-
tions, as suggested in the Introduction, may be described as “trustee-oper-
ated.”

In the following table, staffing is analyzed for the study’s entire uni-
verse of foundations which are classified by asset size. Nearly half (48 per-
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cent) are trustee-operated, that is, without any paid staff, and more than 26
percent have but a single staff member. It is of interest to note that seven of
the foundations without staff have assets of $100 million or more, and that
126 foundations without staff have assets between $10 and $100 million.
There are also seven foundations with assets exceeding $100 million with
only a single staff member.

Traditional Constraints on Staffing

It would require something more than analysis of the empirical data of
this study to provide a reasonably definitive explanation as to why the
staffing of foundations has not proceeded more rapidly and why founda-
tions are so far behind even the relatively slow pace of other eleemosynary
institutions. Such an explanation would require excursions into the history
of philanthropy and into the nation’s value system, social structure, and be-
havior, of a scope that the study is not equipped to undertake. Nevertheless,
some clues as to the influences that have inhibited staffing among founda-
tions may be gleaned from the limited data that the study has collected and
from the observations of the study’s directors.

One of the more important of such clues is related to the origin of a
foundation. Of the entire national universe of 24,000 foundations, it is
conservatively estimated that some 91 percent are of family-donor origin.*
When first established, the foundation is usually regarded as a mere insti-
tutional conduit for the family’s charities. In paying out its modest dona-
tions, there is no discernible need for assistance or counsel other than that
supplied by the amateurs who operate the foundation. This administrative
condition characterizes the great bulk of foundations with a family origin,
many of which have assets of less than $100,000 and, in even more cases,
of less than $50,000. Foundations of this size obviously cannot afford a paid
staff and probably do not need it.

It happens, however, that this amateur administrative tradition often
persists and becomes a habit even though many foundations,. over the
years, greatly increase their assets and the volume of their largesse. Growth
rarely suggests that the family representative or trustee should give way to
the paid administrator. Undoubtedly, this is a principal reason why the vast
majority of family-derived foundations—despite the magnitude of the as-
sets of many—continue without benefit of paid managerial or program staff.

A similar rejection of professional staffing persists among foundations
with non-family origins. In company-sponsored foundations, employees

* This percentage is derived from information supplied by The Foundation Center.
The 9 percent of foundations not classified as having family-donor origin are an esti-
mated 2,000 company-sponsored foundations and an estimated 250 community founda-
tions.
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of the founding business serve as trustees and devote such time as may be
required to the affairs of the foundation. Even when such a foundation be-
comes reasonably wealthy in its own right, and one or two individuals are
employed full-time by the foundation, the employees are usually former
company executives, often retired or about to be retired. Usually they are
not independent foundation “careerists,” although there are examples of
thoroughly capable and expert heads of company-sponsored foundations.

Similarly, in the case of the community foundation, created to distrib-
ute philanthropic funds to a city or other local area, bank officers who, as
trustees, control such funds, and civic leaders who serve on a “distribution
committee” to advise the bankers have in the past usually been deemed
sufficient to operate the foundation. It should be noted, however, that in
community foundations, professional employees are currently becoming
more usual.

The following table identifies the staffing (and non-staffing) practices
of the foundations that are included in the study, the foundations being
classified this time according to their auspices, or origin, and their program
(see Table 16). It will be noted that it is the family-supportive, community,
and company-sponsored foundations that account for a large percentage of
non-staffed and meagrely staffed foundations.

Table 16. Number of Full-Time and Part-Time Executives According
to the Auspices and Program of the Foundation

Family Family
Number of General Sup- Family Com- Company-
Executives Purpose portive Operating munity Sponsored Total
None 0 247 11 15 42 315
0.0% 53.9% 26.8% 30.0% 52.5% 47.8%
1 1 122 9 21 22 175
3.3% 26.6% 22.0% 42.0% 27.5% 26.5%
2 3 51 6 8 7 75
10.0% 11.2% 14.6% 16.0% 8.8% 11.4%
3-5 10 34 9 5 7 65
33.3% 7.4% 22.0% 10.0% 8.8% 9.9%
6-10 9 3 3 1 1 17
30.0% 0.7% 7.3% 2.0% 1.3% 2.6%
11-100 5 1 3 0 1 10
16.7% 0.2% 7.3% 0.0% 1.2% 1.5%
Over 100 2 0 0 0 0 2
6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
Total 30 458 41 50 80 659*
4.6% 69.5% 6.2% 7.6% 12.1% 100.0%

* In three cases, it was not possible to ascertain auspices.
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Another possible reason for the willingness of foundations to operate
without paid staff is the belief of many philanthropists that donors and their
advisors can be as creative with their philanthropy as any paid specialist.
Proponents of this viewpoint cite examples of families and individuals who
have used their largesse creatively, either directly or through a foundation
they created. The Medicis are a case in point. Members of that family, or
some of them at least, were gifted philanthropists. They patronized and
encouraged talent in the arts, and for this, the world is forever in their debt.
The Rothschilds are another example. In the United States in more recent
times, one can point to the elder Rockefeller and his son and even to the
third to bear the family founder’s name. The roster can be extended to in-
clude Andrew Carnegie, Julius Rosenwald, Alfred P. Sloan, Jr., Daniel
Guggenheim and his son, Harry F. Guggenheim, Robert Lehmann, and many
others. It can be persuasively argued that probably no professionally staffed
foundation could have used the resources of these individuals more con-
structively than they did themselves. But because such “amateurs” made
an enviable record as philanthropists, they have helped to strengthen the
notion that professional philanthropic administrators can be dispensed with.

These amateur stars of philanthropy have also helped to fortify, at
least morally, another practice that makes professional foundation adminis-
trators virtually superfluous. This is the practice of creating trust indentures
to carry out a founder’s wishes after his death—mortmain with a ven-
geance. The trustees who act as the testator’s surrogate have clear directions
as to philanthropic policy and the identity of beneficiaries: they conse-
quently discern no need for hired help to carry on the foundation program.
And they are quite right. Staff people, especially program staff people, are
not necessary because all the philanthropic thinking has been done and its
results are enforceable by the terms of the indenture.

In many cases of this kind, the trustees are the recipients of handsome
fees under the terms of the trust. These fees provide a reinforcing argument,
if any were needed, for trustee operation of the foundation, since the trus-
tees want to earn their fee. Some of the wealthiest foundations in America
operate in this fashion. About the only employees of executive rank whom
they may require are controllers and, possibly, investment counsellors.

“Dead-hand” administration of a foundation may exert an inhibitory
influence on staffing even when the dead hand has not been institutional-
ized in an indenture. In many cases, trustees and their advisors feel morally
committed to carrying out what they believe to be the departed donor’s
charitable objectives even though he may not have sanctified them in a
founding instrument. The idea of a paid administrator is regarded with sus-
picion because of the belief that the administrator will use his influence to
change the program objectives of the donor. Even more deplorable, in the
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opinion of those who want to preserve a departed donor’s influence on a
foundation, is the alleged tendency of “strange” people, brought in to run a
foundation, to promote values and ideologies wholly at variance with those
espoused by the founder. It is difficult to estimate how pervasive such sus-
picions of professional philanthropists may actually be, but to the extent
that they exist, they discourage the acquisition of paid staff.

Taken together, restraints on staffing such as these are probably of less
significance than one other factor. This is the absence, among the great ma-
jority of foundations, of a philanthropic program that requires specialized
knowledge of philanthropy and the capacity to identify high priority social
and cultural objectives—needs that a trained, paid, staff person would pre-
sumably satisfy. As already indicated, a few donor-controlled foundations
have, in the past, displayed progressive and innovative thinking about the
use of their resources. But the same cannot be said of the vast majority of
foundations, whether operated by the donor or his family, or by trustees,
with or without instructions from the donor.

By and large, all such foundations tend to support the conventional
and the status quo, that is, they direct their resources toward the support of
established charities and eleemosynary institutions. Indeed, a similar obser-
vation may be made of foundations with some paid staff and occasionally of
foundations with relatively sizable staffs. More than 68 percent of the foun-
dations included in the study’s universe indicated that their operations are
purely “supportive”; and this figure is raised to approximately 90 percent if
those foundations are added that combine, with supportive grants, provi-
sion for some project or projects that the foundation itself administers or
for programs that combine innovative and supportive projects.

The vast majority of foundations thus concede they are wholly or
partly engaged in the socially laudable but distinctly conventional subsidi-
zation and support of churches, universities, museums, and local charities
of all sorts, or that they are supporting prizes, scholarships, fellowships,
and other grants to individuals. Occasionally, to be sure, these latter grants
may be unusual in their purpose in that they focus on the creation of some
new skill or insight. Normally, they constitute run-of-the-mill assistance for
scholarly training, travel, writing, and research. Of the total engaged
wholly or partly in these supportive activities, close to one-half (236 of 517)
have no staff, and about one-third (151 of 517) have one staff person. Of
the balance, sixty-one have a staff of two persons; fifty, of from three to
five; and nineteen, of six or more.

Only occasionally does a foundation without staff or with only limited
staff claim that it is exercising any serious initiative in designing studies,
demonstrations, or unusual projects to gain new knowledge, or that it is
assisting or supporting unorthodox causes or ideas. When it does so, it usu-
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ally asserts that it combines supportive philanthropy with such innovative
philanthropy. About 15 percent of the reporting foundations characterize
their programs as this combination. On the other hand, most foundations
employing five or more staff persons identify their program as a combina-
tion of supportive and innovative philanthropy with, in some cases, direct
operation of certain projects. Of the twenty-seven foundations with a full-
time staff of more than five persons—about 5 percent of all foundations that
reported on program—only five said that they were purely supportive. The
affinity of unstaffed foundations for supportive programs is thus reasonably
clear (even though three of the unstaffed group stated that they are direct-
ing all their funds to innovative projects), as is the tendency of the more
generously staffed foundations to move in the opposite or more innovative
program direction. Table 17 provides the pertinent statistics.

Thus the evidence collected by the study fortifies the observation made
earlier that the type of program supported by the vast majority of founda-
tions discourages staffing because that program does not appear to require
it. The characteristic type of program of the American foundation is sup-
portive, and the foundation is basically what we have previously labeled a
conduit type of philanthropic organization. To administer such a program
for such a foundation requires relatively little expertise. Certainly, it does
not take much philanthropic knowledge and administrative competence to
hand money over the counter to well-known applicants from the eleemosyn-
ary fraternity. With a few consultants and possibly one or two minor em-
ployees, many foundation trustees or other amateurs feel themselves quite
able to take care of those program demands. Other foundations, often pos-
sessing considerable wealth, which support such a program, feel that they
can get along with one or two people of executive stature. Whether this is
the kind of philanthropy which foundations should dispense may be open
to debate; but so long as they do dispense it, there will be little movement
toward more generous staffing.

Undoubtedly, constraints against staffing such as have just been re-
viewed are among the principal reasons for the low level of total staff of
American foundations. Individually, or in combination, they explain or help
to justify the unwillingness of donors or trustees to acquire paid help of
stature or even to concede that such help would be desirable. Moreover,
little evidence was unearthed by the study to suggest that these anti-staffing
influences are losing their sway over the foundation community. To be
sure, thirty-four foundations indicated that they had acquired their first
full-time administrator within the previous four years, and four indicated
that they contemplated making such a move within the following year, but
the number of foundations having taken or contemplating this kind of ac-
tion is more than matched by those who said they were satisfied to operate
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as they have been operating and see no need for staff. Unsolicited comments
like the following were frequent: “We have no need for paid staff”’; “No
paid staff in grant-making operations—the donor handles all grants.”

The reaction of the bulk of the unstaffed foundations to the study’s
questionnaire is itself revealing on this question of the foundations’ atti-
tude toward staff. A large percentage simply ignored the questionnaire. A
few sent a letter consisting of two or three simple sentences announcing
that the foundation was not giving out information of the type requested.
Others behaved somewhat like the prisoner of war who had been instructed
to reveal to his captors only his name, rank, and serial number.

It is probable that the penchant for secrecy, endemic with foundations,
explains in part the failure to respond cor the curtness of many of the re-
sponses that were made. But in most instances the chief reason for the fail-
ure to communicate seems to have been the absence of any staff above the
rank of clerk who could write a letter and convey information with some
authority. Nor did the foundations involved appear to realize this fact. One
or two admitted that they did not have the time to compile the information,
and one family head of a well-known foundation said that he was too busy
making grants to provide the kind of information the study requested. But
in these and other cases, no indication was given that the foundations were
prepared to remedy these inadequacies. It may be possible to defend the ab-
sence of staff in some foundations, especially small foundations; but it
would be difficult to convince an objective observer that a foundation of any
size can operate effectively without at least one or two employees of stature
capable of explaining the foundation’s programs and policies to the public.

Absence of Staffing Policies

With personnel so limited, it is probably to be expected that the foun-
dation constituency would have given little thought to staffing policy or to
what the more academically minded would identify as personnel adminis-
tration. At any rate, there is virtually no evidence of formal thinking by
foundations about the optimum size of staff in a particular organization,
about staff recruitment, about the quality and substance of staff training,
and about the responsibilities individual staff members of various grades
should assume within a foundation’s organizational structure. Neither, ap-
parently, has much consideration been given to increasing staff productiv-
ity by familiarizing new staff members with their duties or providing appro-
priate in-service training for new staff members or for staff assigned to new
duties.

Similarly, professional standards that might influence salary levels, sal-
ary review practices, fringe benefits, and the like, are nonexistent. To all
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such matters the foundation community has given little thought. Thus, for
example, not one of the last five annual public reports of each of a half dozen
of the most advanced foundations examined by the study had anything to
say about staff matters other than making routine announcements of ap-
pointments, transfers, promotions, retirements, and deaths. It is likely,
moreover, that even if the researcher were made privy to the minutes of
board, committee, or staff meetings, he would encounter no discussion in
depth about staffing. Except as respects the changing status of particular in-
dividuals already employed or to be employed, the subject rarely if ever
appears on the agenda.

Inability to repair to any standard source of information on staff mat-
ters was tacitly admitted during the course of the study. Its questionnaire
had hardly been dispatched to the foundations before many of them began
to make inquiries about the personnel data which, it was presumed, the
completed questionnaires would reveal. Information was sought about cus-
tomary salaries for foundation officers of various levels of responsibility,
about practices among foundations concerning fringe benefits, about the
proper relations of staff and trustees, and about the qualities to be sought in
candidates for various kinds of foundation responsibility. The relative fre-
quency of these inquiries and the expectation that the questionnaire data
would supply answers provided rather startling confirmation of the lack of
professional guidelines or standards for foundation staffing practices.

There are minor exceptions to this otherwise tabula rasa of foundation
discussion on staffing. They consist of an occasional nugget of opinion ex-
tracted from the biography of a philanthropist, an isolated chapter in one
of the infrequent commentaries on foundations, and the appraisal or re-
structuring of program in which one or two foundations occasionally en-
gage and sometimes publish. An example of the latter, which the study con-
sulted, is the so-called Gaither Committee report on the Ford Foundation.
The report was issued in November 1949, by a committee of distinguished
scholars, philanthropists, and administrators, headed by the late H. Rowan
Gaither, a lawyer, and subsequently head of the foundation. The commit-
tee had been asked to plan the organization and implementation of the
foundation following its receipt of sizable funds from the estates of Edsel
and Henry Ford. Having formulated a program for the foundation that, in
the committee’s opinion, “had considerable homogeneity and focus,” the
committee proceeded to make recommendations as to the kind of people
who might put that program into effect.

The half dozen principal officers of the foundation, said the committee,
should “be men of broad experience and general interests’’; and ““far more
emphasis should be put on general interests and ability to deal with all
kinds of people, and on a deep conviction with respect to the fundamental
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objectives of the program, than on technical or specialized ability in any one
of the sciences.” In recommending the employment of such “generalists,”
the Gaither Committee felt that it was strongly supported by the careers of
Abraham Flexner and Wickliffe Rose. Flexner, whose investigations, fi-
nanced by a Carnegie grant, did so much for medical education, and Rose,
who greatly influenced public-health policies during his tenure with the
Rockefeller interests, were respectively a “layman” and a “philosopher”
and had no technical training in the fields on which they left so deep an
impress.

As to staff members, the committee felt that no definite rules could be
laid down for recruitment and tenure. It counseled against haste in mak-
ing tenure appointments. The proper procedure, it suggested, would be to
make temporary appointments of people on leave from other positions. It
also suggested that staff be recruited not only from the field of education but
also from business, government, and journalism. For any specialized service
it recommended temporary employment of experts as consultants rather
than additions to permanent staff.

In commenting on salary policy, it proposed one high enough to recruit
““the best men from universities, government, and non-profit institutions,
without being so high as to block entirely any possibility of movement in
the opposite direction.” If the salary policy should exclude some of the abler
men, that fact would have to be accepted, said the committee, because eco-
nomic rewards alone could not be allowed to be the dominant motive for
foundation service. Such rewards, it insisted, must be supplemented by a
“strong desire for public service and a strong interest in the Foundation’s
program.”®

The Gaither Committee’s primary concern was program and not staff-
ing. The latter was an incidental concern and properly so. Some of the re-
port’s shortcomings as a discussion of staffing are therefore understandable.
In any event, its value as such a discussion is limited. Its observations are
often highly generalized and rather superficial. Its tone is also somewhat
pietistic or, at any rate, reverential toward the foundation constituency’s
hitherto accepted ideas on staffing—such as they were. The report also con-
cerns a foundation that is not exactly typical. Nevertheless, with all its
shortcomings, it is the most extended discussion of staffing published
by a foundation that the study’s directors encountered and the only one that
could be dignified by the term “discussion.” The existence of this not
too fertile oasis of foundation concern about staffing, in what is otherwise
a desert, underscores the observation that began this discussion, namely,

®For these excerpts see Report of the Study for The Ford Foundation on Policy
and Program, Detroit, Michigan, 1949, pp. 133-135.
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that foundations have indulged in little or no systematic thinking about
staffing and that formal discussions on the subject are virtually nonexistent.

It thus becomes difficult to quell the suspicion that, even among those
relatively few foundations that have paid staff, appointments are rarely
made in accordance with formally established managerial requirements.
Normally, staff has simply accumulated, ad hoc, as resources grew, or pro-
gram changed or expanded, or the writ of the donor which, as a matter of
course, usually frowns on staff expansion, lost its persuasive influence.
This observation applies even to the half dozen most advanced foundations.
As already noted, there is virtually no evidence of advance planning about
staff and little thought about goals and program and the staff needed to im-
plement them over the long term. Certainly there is little, if any, discussion
about the usual concerns of personnel management.

A review of foundation staffing such as is contemplated in this study
must therefore rely almost wholly upon the empirical data supplied by
foundations and administrators. Most of these data are necessarily cast in
quantitative terms. Fortunately, in supplying these data many of those who
were queried and who responded supplemented them with extensive com-
ment of an interpretive nature. Such comment, therefore, provides an excel-
lent subjective antidote for what might otherwise tend to become an al-
most purely quantitative analysis of staffing practices.

Influence of the Tax Reform Act of 1969

There are those who hope that some of the recent social and legal pres-
sure on foundations, notably the various congressional investigations and
the tax reform legislation in which those investigations culminated at the
end of 1969, may eventually force all unstaffed foundations, and particu-
larly the larger ones, to look with greater favor upon some degree of full-
time staffing. Hope is also expressed that these outside pressures may compel
foundations with staff, especially those with staffs of some size, to give
more attention than in the past to constructive staffing policies. Such foun-
dations, it is suggested, may want to structure internal management to
accommodate staff people of diverse talents and training, give increased at-
tention to matching preparation with the demands of the prospective
foundation assignment and, by identifying socially more daring and more
imaginative program challenges, attract more competent and more dedicated
staffs. In short, hope is expressed that more foundations will forego ad hoc
staffing policies in favor of something more systematic.

The possibility of such constructive developments exists, at least in
part, as a result of these governmental pressures. At any rate, as will be
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noted later,” foundation personnel whom the study’s directors consulted
are of the opinion that the 1969 tax legislation will increase the demand for
lawyers, public relations experts, financial counsellors, and individuals
skilled in business management. Foundations, it is contended, will seek in-
dividuals with these backgrounds in order to cope with the new govern-
mental regulations. Moreover, evidence was supplied the study that ap-
pointments of such persons were being made, although the number who had
been appointed was not impressive.

Alongside this potentially constructive personnel development looms
another that is not so likely to win applause. A sizable number of respond-
ents also feel that the pressure of the new legislation will discourage resort
to more innovative and more daring programs because such programs
could conceivably jeopardize a foundation’s tax exemption or result in fines
on foundation personnel. The result therefore, so say these more pessi-
mistic respondents, may be a more cautious grant policy on the part of
foundations—one that will be served by maintaining the traditional suppor-
tive or conduit type of philanthropy. Should this turn out to be the case,
there would be little hope of more expansive or more expert staffing, at
least in the program area, for foundations would normally persist with pro-
grams that traditionally have required virtually no expert staff or, indeed,
no staff at all. At the same time, really outstanding and imaginative can-
didates for managerial and program staff might be disinclined to enter foun-
dation service because programs lack challenge.

It is still too soon after the enactment of the 1969 legislation to express
an opinion as to which of these conflicting trends will prevail. Clearly, ex-
panded and more systematic staffing of foundations requires that existing
social and legal pressures not be allowed to ally themselves with those tra-
ditional forces antagonistic to staffing canvassed earlier. Unless such an
alliance is avoided, it is highly unlikely that the universe of foundation ad-
ministrators will be expanded appreciably or that foundations will move to
improve staffing policies. A major requirement for achieving such advances
is that an increasing number of donors and trustees of foundations move
from a conduit to a more project-oriented type of philanthropy. They are
unlikely to move in this direction unless the social and governmental cli-
mate encourages them to do so—or at least does not discourage them. In
the pages that follow, the opinion of the foundation community on these
conflicting trends will be set forth in greater detail.

" See Chapter 6.



The Employment and
Specialization of Staff

Initial staffing by most foundations is frequently casual. Often a foun-
dation’s first move toward staffing is the hiring of an individual on a part-
time basis to help guide the administrative, financial, and/or program as-
pects of its activities. The appointee, who may or may not be a member or
friend of the founding family, may remain on a part-time basis over a period
of years, or he may gradually assume full-time status as the assets and ac-
tivities of the foundation increase.

In lieu of such an appointment, a very few small, family supportive,
foundations begin staffing on a cooperative basis, an arrangement that is
often suitable for foundations with kindred program interests and roughly
similar endowments. They may feel that neither their assets nor their pro-
gram needs require a full-time staff person; nevertheless, they want profes-
sional help. Accordingly, they share an administrator with other founda-
tions. Under this arrangement, the administrator gives all his time to his job,
but allots a portion of it to each foundation, investigating programs and
helping each foundation to prepare reports for their respective boards. In
New York, the Joint Foundation Support, Inc., is an example of such an ar-
rangement, and infrequently there appear to be somewhat similar arrange-
ments elsewhere.

Another occasional answer to the administrative problem of the smaller
foundation of the supportive type that cannot itself afford paid full-time
or even part-time assistance is the practice of having one foundation man-
age another. Again, however, only one or two examples were uncovered.
Other experiments in common or cooperative professional administration of
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small foundations may exist that were not reported, but the probable in-
stances of such experiments are few and far between.?

Job Descriptions of Foundation Staff

Among the contingent of foundations in which there is only one paid
person of executive stature, the individual is a kind of jack-of-all-trades. As
shown in Chapter 1, 176 foundations reported that they employed only a
single person on a full-time or part-time basis. Assuming the role of chief
executive officer under a variety of titles, this single executive usually com-
bines supervision of the foundation and duties relating to the board of
trustees and the general public with certain financial duties and general pro-
gram responsibility. Some of the specific fuhctions of the chief executive of
a one-staff family supportive foundation are set forth in Figure III.

Typically, the grants made by this kind of foundation are likely to be
of the conventional kind—what in the study has been labeled supportive—
that is, grants in support of the operation, or possibly the expansion and
improvement of one or more established legal charities. Occasionally, the
lone executive in such a foundation may assume responsibility for the ad-
ministration of a permanent, quasi-internal, project, such as a scholarship
or fellowship project that may or may not be the foundation’s sole program
activity.

The solitary foundation executive is a ““generalist.” He is a generalist as
respects his foundation responsibilities, and he is probably a generalist in
the qualifications he brings to his assignment. Undoubtedly, he is one rea-
son why commentators on the foundation scene are so fond of the term
“generalist” in identifying the kind of person who ideally should adminis-
ter foundation philanthropy. A slight departure from this pattern may occur
in the case of the occasional foundation that is largely or exclusively con-
cerned with the direct operation of some charity or non-profit project, as,
for example, a recreational or health program. In this case, the single foun-
dation executive may well be an expert or professional practitioner in the
field in which the foundation is active, instead of a generalist. He may also
combine administrative functions with his professional contributions to the
foundation’s direct operations.

The extensive span of activity of the lone paid staff member of a family

*The community foundation should be credited with having been a pioneer in
“cooperative” foundation administration. By segregating, and maintaining the in-
dividuality of, many local trusts, legacies, and other donations, the community founda-
tion has made it unnecessary for donors to set up small family foundations. At the same
time, where staffed, the community foundation has provided expert administration—
something the donor could not have afforded had he set up his own family foundation.
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foundation is also characteristic of a company-sponsored or a community
foundation, which, if it has any paid executive staff at all, may limit itself to
a single person who serves as head. In the community foundation, there is
at least one additional function that it is peculiar to it that this person must
discharge. This is fund-raising—soliciting gifts or encouraging bequests,
promoting the use of the foundation to prospective donors, and generally
increasing the philanthropic resources of the foundation. This special activ-
ity is perhaps only part of the community foundation’s chief executive’s role
as interpreter of his foundation to the public, and of his role in maintaining
liaison with local officials and leaders and using the foundation as a commu-
nity resource for a variety of local organizations.

Foundations with a single paid staff person often continue to use the
voluntary services of the donor family or organization or of trustees on
which non-staffed foundations are dependent. Hence, a one-executive foun-
dation may be only degrees removed from the typical trustee-operated foun-
dation delineated earlier. Occasionally, too, such a foundation may eke out
staff with consultants and possibly with one or two part-time employees of
clerical stature.

Among foundations with one or two staff members canvassed in the
study, approximately 20 percent indicated that these staff members were on
a part-time basis. In general, part-time staff at various executive levels are
found in family supportive foundations with relatively modest assets, in
community foundations, and in company-sponsored foundations where
most staff members divide their time between the donor firm and the foun-
dation. The following table shows the ranges of professional time that
forty-seven part-time executives reported giving to their respective founda-
tions.

Table 18. Number of Part-Time Staff and Percentage of Time
They Give to Foundation Work

Number Percent
12 5-25
21 26-50
12 51-75
2 76-90

In foundations with from two to four paid executive staff members, the
chief executive discharges many of the same duties as he does in a one-man
organization, although he may spend more time on program initiation and
development and in serving on executive or financial committees. Even
when the paid staff of a foundation includes as many as five individuals of
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executive stature, the responsibilities of the chief executive do not change
greatly. For him the shift is toward a greater degree of administrative re-
sponsibility for a larger operation. He gives more attention to planning the
goals of the foundation and to supervising other staff members. Although
at this stage of staffing, internal financial, secretarial, and logistic duties
may, in large measure, be delegated or transferred to other employees, the
chief executive continues to exercise broad supervisory powers over fi-
nances and investment, the presentation of recommendations to the board,
review of grants, representation of the foundation to the public, and liaison
work between the foundation and investment and legal advisors.

Indeed, the concept of combining administrative and program duties
that characterizes meagerly staffed foundations often persists as the founda-
tion increases staff. Thus, not only did the 176 foundations with a single
staff person report such a combination, but so did twenty-five more with
two-person staffs, six with three staff members, and eight with four. At least
one foundation with eleven on its executive staff insisted that each individ-
ual divide his time between administrative and program responsibilities,
and another foundation with seventeen staff persons reported a similar pol-
icy. The conclusion seems to be—and it is a conclusion buttressed by the
opinion of many of the foundation executives reporting to the study—that
however far removed from the program side of a foundation’s activities a
staff person may be, he likes to be involved in program functions if he can,
because it is the foundation’s activity in philanthropy that makes service in
it meaningful and attractive.

With exceptions just noted, it is only in foundations that employ as
many as six to ten persons of executive stature that one discovers the begin-
nings of a formal division of labor. In addition to the chief executive officer,
there may be a deputy and at least the nucleus of a staff group who subse-
quently become exclusively or mainly concerned with program. Members of
this staff group, called program officers, are key individuals in a founda-
tion with heavy commitments to finance other institutions, individuals other
than its own staff, and programs at least nominally under the management
of other institutions.

In many ways the program officer satisfies the popular conception of
the authentic foundation philanthropist. At any rate, he exerts a relatively
wide and varied range of authority in handling grants. Included among his
functions are the following:

——Evaluation and investigation of grant applications

——Recommendation on grants

—Design and development of grants and proposals

——Administration of programs in one or more (or all) of a foundation’s
areas of concern
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——Monitoring and appraising projects and programs
——Supervising other program staff

Although concentrating on program, a number of program officer respond-
ents mentioned certain budgetary, legal, and internal administrative tasks,
and the handling of correspondence affecting grant proposals. In describing
his job, one wrote ““. . . mainly, though, I handle mountains of mail.” Other
program officers characterized their jobs in these terms: “Handle grant ap-
plications, negotiate proposals, write grant applications, and monitor grants.
Also find new areas for grant making”; ““Administer two programs and run
sixteen conferences a year. Prepare requests and proposals for committee
on higher education”; ““Screen applications and interview applicants. Assist
in preparation of annual and other reports.”

Like other staff members, program officers have many titles, some of
which may not do justice to their responsibilities. Indeed, the significance of
a title may be inversely proportional to the title holder’s degree of respon-
sibility for making decisions. A vice president, for example, may have little
responsibility as a program officer, whereas an executive associate, executive
assistant, or even an associate, may be entrusted with the responsibilities of
developing, managing, and monitoring a large program.

Whenever a foundation appoints its first program specialist or increases
the number of persons concerned specifically with program, that kind of
staffing seems to exert a catalytic influence in increasing the number of
persons in the foundation’s non-program areas. Rather quickly the founda-
tion may acquire expert financial, secretarial, informational, and logistic
staff. Thus, where it had previously found it possible to get along with a
trustee committee on investment policy and outside financial counselors,
the foundation may now proceed to appoint an internal officer to advise
on investments, manage the portfolio, and execute investment decisions.?
To relieve a lone secretarial officer of part of his duties, an internal auditor
or accountant may be appointed. He takes over from the outside auditing
firm that previously may have handled the day-to-day requirements of the
foundation. The outside firm is thereafter limited to preparing the annual
audit.

In a few cases, a director of reports and public information may also be
added and possibly someone to supervise clerical personnel and general
maintenance. Few foundations have yet employed a staff lawyer to serve as
full-time legal counsel, and the addition has been recent in all cases. It

*In at least a few foundations, this process has been given an impetus, perhaps,
by the regulations of the 1969 Tax Reform Act and by the decline in the stock market
in 1970. At any rate, more foundations with considerable assets have begun to examine
the return on their endowment and conclude that a higher rate might be obtained
through the use of an individual full-time financial counselor.
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would not be surprising if, in the coming decade, other foundations took this
step to help interpret the legislation and rulings emanating from Washing-
ton.

Among perhaps a score of the thirty-five managerially advanced foun-
dations singled out earlier, there is even clearer evidence of this kind of
growing staff specialization. In these cases, financial, housekeeping, and
logistic activities are placed in the hands of separate officers or groups of
officers. Rudimentary departmentalization is also encountered in program
areas. Thus, the Ford Foundation identifies five areas, each headed by a
major executive. Somewhat similar structuring is found at Danforth, JDR
3rd Fund, Rockefeller, and Commonwealth. At other foundations such as
Carnegie, Sloan, Kellogg, and Field, program areas may be identified but
there is only an occasional internal administrative division based on a pro-
gram area.

In foundations such as Russell Sage Foundation and Twentieth Cen-
tury Fund, which conduct a good deal of in-house research and investiga-
tion in addition to making grants to outsiders, senior staff members may also
be distinguished specialists in the field or fields in which the foundation is
active. Again, they are likely to combine research in their speciality with
supervisory activities. The latter may include advising the foundation on
desirable candidates for grants and other program functions such as investi-
gating grant applicants and evaluating grants. Occasionally, their responsi-
bilities may slip over into certain internal managerial activities.

Foundations with wide-ranging international interests such as Ford,
Rockefeller, and Kellogg, also have field program and managerial staffs,
and if they conduct large-scale operations directly (as do Rockefeller and
Ford), these field staffs include a good many distinguished scientists, econ-
omists, agronomists, sociologists, and others with special training and
knowledge. Basically, these people are not administrators, nor even program
staff in the sense in which the word “program” is normally used among
grant-making foundations. Rather, they are operations people, that is, indi-
viduals who contribute the specialized knowledge required for the actual
operation of a project. Even so, many of them are called upon to exercise
supervisory responsibility over subordinate staff. Moreover, most of them
commingle program skill with their research and operations, advising their
respective foundations as to possible philanthropic opportunities in disci-
plinary areas in which they are knowledgeable.

Some of the most often mentioned functions of the field staff of the
Ford Foundation outside the United States include the following:

——Developing, planning, and administering a program
——Formulating, recommending, and administering grants
——Monitoring existing projects and evaluating past projects
—Recruiting and supervising staff
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——Managing the foundation’s regional office or offices
—Acting as the foundation’s representative in relations with the foreign
government in which activities are being supported

In truth, many field representatives of the Ford Foundation have jobs that
are comparable with those of chief executives of a medium size foundation
in the United States.

In The Rockefeller Foundation, a field representative’s functions include
many of the same duties, with the addition of the direction or conduct of
research. Several overseas representatives of this foundation mentioned re-
lationships with a foreign university, with the representative assuming
such roles as dean of agriculture, visiting professor, supervisor of theses, or
some other teaching or administrative role in the foreign university.

In these project-oriented, general purpose foundations, the intimacy
existing between the foundation’s program staff and its projects is a reflec-
tion of the program staff’s practice of taking the initiative in setting pro-
gram goals, designing projects or programs (often sharing responsibility
with prospective grantees), and of administering projects after they have
been set up. These practices are especially prevalent outside the United
States. In the absence of appropriate institutions and trained personnel,
foundations seeking to advance the economy or social structure of a foreign
community often find it necessary to involve program staff people more inti-
mately, and for a longer term, in the operation of a project than would be
the case in comparable domestic situations.

Staff-Trustee Relationship in Program Matters

A word might be inserted here about the respective roles of the staff
and the trustees of managerially advanced foundations in determining the
actual allocation of a foundation’s grants. Usually the staff role includes not
only initial study, screening of applications, and the recommendation of cer-
tain projects, but also extends to the formal decision-making process.
Seventy-eight percent of the administrators who responded to the study’s
career questionnaire said they participated in staff decision-making meet-
ings, and about half of these said they voted when a decision to reject or
recommend a project was made by the staff. Senior program officers usually
have the responsibility of appearing before the trustees to defend projects
on the board’s agenda or to make broad policy recommendations. Often, the
foundation’s chief executive officer is a member of the board, 135 founda-
tions having reported to the study that this was the case.

Unquestionably, such prerogatives as the foregoing tend to preserve
for the program staff and other staff the actual power of decision in the
making of grants, since a board of trustees would usually hesitate to deny a
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recommendation that had been carefully screened by the staff as a whole
and had been conscientiously investigated and convincingly presented. On
the other hand, though a board customarily accedes to staff recommenda-
tions, such acquiescence takes place within the context of considerable for-
mal and informal interaction between board and staff. The effect is to direct
staff actions into areas and projects known to be within the purview of the
foundation as established by the trustees.

Table 19. Percentage of Staff People Engaged in Various Activities
Affecting Program and Program-Related Matters*

Percentage
Engaged in
Activity Activity
Screening requests 78.2
Participating in staff or other decision-
making meetings 78.2
Examining projects in depth 72.3
Making formal recommendations on broad policy
matters as well as on projects 63.5
Appearing before the trustees to discuss
grants or projects 59.2
Designing projects 53.1
Directing or helping to operate projects 36.7
Voting in staff meetings 36.5
Making final decision on grants 31.0

* Respondents rarely commented on every one of the suggested activities. The maximum
number commenting on any one activity was three hundred, the minimum, one hundred.

Lest these observations create the impression that trustees of staffed
foundations, unlike their counterparts in trustee-operated organizations, ex-
ercise relatively little influence on day-to-day program decisions, one
should hasten to add that study data suggest the contrary. Twenty-three
percent of all foundations with either full-time or part-time staff indicated
the existence of a mixed trustee-staff committee. The most frequently cited
activity of the committee (reported by 77 percent of the foundations with
such a committee) was that of making recommendations to the full board on
program matters. Sixty-five percent of these committees review and eval-
uate recommended projects, and 64 percent actually screen requests for
grants. Other foundations (16 percent of the study’s universe of 662) re-
ported the existence of a special committee composed exclusively of trustees
that exercises responsibility in the program area comparable to that of the
mixed trustee-staff committee. Some 15 percent of the study’s universe of
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foundations reported the existence of executive committees, about a third of
which include operating officers among the members. An executive commit-
tee’s major role (reported in 77 percent of the cases) is to operate in lieu of
the board in program and other matters.?

It is also true that program officers or other staff members may actually
make grants without the direct approval of the board. In the Ford Founda-
tion, for example, senior program officers, with the approval of the presi-
dent, may recommend grants that come within a program for which the
trustees have previously made a general appropriation. A not dissimilar
staff power exists on a smaller scale in other foundations, the grants being
made either within the confines of a trustee-approved program or under
the terms of a general appropriation made by the trustees often without des-
ignation as to program or purpose. Eighty-four foundations within the
study’s universe report that various members of their staff have some grant-
making authority within a trustee-approved program. Five foundations re-
port that the senior staff can make grants amounting to something less than
$5,000. In eight foundations, this group can make grants of as much as
$5,000, and in three foundations, $25,000 is the maximum. With the ap-
proval of the chief executive, or one or more trustees, the staff in six other
foundations can make grants of less than $5,000. In seven, in which staff
grants can be made under the same conditions, the ceiling is $5,000, and in
three, $10,000. In some foundations, the chief executive alone can make
grants of varying magnitude: less than $5,000 in six foundations, as much
as $5,000 in ten others, as much as $10,000 in six others, and as much as
$25,000 in four foundations.

“Staff” grants of this kind introduce a degree of flexibility into the
foundation’s operations that would be lacking if all such allocations had to
be submitted in advance to an infrequently convened board. In addition such
“retail” activities of the staff prevent cluttering up board agenda and save
board time for more general and, presumably, more useful discussion.

® Other statistics developed by the study on the role of trustees suggest an even
more intimate involvement of trustees in program matters and in the general manage-
ment of the foundation. In these cases, however, the figures clearly embrace foundations
that have no staff and are therefore actually administered by the trustees. Thus, 438
foundations report that trustees determine foundation policy; 407 state that the board
ratifies or denies projects; 398 say that trustees consider projects in considerable detail;
165 say that they develop and amend projects; and 226 assert that the trustees actually
originate projects.

In matters affecting finance and investment, it may be of interest to note that 125
foundations report that one trustee has been designated to look after such activities; 115
say that the trustees as a group must authorize investment changes; and 196 say that
principal financial and investment matters have been delegated either to an investment
counsel or to a bank or trust officer.

For additional data on trustee activity, see Appendix I.
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Job Mobility in the Staffed Foundations

Wherever there is the degree of staff specialization previously de-
scribed, there is usually a variety of titles for each of the functional cate-
gories of foundation personnel. These titles have therefore been classified
under the following functional headings that will be used throughout the
text:

——Chief executive officer
—Deputy chief executive officer
——Communications/information officer
—Internal administrative officer
——Senior secretarial officer
—Senior financial officer
——Senior secretarial-financial officer
—Junior secretarial-financial officer
—Senior program officer

—Junior program officer

—Staff specialist

It should be reiterated that staff specialization involving all these categories
is limited to a very few foundations and that, among even them, with the
exception of the Ford and Rockefeller foundations, the number of individ-
uals involved is small.

Nevertheless, as reports to the study indicated, there is sufficient job
differentiation among a large enough number of foundations to make pos-
sible a rather surprising amount of movement from job to job within indi-
vidual foundations. Such movement may be a promotion to a more advanced
post or reassignment to a new post. Fifty-three foundations reported that,
in the previous five years, they had promoted a total of 150 people. The
actual statistics are given in Table 20.

Table 20. Staff Promotions Among Foundations

Number Reported
Promoted from
Number of Within by Each Total Staff
Foundations Foundation Involved
33 1 33
7 2 14
7 3 21
3 4 12
2 5 10
1 60 60
Total 53 150
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The existence of movement of such proportions was corroborated by the
responses from individual foundation administrators, 201 of whom said
they had held at least one position in their foundation of current employ-
ment prior to their existing assignment. The job held just prior to their
present position had lasted for an average of 5.4 years. Ninety respondents
said they had held two jobs, and thirty-eight, three jobs, prior to their
present posts. The jobs held within the foundation immediately prior to the
one currently held are indicated in Table 21.

Table 21. Staff Jobs Held in a Foundation Prior to Existing One

Number of
Respondents Job Title
31 Senior program officer
30 Junior program officer
23 Field representative
18 Staff specialist
17 Junior secretarial-financial officer
17 Deputy chief executive officer
16 Consultant
8 Senior secretarial officer
6 Senior financial officer
6 Internal administrative officer
3 Communications/information officer
2 Chief executive
1 Senior secretarial-financial officer
23 Other
Total 201

In-Service Orientation and Training Programs

In a very few foundations in which a relatively high degree of staff
specialization exists, in-service programs have sometimes been developed to
provide training for new staff members. At least four of the better staffed
foundations indicated that they have felt the need for some form of on-the-
job training, although in all cases the training provided is described as “in-
formal.” Details supplied by two of these foundations reveal that programs
are based on the individual’s needs and interests.

Typically, an orientation program is developed after the decision has
been made to add a staff member in either the program or administrative
area. The new staff member spends some time with the principal officers
and/or department heads of the foundation (the president, the vice presi-,
dent[s], the treasurer, the secretary), thus gaining familiarity with the foun-
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dation’s operating methods and its office policies and procedures, with
emphasis on those that will affect his assignment. An hour or two, or a
morning, spent in the principal administrative sections of the foundation
usually suffices for this part of the orientation. If the newcomer is a program
officer, part of the orientation may consist of field visits to universities in-
volved in the foundation’s program, and even of site visits to see a founda-
tion-supported program in action, often in the company of a senior program
officer on the staff. Then, for the first month or two of his employment, he is
under the direct guidance of the director of the program or department, or he
works in tandem with a senior colleague within the program area or depart-
ment.

In one foundation, the procedure of site visits is used extensively in
connection with staff being prepared for overseas service. In these cases, the
total orientation program takes on a more formal or structured outline, and
it may continue for as long as a month. As noted earlier in this chapter,
overseas staff must frequently operate more independently than home-office
staff; therefore, it is not surprising that greater attention is paid to the for-
mer’s indoctrination.

New administrative staff members of another foundation make site
visits of a different sort, spending periods of time with the foundation’s in-
vestment counsel and with the financial officers of colleges and universities
that receive support from the foundation.

In one of the country’s larger foundations—one that indicated it had
no formal orientation program for new staff—the new staff member tradi-
tionally spends up to his first three or four years under the wing of a more
senior colleague. Although new or junior staff members attend the regular
staff meetings, during this extended introductory period of employment,
they have little access to the head of the foundation except as a senior col-
league serves as the intermediary.
~ If training programs for new staff members are relatively undeveloped,
srograms for staff members promoted or transferred to new responsibilities
dre nonexistent. This is true despite evidence that, in a number of founda-
tions, staff members are shifted from one program to another as the founda-
tions shifts its program priorities. The transferred staff member is expected
to learn on the job. No foundation provides any formal “inside” retraining
or reorientation course for the employed staff member. Nor does any foun-
dation provide any formal “outside” training or retraining. To be sure, at
least seven of the managerially more advanced foundations have policies
Permitting either paid or unpaid leave or the payment of tuition costs for
“ourses taken at appropriate institutions. Such courses are regarded as a
.ontribution to staff development, but they may or may not relate directly
to the work in which the staff member is engaged.
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Some of the more advanced foundations also finance travel costs for
staff attending professional meetings. Usually, too, these foundations allow
staff members time to prepare papers in the field of their professional inter-
est or training. In certain cases, the foundation covers the costs of profes-
sional society dues and of subscriptions to professional journals. Three
foundations go a step further and specifically encourage staff members to
take an active part in their professional societies by holding office in the
societies or by participating in professional seminars. Such privileges are
valued by the staff member and are important contributions to his overall
development; but they exist in relatively few foundations and, as already
suggested, are not a substitute for formal training for a foundation assign-
ment and are not intended to be.

The Use of Consultants

As suggested earlier, the better-staffed foundations are more likely to
employ consultants than are foundations with limited staff or no staff at all.
Indeed, among the managerially advanced foundations, the number of con-
sultants employed during the course of a year may sometimes be greater
than the number of full-time staff. For example, the Ford Foundation re-
ported a consultant roster that is almost twice as large as its full-time execu-
tive staff (484 consultants as against 262 full-time executive-level staff). A
second foundation, one of the larger community foundations, reported a
hundred consultants and a staff of five. A third reported fifty-seven con-
sultants serving in the structure of two advisory committees to programs,
and a staff of nine. Generally, of course, the consultant total is more modest.
Nevertheless, only a minority of the more progressive foundations fail to
include a group of consultants among those who contribute to their opera-
tions. The table below shows the distribution of paid consultants among
115 reporting foundations, classified according to origin and program (see
Table 22).

Consultants may be employed full-time or part-time or on a per diem
basis, and their tour of duty may be indefinite or of limited duration. Often,
staff executives of a foundation who have retired from active duty or ac-
cepted employment elsewhere are given the status of consultants, either to
cushion the economic transition to full retirement or to new employment,
or to make it possible for the foundation to continue to benefit from the ex-
perience and specialized knowledge of such persons, or for both reasons.
Occasionally, consultants are former staff executives, displaced by changes
in the foundation’s program. They continue as consultants prior to the age
of retirement, with the foundation assigning them the role of elder states-
men, again partly for reasons of foundation policy and partly because the
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Table 22. Number of Consultants Employed by Different Types of Foundations

Family Family Family Company-
Number of General Suppor- Oper- Com- Spon-
Consultants | Purpose tive ating munity sored Total
1 3 33 3 2 5 46
14.3% 51.6% 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 40.0%
2 2 14 4 1 1 22
9.5% 21.9% 33.3% 12.5% 10.0% 19.1%
3-5 6 9 3 1 2 21
28.6% 14.0% 25.0% 12.5% 20.0% 18.2%
6-75 8 8 2 3 2 23
38.1% 12.5% 16.7% 37.5% 20.0% 20.0%
75+ 2 0 0 1 0 3
9.5% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 2.7%
Total 21 64 12 8 10 115
18.3% 55.7% 10.4% 7.0% 8.6% 100.0%

foundation feels a moral obligation to continue employment for a time. In
the case of the very large foundations, specialists may serve for a year or
two as consultants to one of the foundation’s programs prior to joining the
foundation as a full-time staff member (see discussion in Chapter 3 of how
people come to foundations). Normally, consultants are recruited from out-
side the foundation, the greater number coming from the universities, with
some from business and from government as well.

Among the more sophisticated foundations, the purposes for which
consultants are employed vary, although their use is usually related to
program rather than to internal administration or finance. Use of consult-
ants in the latter two areas is more prevalent among foundations with little
or no staff. Program consultants may be employed to survey or resurvey a
foundation’s area of concern and activity and to make recommendations
to staff and trustees. They may be employed to advise on the administration
of a new, and possibly unusual, program for which existing permanent staff
does not provide the individuals with the necessary training and back-
ground. Program consultants may also be employed to avoid expanding
the permanent staff. In programs conducted outside the United States in
places where it is difficult or even impossible to recruit staff locally, special-
ists from universities or from the professions may take on limited assign-
ments for a foundation. Whatever these individuals may be called, they are
essentially consultants as the term has been defined in this study.

In conducting certain types of program, a foundation often finds that
consultants drawn from universities or from the professions are of particu-
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lar value. If, for example, a foundation conducts a scholarship or fellowship
program, the advice of such consultants in identifying the best and most
promising talent is indispensable. Similarly, a foundation can scarcely avoid
relying on consultants if it seeks to dispose of funds for highly specialized
research. Staff resources of even the best-manned foundation may be inade-
quate to provide the guidance required if research funds are to be applied
with discrimination and enjoy maximum impact.

In a somewhat broader and more philosophical sense, consultants are
essential in maintaining a dialogue between a foundation and the institu-
tional and personal recipients of its funds. On the foundation’s part, the
dialogue may, in some instances, amount to little more than a public rela-
tions gesture designed to maintain cordial relations with the academic and
other communities. Generally, however, the dialogue should be, and usu-
ally is, of the greatest value to the responsible foundation programmer, who
feels keenly the need to keep his lines open to those actively engaged in re-
search, education, and the administration of matters with which the pro-
gram is concerned. For it is chiefly in this way that the programmer keeps
abreast of intellectual and social trends and makes it possible for his foun-
dation to carry out its professed mission of supporting newly felt social
needs and assisting in the community’s intellectual, scientific, and artistic
advance.

From what has been said above about the employment of foundation
staff, it is clear that it is almost impossible to generalize. Practice varies ac-
cording to the size and type of foundation, and especially according to the
nature of the foundation’s program. Only among the managerially advanced
foundations is there a semblance of specialization as to function within the
organization. Among this small group of foundations, programming respon-
sibilities usually are separated from internal administrative duties, or there
is a discernible trend in this direction, and administrative officers and pro-
gram staff operate in distinctive spheres. Because of the specialized nature
of the program activity, program officers and staff in this group of founda-
tions often are much more intimately involved in designing and administer-
ing projects for which the foundation spends its money than is the case
with the run-of-the-mill supportive foundation.

It is only this small minority of foundations that illustrate Amitai
Etzioni’s observation that the main sociological characteristic of moderniza-
tion is differentiation.* Except for this minority, foundations bear little re-
semblance to the professional and semi-professional organizations of which
he writes. As we have noted, most staffed foundations belong to the other

* Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1964, p. 106.
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end of the staffing spectrum. They operate with a single paid executive, on
a part-time or full-time basis. That executive is a “generalist” and assumes
responsibility for all facets of the foundation’s activity. In between this ex-
treme and the small minority that are reasonably well staffed are those
foundations, again relatively few, with from two to five persons of execu-
tive stature. Among these, there may be the beginnings of what Etzioni de-
scribes. At any rate, among them, one discerns at least the rudiments of
functional specialization for administrative purposes, although rarely for
program purposes.






Preparation, Recruitment,
and Retirement of Staff

As with other aspects of foundation personnel administration, there
is a wide variety of practice relating to preparation and recruitment of can-
didates for service with foundations. These differences reflect the variation
in the type of foundation—its asset size, the kind of program it supports,
and even the degree to which it has already accepted the idea of a paid
staff. Among foundation heads and personnel officers opinion also varies
considerably on the personal qualities to be sought in a candidate, on the
educational and professional background the candidate should possess, and
on whether or not a candidate ought to undergo formal training in founda-
tion or philanthropic administration. Similarly, when it comes to selecting
the actual person for a job and persuading him to accept it, procedure
varies so much that analysis and generalization are quite difficult and often
impossible. Only in the matter of retirement from foundation employment
is'there some degree of uniformity.

Educational Backgrounds

The study’s data suggest that the formal preparation of those who en-
ter foundation service displays a variety only equalled by the diversity of
their professional and occupational backgrounds. The largest number of
respondents (29 percent) have a doctoral degree (Ph.D. or equivalent). The
next most frequently cited degree is the baccalaureate, the highest degree of
28 percent of respondents. A master of arts degree, a master of business ad-
ministration, or a master of public administration is the highest degree for
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just under 22 percent. Approximately 12 percent cite a law degree as their
highest, and more than 6 percent of the respondents either have had no col-
lege background or have left college without taking a degree. This figure is
supported by the reporting foundations, fifty-nine of which state that they
employ at least one major staff person without a degree. One and one-half
percent of the study’s respondents are trained as doctors of medicine.

Listings of the highest degrees and fields of study of respondents, di-
vided as to managerially advanced foundations and other foundations, ap-
pear in the following table.

Table 23. Distribution of Highest Degrees Among Staff of Managerially
Advanced Foundations and of Other Foundations

Managerially
Advanced Other
Degree Foundations Foundations
Ph.D. 96 (34.5%) 24 (18.1%)
B.A. 66 (23.7%) 50 (37.7%)
M.A. 46 (16.5%) 20 (15.1%)
Law Degree 33 (11.9%) 16 (12.1%)
M.B.A., M.D.,, M.P.A.
and other 23 (8.4%) 10 (8.0%)
None 14 (5.0%) 12 (9.0%)
Total 278 (100.0%) 132 (100.0%)

Not unexpectedly, there is a higher percentage of people in the less ad-
vanced foundations for whom the B.A. is the top degree, whereas the
major foundations have almost twice the percentage of Ph.D.’s.

Among the degree-holders, as shown in Table 24, the social and be-
havioral sciences are the most popular fields of specialization. Other fields in
order of importance are humanities, law, physical and biological sciences,
and business.

In foundations of all types, there are more social and behavioral scien-
tists than people from any other field, and these disciplines are especially
well represented in the managerially advanced foundations. In the less ad-
vanced foundations, by contrast, the percentage of people with backgrounds
in business studies is almost three times that of the advanced foundations.

Previous Professional Experience

The variety of professional and occupational backgrounds cited by
foundation staff participating in the study may come as a surprise to
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Table 24. Fields in which Respondents to Career Questionnaire
Have Obtained Their Degrees

Field Percentage Respondents

Social and behavioral sciences 41.9
Humanities 13.3
Law 12.0
Physical and biological sciences 11.6
Business administration 10.0
No field indicated 7.6
Other 3.6

Total 100.0

Table 25. Distribution of Academic Fields among Staff of Managerially
Advanced and of Other Foundations

Managerially
Advanced Other
Foundations Foundations
Field Percent Percent
Social and behavioral sciences 47.0 31.4
Humanities 13.0 13.9
Law 11.9 124
Physical and biological sciences 11.2 12.4
Business 6.7 16.8
No answer 6.7 9.5
Other 3.5 3.6
Total 100.0 100.0

some observers of the foundation scene. Few enter foundation work di-
rectly upon leaving a college or university. The actual figure probably is less
than 3 percent. Of fourteen areas of previous employment identified by the
study, the most popular as a stepping stone to foundation employment is,
not unexpectedly, college and university teaching or administration. A total
of 284 respondents have had experience in this area in either their previous,
next to last, or third from last, job prior to joining their present founda-
tion. Seven have been heads of colleges or universities. Within the overall
category of college/university teaching/administration, the position of pro-
fessor (any rank) was cited most frequently, followed in order of frequency
by that of member of the administrative staff below a dean or general offi-
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cer. In both cases, most respondents held the position just before coming
to the foundation, rather than at one or two jobs removed.

Next in frequency of background is corporate manufacturing or sell-
ing. Tied for third place are service with the United States Government and
with nonprofit institutions. Both areas appear to be popular launching plat-
forms for foundation positions. In the government, the most frequently
cited actual jobs are those of specialist or staff member of a government
agency or institute or head or staff member of a regular government depart-
ment. Foundation administrators coming from nonprofit organizations list
positions as staff members or heads of institutes in the health, educational,
research, and assorted other areas.

The communications industry is next in frequency in the number of
people supplied foundations followed closely by banking, investment, and
finance. In the case of communications, the larger number come from jobs
as writers, editors, or reporters on magazines, newspapers, or press or wire
services. In the broad category of banking, investment, and insurance, the
position of vice president or other officer of a commercial or savings bank is
cited by more respondents than any other within the category.

Prior to coming to their present positions, forty-eight foundation ad-
ministrators reported they had been self-employed as businessmen or pro-
fessionals. Qf this group, almost half worked as lawyers. Thirty-six re-
spondents reported experience in state, municipal, and local governments,
the positions at the state level being more numerous than those at county
or city levels. In some thirty instances, international agencies were men-
tioned as former employers of present foundation staff, and a few respond-
ents (twenty) cited teaching or administrative positions in schools as their
field of previous employment. The fine and performing arts supplied the
smallest number of foundation administrators, this field having been identi-
fied by sixteen respondents, fifteen of whom had been managers or admin-
istrative staff members of organizations.

In twenty-one instances, another foundation had been the previous
employer of existing foundation staff. Because mobility among foundations,
that is, personnel moving from one foundation to another, is an important
aspect of the larger issue of foundation service as a profession or career, an
issue discussed in Chapter 6, it may be useful to examine a little more
closely the statistics on those respondents listing service in another founda-
tion as one of their three jobs prior to the one held when they responded
to the study’s questionnaire. The table that follows indicates the types of
foundations in which the twenty-one staff members, who cited previous
positions in other foundations, are currently employed and the types of
foundations in which these people held their previous position. If one is
to draw a conclusion from these limited data, it is that employment mobil-
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Table 26. Types of Foundations in which Twenty-One Executives Held Present

and Earlier Positions

Types of
Types of Foundations
Foundations in which
in which Same Group
Respondents of Respondents
Hold Present Held Earlier
Jobs Job
Family General Purpose 15 13
Family Supportive 3 3
Family Operating 2 3
Company-Sponsored 1 1
Community e 1
Total 21 21

ity within the foundation community is largely confined to members of a
small group of reasonably well-staffed, general purpose foundations.

The listing which follows shows the areas in which staff members from
a selection of the managerially more sophisticated foundations and from the
less advanced foundations held jobs immediately prior to coming to their
present positions. As Table 27 suggests, the kind of previous professional
or occupational experience foundations seek in candidates for employment
varies somewhat with different types of foundations. Thus, although aca-
demic experience and government service are popular with all types of foun-
dations, they are especially popular in the case of staff coming to the general
purpose, managerially advanced foundations. Such experience is less popu-
lar with the less advanced foundations, which prefer prior service in cor-
porate manufacturing and selling, banking, investment, and insurance. This
preference is not surprising since, by definition, these foundations look for
candidates who can handle both program and internal administrative duties
and who are especially competent to discharge the latter. International
agencies appear to be a fruitful source of candidates for the more sophis-
ticated foundations, and self-employed business or professional persons,
particularly lawyers, are good candidates for the less advanced foundations.

From the foregoing, it is apparent that candidates for a foundation
appointment offer occupational or professional experiences that cover a con-
siderable spectrum and that any of these experiences may prove of value in
discharging some foundation role. This opinion is confirmed by staff re-
spondents in their discussion of the kinds of earlier experience they find
useful in their present foundation work. Inevitably, these respondents
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Table 27. Areas in which Foundation Staff People Held Jobs Just Prior to Coming
to Foundation Service

Staffs of
Managerially Staffs of
Advanced Less Advanced
Foundations Foundations
Area Percent Percent

College or university teaching or

administrative staff 37.0 20.8
Nonprofit organization 12.1 13.3
United States Government 12.1 1.7
Corporate manufacturing or selling 8.7 19.2
Communications 6.8 4.2
Banking, investment, and insurance 4.9 12.5
International agencies 4.5 0.8
Other foundations 4.2 5.0
Self-employed business or profession 34 14.2
Other, including state or local govern-

ment, school-level teaching or adminis-

tration, fine and performing arts,

armed forces, and miscellaneous 6.3 8.3

Total 100.0 100.0

tend to identify as useful whatever previous experience they have had, and
the areas cited as useful thus closely parallel their actual experience. Hence,
the relative ranking of experience according to its usefulness is about the
same as relative frequency ranking in the areas of experience from which
respondents came to their foundation positions.

Some variations do occur. As might perhaps be expected, in identifying
useful experience, a larger percentage of respondents from the more ad-
vanced foundations stress such items as the value of college teaching, re-
search, and administration; travel and other experience abroad; and em-
ployment with the United States or a foreign government. The staffs of the
less advanced foundations place more emphasis on business experience,
banking and investment and, in so doing, reflect both their actual profes-
sional backgrounds and the nature of their current foundation jobs.

Opinions on Training for Foundation Service

In the course of the study, an attempt was made to ascertain the opin-
ions of the foundation world on what might be done to train persons directly
for philanthropic administration, either before entering into the service or
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Table 28. Previous Professional Experience of Most Use in a Foundation

Staffs of
Managerially Staffs of
Advanced Other
Foundations Foundations
Percent Percent
College or university administration 20.0 17.0
College or university teaching or
research 20.0 4.4
Service with United States or foreign
government 19.0 4.4
Banking, investment, or insurance 13.7 24.0
Travel, observations, or experience
abroad, whether employed or
unemployed 11.6 2.2
Experience related to foundation’s
needs and interests 11.0 9.5
General business experience 9.8 15.3
Research or demonstration project 8.4 5.0
Previous foundation experience 6.3 4.4
The armed forces 4.6 51
The United Nations, a specialized agency,
or a private international group 3.2 _
Voluntary activity in community affairs 2.8 0.5
Independent profession other than law 2.5 3.6
Law 2.1* 3.6*
Ad hoc public or private body 2.0 2.2
Other, including serving as consultant to
a nonprofit organization, special contact
with intellectual leaders, academic
administration below college level, fund
raising, management consulting, social
agency or health service, teaching at
elementary or secondary level, service
as trustee of a nonprofit organiza-
tion, service in a public funding
agency such as NIH or NSF 9.3 16.8
Total 146.3** 118.0**

* It may be of some interest to note that the percentage of respondents who reported
having law degrees is much higher than the percentage of lawyers who said they found
this discipline useful in their present foundation position.

** Responses total more than 100 percent because respondents cited more than one item.
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immediately after appointment. Although a sizable group of respondents
reacted positively to suggested methods of training people for foundation
service, there was little agreement as to the way in which preparation might
be implemented.

As indicated in the table which follows (Table 29), internship pro-
grams within the foundation community are by far the most popular of
three suggested modes of training, and these programs also rank high in the
ideas volunteered by respondents.! The suggestion of formal courses in
foundation administration at the university level received support from
only 20 percent of respondents. This suggestion also garnered the greatest
number of opposing votes. In general comments made on the subject, the
most frequent (13 percent of respondents) was that such courses are defi-
nitely not a desirable way in which to prepare for foundation service. Under
2 percent of the respondents commented on the possible usefulness of hav-
ing existing university courses in administration incorporate more material

Table 29. Opinions of Staff People on Education and Training for Foundation
Service

1. Responses to Suggestions Made in No
Questionnaire: Yes No Response

Internship programs within the foundation,

community 68.2% 18.7% 13.1%
More information available in schools

about foundations 39.1% 41.0% 19.9%
Formal courses in foundation administra-

tion at the university level 20.1% 67.1% 12.8%
2. Suggestions Initiated by Respondents: Mentioned
Formal courses in foundation administration

at university level not desirable 13.0%
Internship and in-service courses 9.2%
Expertness in foundation’s areas of interest 8.8%
Good liberal arts background 5.7%
Formal courses in foundation administration

at university level 3.8%
Summer workshops for foundation personnel 1.9%

More attention to subject of managing
nonprofit organizations in existing
university courses 1.7%

1 Nevertheless, as noted earlier in Chapter 2, few foundations have given any seri-
ous thought to internship programs.



Preparation, Recruitment, and Retirement of Staff / 63

on the management of nonprofit institutions, and specifically on the ad-
ministration of foundations.

A few of the more articulate supporters of specialized training for
foundation service pointed out that both grantors and grantees are occasion-
ally inefficient in managing money and that, consequently, foundations
ought to insist on improving their fiscal and accounting practices as well as
their program operations. It is particularly desirable, say these few critics,
for programmers to acquire some knowledge of balance sheets and similar
mundane matters if they are to improve their record in monitoring and ap-
praising projects.

Some respondents expressed the opinion that specialized preparation
in administration would be helpful to the smaller and medium-sized founda-
tions that might be planning to take their first step in acquiring staff. Still
others insisted that all foundations could well afford to upgrade personnel
and that some kind of formal instruction on managerial principles, sound
fiscal practices, and the role of private philanthropy was precisely the pre-
scription that would-be, and even existing, foundation administrators need.

Regarding opinions among different types of foundations, 36 percent
of those employed by the less advanced foundations favor formal courses
in foundation administration, while only 12 percent of their counterparts
in the managerially advanced foundations share this view. Thus, it is the
generalists who appear to be most favorably disposed toward some kind of
formal training. Behind this seeming anomaly is the fact that it is these gen-
eralists in the less advanced foundations who are faced with the broadest
span of operating decisions in foundation administration. The staffs of the
greater foundations, by contrast, are called upon to perform more special-
ized tasks, for which their previous education and even their professional
experience have prepared them. Therefore, as far as this latter group is con-
cerned, formal training in foundation administration per se would be of less
use.

Perhaps one reason for the relative lack of interest in formal prepara-
tion is the emphasis that foundation people are wont to place on certain
attributes of mind and personality, often rating them higher than knowl-
edge or administrative skill. One of these attributes, repeatedly mentioned
by respondents, and rated above all others, is “soundness of judgment,”
presumably the ability to weigh various, and often conflicting, aspects of
some matter and then make the “right” decision. It is a tenuous quality,
partly innate, partly the result of practical experience, a quality in demand
in many quarters and obviously appealing to appointing officers of foun-
dations.

“Ability to maintain good relations with trustees and others” ranks
second among the attributes sought while ““administrative ability,” “general
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7

knowledge” and “ability to present ideas orally and in writing,” rank re-
spectively third, fourth, and fifth in the rating scale. “Depth or extent of
knowledge of professional field” significantly ranked last and was less than
half as popular among respondents as “soundness of judgment.” The fol-
lowing table lists the percentages of foundation heads agreeing on the rela-
tive importance of each of these various attributes.

Table 30. Qualities that Foundation Heads Consider Desirable in a Good
Foundation Administrator*

Quality Percent who agree**

Soundness of judgment 77.3
Ability to maintain good relations with trustees

and others 62.0
Administrative ability 60.4
General knowledge 57.9
Ability to present ideas orally and in writing 48.0
Imagination and creative capacity 47.5
Ability to coordinate efforts of others 44.0
Commitment to social improvement 42.2
Depth or extent of knowledge of professional field 35.2

* The number of responses on which this question is based is 242.
** The authors have defined ““agreement” as the percentage of respondents who indicate
a rating of 4 or 5 on a scale of 0-5.

The fact that the less tangible qualities are often more highly prized
than general or specialized knowledge, and the relative indifference to for-
mal preparation and training for foundation service suggest that the tradi-
tion of the able and adaptable amateur—the generalist—symbolized by the
careers of men like Flexner and Rose, still has considerable viability. That
the amateur tradition does indeed continue to enjoy acceptance is reiterated
in the testimony of one of the most distinguished contemporary foundation
administrators. In a letter to the study’s directors he asserted that the best
men in the field seem to have little in common. Some, he said, are knowl-
edgeable in their professional field; others, equally successful, have only a
superficial grasp. Moreover, few foundation officers with whom he had come
in contact during his career had much administrative ability in the conven-
tional sense, but they all had qualities that made one admire them very
much. These qualities always seemed to succeed in making one overlook the
sometimes equally obvious defects. This observer concluded his remarks
with the statement that successful foundation officials and staff people are
probably born, not made.
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Some Evidence of an Opposing Trend

The continued popularity of the amateur tradition must not, however,
be allowed to obscure the fact that a different view also exists. Although
staff members of the more sophisticated, project-oriented foundations also
value the subjective qualities deemed essential for a good foundation ad-
ministrator, there is evidence that people from these foundations tend to be
somewhat firmer about the need for expert knowledge of a specific field
that is often required to initiate, design, evaluate, and even direct projects
and programs of the foundation. As the following listing indicates (Table
31), staff members from the more advanced foundations gave slightly more
emphasis to the need for specialization than did their counterparts from the
less advanced foundations.

Table 31. Order of Importance of Qualities that Make a Good Foundation
Administrator Given by Staff Members of Managerially Advanced Foundations
and by Those from Other Foundations

Ratings by Staff
Members from Ratings by Staff
Managerially Members from
Advanced Other
Qualities Sought Foundations Foundations
Soundness of judgment 1 (highest) 1
Ability to present ideas orally
and in writing 2 5
General knowledge 3 2
Depth or extent of knowledge of
professional field 4 8
Administrative ability 5 3
Commitment to social improvement 6 7
Ability to coordinate efforts of others 7 6
Ability to maintain good relations
with trustees and others outside
foundation 8 (lowest) 4

This preference for specialists is underscored by the action of some of
the leading foundations in acquiring staff for program purposes. Thus, one
foundation that plans to enter the field of molecular biology has sought as
its program specialist an organic chemist or physiological psychologist, or
at least someone with training in a peripheral discipline. A second founda-
tion, planning a fellowship project in the physical sciences, secured a dis-
tinguished organic chemist. A third foundation, planning to support mathe-
matics, went looking for a mathematician. Still another, proposing to go
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into the field of engineering, looked for and secured the services of a sea-
soned civil engineer.

Additional examples of a possible drift toward specialization are im-
plied by recent personnel developments at the Ford Foundation. In 1967,
Ford announced the appointment of a new vice president for national
affairs to be concerned chiefly with urban matters. His background was
identified as “six years of strenuous service in New Haven and New York on
the front lines of the urban crisis.” In the same year, the foundation ap-
pointed a programmer to train potential leaders for developing countries
and described his background as six years of service as the “linchpin of the
African Bureau of the Department of State.” A year earlier, the foundation
had announced that, as a result of some administrative restructuring, it had
been “able to give a new freedom of action to several of its senior officers
. .. matching their specific assignments to their experience and current in-
terests” (see the annual reports of the Ford Foundation for the years men-
tioned).

These actions suggest that the recommendation on personnel of the
Gaither Committee, which strongly supported the amateur tradition, may
have been pushed rather far back on the shelf at the Ford Foundation. In-
deed, examples of hiring specialized personnel proliferate among the major
foundations and those examples are by no means restricted to the past few
years. The growing incidence of this practice among leading foundations
may, therefore, forecast a gradual shift away from the gifted generalist, still
favored by the majority of foundations, toward the acquisition of staff with
training and experience that are relevant to particular positions. Such a
shift could eventually cause leading foundations to reexamine their exist-
ing indifferent attitude toward formal training for foundation administrative
posts.

Recruiting Foundation Staff

Given the nature of the foundation world’s attitude toward the educa-
tion and background of those currently employed, it is, perhaps, in charac-
ter that the process of discovering and hiring personnel should be as infor-
mal and unstructured as was intimated at the beginning of this chapter.

According to evidence submitted to the study’s directors, the majority
of foundation administrators find their jobs as a result of the recommend-
ation of a staff or board member of the employing foundation. More than
40 percent of all appointments result from such a direct recommendation.

The second most favored route to a foundation position is appointment
following a recommendation by a third party. The recommending third
party may, of course, be any one of a number of people, and he may or may
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not be a person of considerable experience, well acquainted with the capabil-
ities of the person recommended. The employment broker may be a uni-
versity professor who recommends a former or, occasionally, current stu-
dent. Or he may be the foundation’s attorney or investment counselor, or
possibly the auditor. Sometimes brokers of this sort, or their firms, recom-
mend associates, or even partners, who are not likely to make the grade in
their own firm. Sometimes, when they are thus recommended to a founda-
tion, they do not make the grade in the foundation either. Nor would rec-
ommendation by a golfing companion of a trustee or chief executive be
without precedent. Occasionally, too, like John Alden, the third party bro-
ker forgets his Myles Standish and becomes so enamoured of the prospec-
tive foundation position that he supplements the plea for his protégé with
a plea for himself—and gets the job. One respondent conceded quite
frankly that, “I was asked to find someone to be a candidate for the job. In
time, I convinced myself I had the qualifications.”

Major, project-oriented foundations that may be in the market for
specialized personnel to staff an internal “action” program or an unusual
grants program often try to find their people by making discreet inquiries
in the scholarly or professional worlds. In this case, the third party brokers
are likely to be faculty or professional colleagues of those chosen. In other
cases, those chosen may have headed some research operation that the
foundation had funded.

Respondents noted instances of employment being secured through
direct personal application, certainly not one of the effective routes, al-
though 3 percent more respondents from the managerially advanced foun-
dations cited it than did those from the lesser foundations. One leading
foundation has recruited some of its top executives in this manner. In the
past decade, it has accepted several applicants for junior positions, and
among these, two or three have risen quickly to the top in the foundation’s
hierarchy. The policy (and fact) of mobility within the organization was, of
course, a factor making this kind of recruitment a success. The foundation
made the original appointment to the lowest rung of the executive ladder.
Subsequently, it either discouraged the young appointee’s hopes for con-
tinued employed or encouraged him by promoting him.

Although the precise details of how particular individuals came to a
foundation fit into one or more of the generalizations used in Table 32, the
actual details of the process run the gamut from the “hero’s” reward in a
Horatio Alger tale to a foundation’s desire to avoid the charge of racial dis-
crimination. Actual descriptions given by respondents include: “Was offi-
cer of a bank that created the testamentary foundation” (a trust); “Was

17,4

attorney for the founder”; “Got the job because I was a Jew and the founda-

1, 4

tion had never before had a Jew for an officer”’; ““Came up through stenog-
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Table 32. Routes to Foundation Jobs

Route Percent Citing
Recommendation of a member of the foundation staff or board 42.2
Recommendation of third party known to staff or board 26.1
Participation in a project financed by the foundation 9.7
Foundation’s favorable response to a personal application 9.2
Relationship or friendship with donor or donor’s family 6.6
Employment in donor’s business 5.7
Foundation’s inquiries at universities 4.0

Other routes, including foundation’s inquiries at an
executive placement center or management consulting
firm, service as a trustee of the foundation, identi-
fication as having special professional competence
related to foundation’s need, and recommendation by
another foundation 8.6

Total 112.1*

* Total is over 100% because some respondents cited more than one route.

rapher-secretarial-administrative route” (this answer was found in the case
of many of the women staff members). And a last one uses one word to
describe how he got the job: “nepotism.”

A comparison of.the methods of entry into foundation service by staffs
of the thirty-five managerially advanced foundations and the less advanced
foundations shows considerable differences in the case of four methods of
entry. Other methods of entry seem equally popular with both types of
foundations.

None of the variations in the table needs cause surprise. The mana-
gerially advanced foundations are obviously more likely to have someone

Table 33. Four Popular Routes to Foundation Jobs

35 Advanced Other
Foundations Foundations
Route Percent Percent
Recommendation of a member of
the foundation staff or board 48.8 28.5
Participation in a project financed by
the foundation 11.2 6.6
Employment in donor’s business 2.1 13.1
Relationship or friendship with
donor or donor’s family 1.8 16.8
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on the existing staff make recommendations on hiring future staff. Equally
obviously, the less advanced organizations normally have no staff members
to scout out possibilities. They may have no staff at all. Moreover, the less
advanced group is more apt to give funds to existing organizations than to
special projects, the latter being a more usual source of personnel for the
more advanced foundations. The higher rating of family relationship or
friendship for securing people in the less advanced foundations reflects a
fairly well-traveled route of successful candidates to small family founda-
tions, and the higher rating given “employment in the donor’s business”
reflects the sizable number of company employees who have become in-
volved with company-sponsored foundations. Indeed, in almost all founda-
tions created by a business enterprise or a bank, any part-time or full-time
officer is likely to have come into the foundation from the sponsoring busi-
ness or bank of which he previously has been an officer, and of which he
may, in fact, continue to be an officer while he serves the foundation.

In commenting at some length on the subject of recruitment, one re-
spondent to the study’s questionnaire seemed to feel that the process was
somewhat more systematic than the description just given. At any rate, he
volunteered the view that identifying people for employment on the part of
a foundation was like finding presidents and deans of colleges and univer-
sities. ““/A small group of established, long-term professionals are asked to
suggest candidates, and these, in turn, are checked out with persons of
proven wisdom as to especial competence. Probably less than one hundred
persons make recommendations for virtually all the vacancies occurring
within the first five hundred largest foundations.” It is possible that some of
the well-staffed foundations may resort to a procedure similar to the one he
describes and that, occasionally, other foundations, seeking staff for the first
time, may also resort to it.

On the other hand, the respondent’s numbers seem to be on the gener-
ous side, both as respects the number of “professionals” who might make
recommendations and the number of foundations that might be seeking staff
at any one time. In any case, as the testimony of other respondents has in-
dicated, the world of foundations is too unorganized to tolerate even this
informal, albeit relatively centralized, placement agency.

Inevitably, some observers of the foundation scene and a few respond-
ents to the study’s questionnaire expressed dissatisfaction with the unsys-
tematic way in which foundations discover staff. One such critic, a staff
member of a foundation, describing his earlier attempts to obtain a founda-
tion position, wrote: “A little over a year ago, I took a hard look at the
foundation field in general and attempted to draw on some specific informa-
tion on the training and employment of foundation administrators . . . This
effort was a study in frustration. In fact, the advice of several leading foun-
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dation administrators seemed to indicate quite clearly that the best way to
get into foundation work was to do something else.”

Other critics have been especially concerned with the difficulties that
stand in the way of anyone who, lacking a sponsor, may have to apply
directly for a foundation position if he wishes to be considered. Obstacles to
placement such as this one loom especially large for young people, many of
whom, having a high sense of social commitment, feel they can fulfill that
commitment by serving a foundation. To overcome these obstacles the
suggestion was made by some respondents that there be established a kind
of reference and clearing agency in which persons hoping to be considered
for foundation employment might learn more about it and file their creden-
tials.

It seems unlikely, however, that such a procedure will be developed—
at least not in a formal sense. Not only are there various administrative
hurdles to be overcome, but there are also those who look askance at the
whole idea. The latter group reminds us that the total number of people to
be accommodated in foundation service is severely limited and that it is not
likely to climb significantly during the next decade or two. As long as the
intake is thus restricted, they argue, there is no need for more systematic
ways of recruiting candidates for foundation positions. What is more, since
the absorption rate of candidates to jobs is so low, resorting to procedures
of the overt type to encourage people—and especially young people—to
apply is likely to cause disappointment and disillusionment, and perhaps
even to bring discredit upon foundation service.

The Issue of Professionalism

The resolution of issues such as the foregoing, and all those raised ear-
lier concerning preparation and recruitment, depends in large measure on
whether or not foundation service should be regarded as a profession or
can be regarded as a profession. To put the question in other terms, is foun-
dation service, like law or medicine, sufficiently distinct in the knowledge
and skills it requires that one can formally prepare for it? Then, having
entered into it, are there, or can there be, material and intellectual rewards
comparable to those of an established profession or occupation?

Opinion on this basic issue of foundation professionalism is divided.
Those of the study’s respondents who commented on the issue tended to
support a negative point of view. One respondent writes that “to profes-
sionalize philanthropy would be a ‘grievous error.” The strength of a private
foundation is its individuality, its plurality, its lack of professionalism
[his italics]. Let us not turn into morticians with annual meetings, trade
associations, etc.” A second respondent, reinvoking the tradition of ama-
teurism, asserts that foundation administrators do not need unique skills:
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“The desire for professionalism by hairdressers is understandable, not so
with foundation administrators.” And still a third declares, ““I have difficulty
with the whole idea of foundation work as a career. Foundations deal essen-
tially with ideas, unlike, say, industry, which deals with products and serv-
ices. You can keep on learning about your company’s products and services
and become progressively more valuable to it—hence you can have a career
in industry. You don’t necessarily get better ideas the longer you stay with
a foundation. On the contrary, it has been my experience that people with
the best ideas are likely to be those who come to a foundation fresh from
another field. ...”

On the other hand, a distinguished former executive of a major foun-
dation, a man who has now returned to the university world, has taken ex-
actly the opposite point of view. He was most emphatic in his belief that
“foundation administration is emerging—and should emerge—as a distinc-
tive profession for which the only valid training is apprenticeship.”

On balance, those who resist the idea of foundation service as a pro-
fession probably have the better of the argument. At any rate, numbers are
on their side. Those specifically opposed to professionalizing foundation
service are augmented by others who reaffirm the amateur tradition in such
service. Still others, as we have noted, invoke the amateur tradition of foun-
dation service by insisting that certain subjective personal qualities are
more important than formal learning, whether that be of a general or spe-
cialized nature. Even the apparent favor shown by some foundations for
program specialists, also noted earlier, is not necessarily favorable to foun-
dation professionalism. The “professionalism” sought in this instance is
not in foundation philanthropy or administration but in a particular disci-
pline substantively related to a foundation’s program. In time this favor for
training in particular disciplines may place a higher value on foundation ad-
ministration per se, but at the moment there is no discernible connection
between one and the other.

It is probable, therefore, that for the next decade or two, preparation
and recruitment for foundation service will remain as unsystematic and
unstructured as they are now. Although this conclusion will probably win an
affirmative nod from the anti-professionalists, there are nevertheless certain
liabilities. The opposition to formal preparation and the concomitant ab-
sence of any formal means of entering the service may well cut foundations
off from any systematic contact with the oncoming generation who are
inclined to be anti-establishment and who spawn new ideas. Even though
foundation service may not offer a professional career, incumbents seem to
have an affinity for generous tenure and continue in service indefinitely.
This conclusion is documented by the study’s data, which indicate that the
average age of the administrator in the more advanced foundations is forty-
eight and in the rest of the foundation community, fifty-two. Such persist-
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ence in service necessarily limits opportunities for those who would replace
incumbents.

Staff Turnover and Retirement Practices

Some alleviation of this condition can, of course, be expected from nor-
mal turnover of personnel and the usual movement in and out of founda-
tions. Further alleviation can be achieved by appropriate retirement policies.

As for turnover, comments made earlier (see Chapter 2) suggest that,
especially among the better staffed foundations, personnel changes result-
ing from promotion, reassignment of roles, and departures from the foun-
dation field are fairly frequent. One hundred and nine foundations taking
part in the study indicated that 299 staff people had left their employment
during the preceding four years. This figure is a sizable 21 percent of the
employed foundation universe. Although in some cases the reason for leav-
ing was retirement, in most cases, the executive returned to his original dis-
cipline or profession or entered a new vocation for which his foundation
experience had helped to prepare him. At the same time, 136 foundations
reported bringing at least one executive staff member (a total of 289 individ-
uals) in from outside the foundation field during the preceding five years.

But a more sustained movement in and out of foundations depends
principally on the establishment of a systematic retirement policy. Here,
too, probably more has been done than the foundation community realizes,
although the practices governing termination of an executive staff member’s
employment are still relatively unstructured. Of the 422 foundations from
which data were sought on the question of a mandatory retirement age, 83
percent (348 foundations) indicated they had no formal retirement policy
while 17 percent (74 foundations) stated they had such a policy.

Of the foundations that do have a formal policy, 74 percent indi-
cated that the mandatory age for male executives is sixty-five, which is also
the age cited for women again by 74 percent. The mandatory retirement
age range for males is a wide one, with a low of sixty years in two cases
and a high of seventy-five years in one. There is a similarly wide range for
women executives, from fifty-five years to seventy-two. Among reporting
foundations with no formal retirement policy, thirty-eight stated there is a
customary age at which executives leave the organization. In this case, too,
the most often cited age is sixty-five for both men and women. To sum up,
of the 212 foundations which the study has ascertained employ full-time
staff, slightly over half (112, or 53 percent) have either a formalized policy
or a customary practice regarding retirement of executive staff. The age
ranges appear in the following table which, of course, includes only those
foundations that provided data on age ranges.
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Table 34. Mandatory and Customary Retirement Ages for Male and Female
Executives

Under 65 65 Over 65
Mandatory age for men 3 55 11
Mandatory age for women 4 55 7
Customary age for men 1 29 2
Customary age for women 4 25 —

Staff Tenure and Changing Social Needs

To some observers the normal turnover rate of personnel in founda-
tions, insured by existing retirement policies, does not seem adequate for
keeping foundations in tune with the needs of a rapidly changing society.
Concern on this score is fortified by the rather high average age level of in-
cumbent administrators which, as was noted in a preceding paragraph, is
forty-eight in the more advanced foundations and fifty-two in other foun-
dations. The foundation community has itself exhibited its concern with this
condition by the position it has taken toward the oft-suggested proposal
that foundation people should enjoy somewhat the same tenure guarantees
as are enjoyed by professors in most universities. On that issue there is no
ambiguity: the opposition to guaranteed tenure is overwhelming.?

Individual respondents desirous of a more affirmative approach to this
problem have suggested that greater efforts be made to bring new people,
and especially young people, into the foundation fold for a limited period
or on a temporary basis, thus avoiding some of the difficulties attending re-
cruitment of young people, mentioned earlier. One respondent made the
rather radical suggestion that the tenure of all but the most senior officials
be limited to a term of years, possibly not more than five years, and that
younger people be brought into a foundation for a term of service with the
clear understanding that their ultimate career objectives lay outside the
foundation fold. Others suggested an in-and-out type of service—mature
scholars serving for a term of years and then returning to their original
posts.

Ideas and attitudes such as these may be considered, at least impliedly,
as a reiteration of the views opposed to attempts to professionalize founda-
tion service that were canvassed on an earlier page. The immediate concern
at this point, however, is to avoid aggravating an existing tendency toward
lengthy tenure in foundations and, by discovering constructive ways of

* The tenure suggestion received an average rating of only 1.096 on a scale of 0 to
5. The actual ratings were: 0-181; 1-32; 2-34; 3-34; 4-19; and 5-13. See further com-
ment in Chapter 6.
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introducing new blood into the foundation cadres, to mitigate the danger
that foundations will fail to keep abreast of the social needs which they
should seek to satisfy.

Some of the more progressive foundations, those especially alert to the
requirements of their institutional obligations and desirous of being kept
aware of each new generation’s priorities and views of the future, might
well consider some sort of temporary internship program for younger
scholars. Thus a relatively brief period of service might take place either
prior to establishing more permanent affiliations in the academic and pro-
fessional worlds or shortly after having been inducted into those worlds.
How such a period of service could be undertaken without diverting the
internees from research and other scholarly activity upon which they may
already have embarked, and without injuring such activity, could pose a
problem. The difficulty might be overcome, at least in part, by combining
pre- and postdoctoral fellowships or internships with a sabbatical leave
program for younger scholars who already have non-tenure appointments in
universities or have already embarked on the first rung of the professional
ladder, either in academe or elsewhere.

Foundations interested in attacking this problem of maintaining con-
stant contact with the scholars and thinkers of each new generation might
find useful suggestions in the policy recently established by Russell Sage
Foundation. By means of fellowships for the graduate or immediate post-
graduate student, a visiting scholar program, and interim staff appoint-
ments, this foundation assures itself of a constant and changing flow of
some of the nation’s best talent in its fields of interest. Both its internal
program of research and its grants to outside institutions and scholars bene-
fit from this staffing policy. Guest scholars and temporary staff people are
informally integrated into the administration of the foundation and its so-
cial structure so that there is a constant interchange of ideas and advice.
Both the internal and external programs of the foundation profit accord-
ingly.

Other foundations attack the problem of recruiting new talent in in-
direct ways by offering fellowships to promising young scholars and artists
all over the world (a policy of the John Simon Guggenheim Memorial
Foundation), or by organizing research groups that use younger talent, as
in the case of the Twentieth Century Fund, or by funneling research and
fellowship grants to competent younger scholars, through organizations like
the Social Science Research Council and similar groups. All these ways of
maintaining contact with, and encouraging, new and promising talent ought
to be carefully reexamined by the foundation world, especially if it persists
in applying traditional ways of seeking its own immediate staff and in main-
taining existing employment policies.



The Compensation Practices
of Foundations:

Chief Executives

No aspect of this study has inspired more questions and expressions of
interest than the subject of salaries and such allied compensation as fringe
benefits. Judging from the formal and informal inquiries from people within
the foundation community and from others outside it, there is a keen de-
sire for information on salaries for immediate use in specific situations. As
indicated in Chapter 3, for the past four or five years there has been a mod-
erate turnover in foundation employees, and a modest number of people
are being hired from time to time. Moreover, although the fact is difficult to
document, it appears that a small number of foundations are currently cre-
ating positions and contemplating additions to their staff. These activities
may explain, in part, the pressing interest in foundation compensation.

A more important reason for the interest in, and demand for, data on
compensation is that the foundation community lacks norms on which to
base long-term compensation policies and on which to establish salary and
income levels for its employees. That such should be the case ought not to
occasion any surprise. The reasons for the lack of compensation norms are
not difficult to discern. Their absence is explained in part by the relative iso-
lation in which the foundation administrator operates. As pointed out earlier,
unlike physicians, lawyers, or college professors, foundation administrators
do not form a distinct profession. Hence, to a degree, they lack the benefits
of professional integration and association including, among others, the
benefit of standardization as to duties and income that professional organi-

75
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zations tend to establish. Moreover, people are hired by a foundation to
meet a specific need, and the actual service rendered by the administrator
differs considerably from one type of foundation to another. Hence, the
foundations themselves have difficulty in arriving at any comparable stand-
ards for compensating their employees.

The lack of norms quickly becomes apparent in an examination of sal-
aries for different positions in various types of foundations.» Looking first
at the salaries of chief executives of foundations, their most obvious char-
acteristic is their wide range. For example, full-time chief executives of fam-
ily general purpose foundations earn anywhere from $25,000 to $75,000.
For full-time chief executives of foundations of this type with over $100
million in assets, the average is $57,250. For full-time chief executives—on
whom the study has data—who head foundations with assets below $100
million, the average is $44,300. As respects the salaries of the executives of
the family general purpose foundations, the figures appear in Table 35.2

Since a good percentage of chief executives and other foundation staff
are employed only part-time, for purposes of reporting on salary, individ-
uals have been placed in five categories: full-time, 66-99 percent of time,
33-65 percent of time, under 33 percent of time, and time not mentioned
and therefore unknown.

It is in these foundations that one would expect to find the highest

Table 35. Average Salaries of Full-Time and Part-Time Chief Executives of
Family General Purpose Foundations

Percentage of time .

devoted to Asset Level of Foundation

foundation $100 million and over Under $100 million
100 $57,250 $44,300

(Range: 75,000-4Q,000) (Range: 72,000-25,000)

66—99 60,000 32,500*
33-65 30,000 12,500
Under 33 —_— 15,500

* The average salaries for part-time staff members are based on time actually spent in
service to the foundation and not on 100 percent of the staff members’ time.

* Continuing the typology established earlier, foundations are divided into the fol-
lowing categories based on origin and program: family general purpose, family suppor-
tive, family operating, community, and company-sponsored.

*Because of the occasional substantial variations in salaries within individual
categories of executives, the resulting averages in the tables in this and the subsequent
chapter may be less meaningful than the tables in Appendix II in which averages are
computed on the basis of a more detailed breakdown of foundations by asset size.
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level of salaries, for these are foundations that, by definition, have more
than a handful of staff who have major responsibility for program develop-
ment. They are also foundations that, for the most part, have generous re-
sources. Thus, on the basis both of ability to pay and of the qualifications,
training, and responsibility of the executives, the highest salaries in the
foundation community should go to chief executives of family general
purpose foundations.

Among the family foundations with largely supportive programs, the
largest category of foundations in the study, levels of salary are lower, and
there is considerably greater use of part-time executives. From the tabula-

Table 36. Average Salaries of Full-Time and Part-Time Chief Executives of
Family Supportive Foundations

Percentage of time
devoted to Asset Level of Foundation
foundation $100 million and over Under $100 million
100 $27,333 $22,691
(Range: 34,100-15,000) (Range: 60,000-1,700)
(F = 15,000)* (F = 18,090)
66-99 $28,000 $23,350
(Range: 60,000-6,000)
(F = 16,000)
33-65 37,000 15,588
(Range: 50,000-4,800)
(F = 7,500)
Under 33 _ 6,686
(Range: 16,000-900)
(F = 5,500)
Unknown — 13,633
(Range: 40,000-1,200)

* F = female. Wherever information is available, average salaries of female incumbents
are shown separately.

tion, it is evident that for this type of foundation, there is only a very rough
correlation between the size of its assets and its level of salaries for chief
executives. Here, as elsewhere, there are cases of inverse correlation between
the percentage of time devoted to the foundation and the level of salary. A
part-time executive may receive just as much or more compensation than his
full-time counterpart. This is the case, for example, among foundations with
under $100 million in assets, in which the average salary for full-time chief
executives is $22,691, while that for chief executives working between 65
and 99 percent of the time is $23,350. It is possible that in some family sup-
portive foundations, individuals identified as part-time employees of the
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foundation also have other responsibilities related to the foundation’s ac-
tivity and that the foundation salary may cover both. In any case, it is well
to bear in mind that the small number of individuals in some foundation
categories on whom data have been collected makes generalizations haz-
ardous at best.

Although the preponderance of family supportive foundations in the
study’s universe results in more data on salaries paid to executives of this
type of foundation, some comparison may be made with the smaller num-
ber of reported salaries paid by family general purpose foundations. Given
equality in asset size between the two types of foundations, the general
purpose foundations clearly reward their executives at a higher level, sub-
stantiating the statement made earlier that the relatively high executive sal-
aries of general purpose foundations are related both to asset size and to the
duties that chief executives of these foundations are called upon to perform.

Among the chief executives of the family supportive foundations, there
are eighteen women. As already noted, their salaries are shown separately
in this and in subsequent tables, in order to determine whether or not any
broad difference in compensation between men and women exists in the
foundation community, and if so, how significant this difference may be. In
the case of chief executives of family supportive foundations, the number of
women chief executives increases in the lower asset ranges of foundations.
In two cases, women receive the lowest salary within an asset range; in no
case is a woman paid the top salary in any of the classifications established
according to assets of the foundation and time spent by the chief executive
on the job.

In family operating foundations, there is again a wide range of salaries
for the chief executive’s job, with levels lower than those of general purpose
foundations, but slightly higher than those of supportive foundations with
assets under $100 million. If one applies the principle that people with

Table 37. Average Salaries of Full-Time and Part-Time Chief Executives of
Family Operating Foundations*

Percentage of time
devoted to foundation

100 $25,427
(Range: 45,000~4,600)
(F = 17,300)
66-99 13,000
33-65 12,000

* In presenting data on the salaries of chief executives of family operating, community,
and company-sponsored foundations, the relatively smaller number of salaries reported
to the study have led the study’s directors to omit reference to asset size of foundation.
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greater responsibilities should receive compensation commensurate with
those responsibilities, it would appear that the salary level for operating
foundation heads is probably appropriate. A head of an operating founda-
tion may be responsible for the management of anything from a nursing
school to a research center or museum, a responsibility that seems more
demanding than that of a manager of a supportive foundation who makes
grants to other institutions, although probably no more demanding than
what is asked of the head of a major general purpose foundation.

Salaries and salary ranges for chief executives of community and
company-sponsored foundations are given in the following table. Commu-

Table 38. Average Salaries of Full-Time and Part-Time Chief Executives in
Community and Company-Sponsored Foundations

Perc;zztgsdorotlme Type of Foundation
foundation Community Company-sponsored

100 $18,541 $24,000
(Range: 40,000-3,600)  (Range: 55,000-8,000)

66—99 19,400 29,800
(Range: 34,000-4,200)  (Range: 40,000-17,000)

33-65 8,716 6,000
(Range: 18,000-2,400)

Under 33 4,600 —_—
(Range: 10,000-800)

Unknown 2,400 —_—

nity foundations employ relatively few women chief executives and these
foundations are partial to part-time employees. Data from company-spon-
sored foundations were more difficult to obtain than was salary information
from the other types of foundations because in most company-sponsored
foundations, the foundation executive’s salary is paid by the founding com-
pany, and therefore not reported as an administrative expense of the foun-
dation. As in the case of the family supportive foundations and the commu-
nity foundations, some part-time chief executives of company-sponsored
foundations seem to be compensated at a higher rate than are full-time
executives.

The Seniority Factor in the Compensation of Full-Time Chief Executives

Because there are more data on the salaries of chief executives than
on any other category of foundation staff member—due in part to the fact
that many foundations have only a chief executive officer—it is perhaps
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worthwhile to examine their salary levels from other points of view. The
first might be the length of time on the job. To what extent, if any, is level
of compensation of chief executives related to the number of years an in-
cumbent has held his or her present job? The following relationships
emerge.

Table 39. Average Salaries of Full-Time Chief Executives with Tenure of Five
Years or Less and with Tenure of More than Five Years

Type of Fcundation Five Years or Less More than Five Years
Family General Purpose $50,450 $44,812
Family Supportive 25,451 24,821
Family Operating 27,062 29,800
Community 16,157 19,075
Company-Sponsored 39,500 17,800

From this brief tabulation it might appear that salaries increase slightly
in family operating and community foundations as the length of service
of the incumbent job holder increases. On the other hand, for the family
general purpose, family supportive, and company-sponsored foundations,
increased years of service appear to go unrewarded, at least relatively, since
the salary level of those with less than five years of service is more than the
level of those with more than five years of service. Doubtless what has
happened is that chief executives hired within the last five years have com-
manded starting salaries higher even than the existing salaries of incumbents
who have been running a foundation in these categories for longer than
five years. The effects of inflation, the increase in academic compensation,
and even, perhaps, the more recently felt need for better, and hence more
costly, talent may all have contributed to this disparity in salary levels as
a result of which the more recently appointed appear to be favored as
against those who have been in service for some time.

Salary Levels in Different Regions of the Country

Again, focusing on the chief executives, incumbents in the different
types and sizes of foundations have been classified along geographic lines
in order to ascertain whether salary levels vary from one part of the country
to another. In the ensuing tabulation, the same geographical divisions are
used as were used in the discussion of the geographical distribution of ad-
ministrators in Chapter 1.

To anyone familiar with comparative salaries in other fields, it should
come as no surprise that salaries for foundation chief executives in the
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Northeast, led by salaries in New York City, are, for the most part, higher
than those in other parts of the country. With the exception of community
foundations and a single case of a chief executive of a family operating
foundation in the Southeast, chief executives are better paid in the North-
east than in other regions of the country. In family general purpose founda-
tions, salaries in the Northeastern states considerably exceed those in all
other regions. In family supportive foundations, chief executives in the
Southeast region earn almost as much as those in the Northeast, and the same
is true for foundation heads of family operating foundations in the North
Central region in comparison with those in the Northeast.

Recent Trends and Comparisons

Records of salaries of foundation executives made public by the Inter-
nal Revenue Service in the last three or four years show that in this period,
many chief executive officers have received major salary increases. For ex-
ample, examination of 1969/1970 and 1966/1967 salaries of a group of full-
time chief executives of general purpose foundations shows that the aver-
age annual increase for members of this group in the past three or four
years has been about $10,000.

Besides compensating for inflation, it is possible that the increases re-
flect a growing realization that the quality of a foundation’s philanthropy is
directly related to the quality of the people who determine where the foun-
dation’s funds will be spent. The possibility, however, is a remote one, for
this concept still does not appear to be a guiding principle of foundation
administration. Indeed, the study encountered founders and trustees of
foundations who continue to object to spending money on salaries. They
feel that such expenditure deprives a potential grantee of funds, or that
people should come to foundation work because of their belief in the
““cause,” and not to earn a respectable salary.?

Given the variety of backgrounds of foundation chief executives (as
shown in detail in Chapter 3), comparisons with other types of organiza-
tions is an inexact process at best. Nevertheless, because some of the larger
foundations draw many of their staff from academic circles, it may be of
interest to compare salary levels of presidents of universities and colleges
with the salaries of foundation chief executives, and from the comparison,
derive additional perspective on the latter’s compensation.

Between 1969 and 1970, the median salary of presidents of colleges

3 Of course, the study also encountered trustees, especially those active in the oper-
ation of a foundation, who have no objection to receiving the relatively munificent fees
fixed by a trust indenture or by the courts.
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and universities in the United States was $25,979, with about 11 percent
receiving under $17,000, the same percent earning over $37,000, and 5
percent earning over $42,000.* On a frequency chart, the most often cited
salary was between $25,000 and $25,500, followed, in frequency, by a sal-
ary of slightly over $30,000, and in third place, by a salary of just over
$20,000.°

For heads of universities as for chief executives of foundations, there
are large differences in salary levels. If one compares the median of college
and university presidents’ salaries with the averages shown earlier for
heads of different types of foundations, it appears that with the exception
of family supportive foundations with assets between $10 and $24.9 mil-
lion and almost all types of foundations with assets of less than $10 mil-
lion, full-time heads of foundations receive higher salaries than do their
academic counterparts. It should be borne in mind, of course, that the college
or university president in all probability receives a good many other per-
quisites in addition to his salary and insured benefits which the foundation
executive may not enjoy, and that, on the other hand, a university presi-
dent’s responsibilities may be a great deal more demanding than those of
most foundation heads.

Thus, although the variety of compensation levels for chief executives
of foundations makes a generalization difficult, it can be said that while
most foundation heads are not earning the munificent sums occasionally
attributed to them, they are, by and large, reasonably well paid for their
services as compared to others in somewhat analogous kinds of work. Fur-
thermore, the current upward trend of salaries for foundation heads indi-
cates at least an awareness on the part of foundations that there must be
some movement upward in chief executives’ salaries if they are to be com-
petitive with salaries in the educational and nonprofit-organization worlds.

* It was not possible to obtain means of academic salaries.
®National Education Association, Higher Education Series, Research Report
1970-R, “Salaries in Higher Education,” Chapter 6.






The Compensation Practices
of Foundations:
Staff Compensation
and Fringe Benefits

For purposes of comparison and discussion, the study’s directors, as
noted earlier, established ten categories of positions in addition to that of
chief executive, gathering the almost infinite variety of specific titles under
general labels designed to be functionally descriptive.! In this second chap-
ter on compensation, the salaries of all executive staff persons other than
chief executives are examined according to their categories. Also included
in the discussion are such data as have been collected on the remuneration
of trustees. Another section of the chapter is devoted to practices relating to
fringe benefits, but here all foundation personnel is included in the discus-
sion.

The table which follows (Table 41) shows salary ranges for people oc-
cupying next to the highest position in the various kinds of foundations.
Broadly speaking, these persons, termed deputy chief executive officers by
the study, discharge many of the same functions as the chief executive,
sometimes covering a wide range of duties and in other cases focusing on
a few aspects of the chief executive’s job. Their actual titles may be vice

* For the convenience of the reader, the earlier listing of these categories in Chap-
ter 2 is repeated. They are: deputy chief executive officer, senior secretarial officer, senior
financial officer, senior secretarial-financial officer, junior secretarial-financial officer,
senior program officer, junior program officer, internal administrative officer, communi-
cations/information officer, staff specialist.
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president, associate director, executive vice president, or one of half a dozen
others.

In comparing the salaries of deputy chiefs in general purpose and
supportive family foundations, it is apparent that, as in the case of chief
executives, the general purpose foundations provide higher salary levels
but with greater ranges than are evident in the supportive foundations.
Here, again, salaries seem to have little direct relation to the amount of time
the person spends on the job, with instances of higher salaries for part-time
than for full-time work. Incumbents of the rank of deputy chief executive
in the family operating, community, and company-sponsored foundations
are rare. But when these positions exist, their salaries compare favorably
with those of deputy chief executives in general purpose foundations.

The next position identified is that of senior secretarial officer, usually
called ““secretary” by the foundation in which he or she is employed (see
Table 42). Salary levels for senior secretarial staff in general purpose and
supportive foundations appear to be about the same. In supportive founda-
tions, there are a number of part-time secretaries, quite a few of whom are
women. There are relatively few data on salaries of senior secretarial offi-
cers in family operating, community, and company-sponsored foundations.
Such data as are available indicate that salaries of these staff members
conform with those of family general purpose and supportive foundations.

In parallel posts in the financial area are individuals bearing the titles
of treasurer, financial vice president, and investment manager, all of whom
are grouped under the category of “senior financial officer’”” (see Table 43).
As in the case of the senior secretarial officers, these people are concentrated
in the family general purpose and family supportive foundations. Wide
variations are apparent in their pay scales. This is true even in general pur-
pose foundations where, it might be assumed, more systematic attention is
given internal administrative matters and where, therefore, one would
expect less variation in salaries for this office. Here, there are three instances
of women receiving the lowest salary. In two other instances female incum-
bents are at the top of the scale.

Because the duties of secretary and treasurer are combined, in whole
or in part, in some foundations, the functional title of “senior secretarial-
financial officer” was assigned to such officials by the study. Since salary
information on people holding this position is decidedly limited, the table
on their salaries combines data for these officers in all types of foundations
(see Table 44). It will be noted that individual salaries are generally on a par
with those of senior secretarial and senior financial officers. Like them,
moreover, they vary greatly. Officers in this category are rarely, if ever,
found in company-sponsored foundations for the reason that financial af-
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fairs, in this type of foundation, are almost invariably handled by officers of
the sponsoring company.

A number of foundations employ a full-time or part-time junior secre-
tarial-financial officer who works for a senior person in either area. The
incumbent’s title may be assistant secretary, assistant treasurer, assistant
secretary-treasurer, or some other term. It is here that one finds more
women officeholders than in any other executive position in the foundation
world. For this reason alone further examination is justified. Also, people
filling this position often carry the work load under a trustee, who has the
title of secretary or treasurer but only the nominal responsibility for the
functions of the office.

This is the first definitely junior position reported in these tables. Even
for such a position, the salary levels seem low, especially when compared
with the financial rewards of the top bracket officers and staff. The salary
levels are about the same for general purpose and supportive foundations,
although supportive foundations of $100 million and over usually offer
more than general purpose foundations of the same size. In general, the
women incumbents earn slightly lower salaries. This, interestingly enough,
does not happen to be the case in supportive foundations in the $10-24.9
million asset category, where six women incumbents have a higher average
salary than the overall average for men and women.

Since there are few reported salaries for this position in the other kinds
of foundations, the following table again consolidates such positions for the
remaining foundations other than company-sponsored foundations, which
had no examples of junior secretarial-financial officers (see Table 45).

Salary data are scattered for the study’s other basic classifications of
foundation officers. Of the remaining categories, probably the most impor-
tant and best paid is the category the study has labeled “senior program
officer.” The relatively high level of compensation for senior program offi-
cers is largely the result of their concentration in the larger general purpose
foundations, where salary levels in general tend to be higher (see Table 46).

The salaries of senior program officers have been compared with the
weighted average of salaries of full professors (in 1969-70).2 Total com-
pensation for full professors in certain private independent universities is
$23,299, a figure that falls in the middle range of senior program officers’
salaries. The weighted average salary of full professors in one hundred lead-

*“Weighted Average Salaries and Average Compensations by Rank, Type of In-
stitutions, and Type of Control, 1969-70": AAUP Bulletin, Vol. 56 No. 2, June 2, 1970, p.
197.
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ing doctorate-granting institutions in 1969-1970 was $20,257.3 This is
on the low side when compared with levels of compensation of foundation
program officers. It must be remembered, however, that in a great many
cases, the professors can and do augment their income through outside
work, whereas among foundations this practice is less accepted. Thus, ap-
parent differences in salary levels probably are somewhat greater than vari-
ations in actual total compensation.

Junior program officers, another category set up by the study, are even
more concentrated in the larger, more sophisticated foundations than are
program officers of senior grade. For the junior staff, compensation data
scarcely offer any basis for generalization. Nevertheless, the data, such as
they are, have been tabulated (see Table 47).

A similar dearth of data exists for the remaining three categories of
staff, namely, internal administrative officer, communications/information
officer, and staff specialist, again, largely because they exist, if at all, among
the few well-staffed, more sophisticated foundations. The first of these
may bear a title such as administrative officer, business manager, or the
equivalent, connoting participation in the administrative, non-program as-
pects of the foundation. Communications/information officers and staff
specialists may be identified by such titles as director of reports, research
associate or assistant, or program advisor. Examples of each of these two
categories of staff are occasionally found in foundations with more than
three staff members. Since salary data on staff specialists are so few, the
following tabulations show data only on internal administrative officers
and communications/information officers (see Tables 48 and 49).

Sources of Compensation

Information on who provides the compensation for foundation admin-
istrators is sketchy, many foundations having failed to respond to the ques-
tion. Undoubtedly, some of the foundations that did not reply assumed that
failure to reply would be taken to mean that the foundation was the source.
If this assumption is correct, then there are relatively few foundations that
look to another source than their own coffers for the wherewithal to pay
the help, although, as noted below, this is probably not true of one type of
foundation. In any event, of the 165 reports on who pays the chief execu-
tives” salaries, all but seven stated that the foundation paid the entire
amount. Of these seven exceptions, three stated that the foundation paid

8Weighted Average Salaries and Average Compensations by Rank and for All
Ranks Combined for Selected University Sample, by Type of Control, 1969-70,” op. cit.,
p. 197.
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between 95 and 99 percent, and the other four said the foundation was re-
sponsible for 20, 40, 50, and 75 percent respectively. The outside salary
sources were the donor, another foundation, or a bank trustee. Outside
sources for salaries of staff other than chief executives were equally few.

As mentioned earlier, most of the company-sponsored foundations,
eighty of which were included in the study, left the salary portion of the
questionnaire unanswered. It is in these foundations that one would expect
to find the largest number of non-foundation financed salaries; and that
expectation would undoubtedly have been confirmed had the company-
sponsored foundations supplied the requisite data. The decision of the
majority of the company-sponsored foundations not to answer this salary
question not only deprived the study of valuable data on the financing of
salaries but also prevented effective comparison of salaries paid by this type
of foundation with salaries of other types of similar asset size and program
activity.

Somewhat more than 8 percent of the foundations studied indicate
that they allow their respective staff members to engage in compensated
work outside the foundation. Since the absolute figure is fifty-four founda-
tions, those involved consist not merely of the larger, well-staffed founda-
tions, but also of some with decidedly small staffs. Moonlighting in the
role of paid consultants to industry and government, or as editors for pub-
lishers, or as paid part-time officials of professional organizations and the
like, has been characteristic of members of faculties of many universities.
Apparently a small segment of the foundation world has adopted a similar
liberal policy, possibly in direct imitation of the university community. Al-
though there is no extensive evidence of the sort of “outside” work foun-
dation staff members are performing, the presumption is that it is chiefly
part-time teaching, or possibly rendering consultant services to government
agencies. Indeed, some foundations (Russell Sage is one example) actively
encourage their staff members to carry on a limited program of teaching at
neighboring universities.

Fringe Benefits

For staff members of foundations, fringe benefits are second only to
salaries in interest and concern. One foundation, the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching, pioneered in establishing the most im-
portant fringe benefit—an actuarially sound pension plan—for higher edu-
cational institutions. It is a matter of some irony, therefore, that, by and
large, foundations have been slow, as compared with universities for exam-
ple, to institute pension and other fringe benefit programs for their respec-
tive staffs. This hesitancy may be explained by a variety of factors, among
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them the relatively small size of foundation staffs and the absence of pro-
fessional standards among foundations. Parenthetically it might be noted
that some long-time observers of foundation administration and staffing
practices contend that the absence of fringe benefits, commonly found in
academic organizations, has been a deterrent to attracting competent staff
to the foundation field. It would be impossible to prove or disprove the con-
tention.

Of the 212 foundations that stated they had some full-time executive-
level staff, 195 responded in whole or in part to the questions on fringe
benefits. Of this group, 125, or about 64 percent, reported the existence of a
pension plan—often the first benefit instituted by the foundation and, in
some cases, the only one. Most pension plans were instituted after 1950,
with a high concentration in the 1960s. Close to three-quarters of these
plans are financed entirely by the foundation. Of the remaining plans, the
foundation finances between 50 and 80 percent of the cost in twenty-three
cases. In only thirteen plans is the foundation’s share of the cost below 50
percent. If one extrapolates these data, it becomes apparent that the non-
contributory pension is the rule among foundations.

In the responses to the study’s questionnaires, the next most often
cited benefit is major medical insurance. One hundred seven foundations
stated that they have a major medical plan, while eighty-two said they did
not. Following medical insurance in frequency is life insurance. Here there
is an almost even split between those foundations with life insurance for
their staff (ninety-five) and those without such protection (ninety-four). In
the case of plans to meet hospitalization, medical, and surgical costs, such as
Blue Cross and Blue Shield, reporting foundations without these benefits
outnumber those having them by sizable percentages. Annual physical
examinations for staff members are an even less accepted benefit, being re-
stricted to 35 out of 188 reporting foundations. Normally, the foundation
pays the full cost of all these plans.

As respects other benefits, seventeen foundations noted that they have
some form of deferred compensation. Although there was no indication of
the year in which deferred compensation plans were instituted, it would ap-
pear that they are of fairly recent origin and that, furthermore, there is a
marked interest in such plans among foundations with more than one or
two staff members. Contrary to what might be expected, only two of the
foundations with such plans are company-sponsored organizations. Three
are community foundations and the balance are family general purpose and
supportive foundations. Eighteen foundations reported having thrift plans.
These are savings plans in which the foundation matches employees’ efforts
to set aside part of salary as savings or offers other economic inducements
to encourage such thrift. Other fringe benefits such as funds for the educa-
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tion of the children of staff and subsidies for staff club memberships were
reported in one or two cases. Generally, the handful of the largest founda-
tions—in asset size and/or with the most extensive staffs—have the most
complete benefit package.*

Table 50 indicates the overall frequency of various kinds of fringe
benefits within the study’s universe of 662 foundations.

Table 50. Foundations Indicating Existence of Fringe Benefit Plans

Yes No No Answer
Pension 125 70 467
Major Medical Insurance 107 82 473
Life Insurance 95 94 473
Blue Cross 78 111 473
Blue Shield 67 122 473
Other Medical/Surgical Insurance 36 152 474
Annual Physical Exams 35 153 474
Thrift Plans 18 172 472
Deferred Compensation 17 171 474
Disability and Accident Insurance 17 171 474
Medical Examinations after Retirement 5 183 474

The subsequent table shows the distribution of the five most usual pro-
grams, pensions, life insurance, major medical insurance, Blue Cross, and
Blue Shield, among five types of foundations, classified as to asset size.

Queried as to the value of their fringe benefits as a percent of salary,
the 119 foundations that answered this question fall into four fairly equal
groups. Almost equal numbers indicated that the added-on value was be-
tween 5 and 10 percent (thirty foundations), between 10 and 15 percent
(thirty-three foundations), between 15 and 20 percent (twenty-six founda-
tions), and between 20 and 25 percent (twenty-five foundations). Only five
foundations estimated the added-on value as being less than 5 percent. These
figures support the opinion, stated earlier, that the non-contributory pen-
sion is the accepted practice among foundations which provide a pension.

Of those foundations specifying the percentage of a staff member’s
highest salary paid on retirement, more than half cited the figure of 50 per-
cent or more, most of these noting that the amount was precisely 50 percent.
The remaining foundations mentioned figures ranging from 1 percent to 45
percent, with the majority falling between 20 and 45 percent. In a very few
cases, a formula has been devised that mixes the level of salary and years

4 Benefits come in many forms. As part of its benefit program, one foundation cited
the fact that the executive secretary has free parking privileges.
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of service of the staff member, and, based on this combination, arrives at the
amount of the pension. Most foundations rely entirely on the funded pen-
sion to achieve this payment, but a few find it necessary to augment the
payment in order to achieve the established minimum; and to the extent
that they do, the contribution must be regarded as an added fringe benefit.

As shown in the following table, most foundations provide their exec-
utive staff with four weeks annual vacation. Nineteen percent reported giv-
ing vacations of three weeks. A few provide only two weeks or offer two to
four weeks depending on length of service. Seven percent are quite generous
and offer more than four weeks.

Table 52. Length of Vacation Granted to Executive Staff by 195 Foundations

Number of
Foundations Length of Vacation
17 2 weeks
37 3 weeks
113 4 weeks
14 over 4 weeks
14 between 2 and 4 weeks,
depending on length of
service

Only six foundations reported that they have a policy of providing
some form of sabbatical leave. Two said that the privilege is under consid-
eration. The length of the leave in the few cases in which it exists varies
from one to six months, every four or five years. Occasionally the amount
of time given varies with the individual cases.

Compensation of Trustees

Of 540 foundations on which the study secured data on trustee com-
pensation, 421 indicate their trustees receive no fees or other remuneration.
Of the 119 foundations whose trustees do receive some form of compen-
sation, 104 specified the range of payment. In this latter group, trustees of
sixty-three foundations receive fees less than $5,000 a year. Thirty-one
foundations pay their trustees between $5,000 and $20,000 annually, and
ten foundations give their trustees more than $20,000. In two cases, fees
exceed $50,000.° In many cases, the fees paid by a single foundation vary,
with the bank trustees receiving a more sizable amount than the family

® Undoubtedly, there are other cases of sizable fees to trustees which were not re-
ported to the study.
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board members and other individual trustees. Or, in other cases, trustees
like lawyers or accountants, who may have been selected because of their
professions, receive more than their colleagues.

The magnitude of the fees paid to trustees usually depends on whether
the trustees’ role is that of a supervising or operating officer.® Of the 104
foundations on which the study secured fee ranges for trustees, 56 are
trustee-operated. Their payment to trustees of fees ranging from less than
$5,000 to more than $50,000 must therefore be regarded as payment for
their services as operating personnel. Similar payments by 24 of the 104
foundations, classified as trustee-operated with minor assistance, must also
be so regarded.

With staff increases and the consequent shift of the trustee role to
one of supervision and policy determination, the payment to trustees usually
declines or disappears altogether. Thus, of the foundations with full-time
staff of three or less that reported to the study, only sixteen said they paid
their trustees, and only eight reporting foundations with a full-time staff
of more than three were among the 104 foundations that provided such
compensation. In all these cases, moreover, the compensation is quite nom-
inal—generally $5,000 or less—although one of these staffed foundations
goes as high as $20,000. Usually, of course, trustees are reimbursed for
travel and other out-of-pocket expenses. It is also true that individual trus-
tees of staffed foundations, especially the board chairman or the chair-
man of the executive committee, may be compensated and these payments
may be in the $25,000 to $40,000 range. In one case, the board chairman
of a staffed foundation receives $130,000.

The 104 foundations that reported fee ranges for trustees have been
tabulated (see Table 53) and an attempt made to classify them according to
the absence or presence of paid staff and the magnitude of such staff when
it exists. The table documents the conclusion of the analysis we have just
made, namely, that compensation to trustees may rise to fairly generous
levels—if there is any compensation at all—in foundations without staff
and declines markedly as foundations take on staff.

Conclusions

From the welter of figures presented in this and the preceding chapter
on the compensation practices of foundations, it is possible to come to at
least tentative conclusions about salaries in the foundation world. It is clear

® Occasionally, when fees are fixed in a trust indenture, they may be quite arbi-
trary, that is, they bear no logical relationship to the role of the trustee. For additional
data on trustees, see Appendix L.
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Table 53. Levels of Compensation of Foundation Trustees in Foundations
Classified as to Staff Size or Absence of Staff

Trustee-
Operated More than 3
Levels of Trustee- with Minor 1-3 Full- Full-time
Compensation | Operated Assistance time Staff Staff
for Trustees % # % # % # % #
Under $5,000 53.6 30 70.9 17 68.8 11 62.5 5
5-20,000 35.7 20 12.5 3 31.2 5 37.5 3
20-35,000 7.1 4 8.3 2 0.0 0 0.0 0
35-50,000 0.0 0 8.3 2 0.0 0 0.0 0
50,000 & over 3.6 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Total 100.0 56 100.0 24 100.0 16 100.0 8

that, with few exceptions, foundation executives do not receive the munifi-
cent pay that some of the public attribute to them. The salaries that are
above the $50,000 level are, in most cases, those of chief executives of the
large general purpose foundations, men who have major responsibilities
in the administration of a professional staff and in the initiation and de-
velopment of complex foundation programs. Even these are scarcely out of
line with the salaries of persons of comparable intellectual stature and ad-
ministrative responsibilities in government, the most prestigious univer-
sities, or in certain nonprofit organizations such as major metropolitan
medical centers. The comparability of foundation salaries with those avail-
able to such persons is particularly apparent when the real income pro-
vided by certain perquisites, not usually available to foundation heads but
often available to university heads and heads of certain other nonprofit
agencies, are added to formal salary.

As noted earlier, some salaries for other foundation positions sustain
comparison with corresponding academic levels. Thus, senior foundation
program officers receive compensation approximately equivalent to that of
full professors of major universities, especially if income from consulting
fees and the like is averaged into the academic’s salary.

Throughout this volume, the authors have commented on the Ameri-
can foundations” lack of pattern in their administrative practices, and par-
ticularly in matters affecting personnel. Although many compensation
practices also fall within this generalization, some patterns have emerged
in the data shown in this and the preceding chapter. A rough correlation
appears to exist between the size of the foundation, the complexity of the
job, and the remuneration of the administrator. The patterns are not neat
or even always consistent, but there are enough instances of correlation of
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these factors in the more advanced foundations to convey the impression
that the salary picture is not quite so unstructured as, for example, founda-
tion recruiting practices.

Similarly, in the area of fringe benefits, it is apparent that, as indi-
cated earlier, the more managerially advanced foundations with ample as-
sets provide the greater number of benefits. Thus, as respects the five most
frequently offered fringe benefits—pension plan, life insurance, major
medical insurance, Blue Cross, and Blue Shield—there is a marked correla-
tion among family-originated foundations between the type of program and
the size of the benefit package, with those in the general purpose category
more likely to offer a larger number of benefits than the more traditional,
supportive foundations. Also, about half the foundations of all types of
origin having assets of $10 million or more, which supplied data, provide
the five benefits enumerated above.

To an extent, then, some sort of rough compensation pattern has
emerged from the data collected by the study. It may, therefore, become
possible for each of various types of foundations to find answers to some of
the questions many of them posed to the study’s directors. At any rate, in
planning for an initial staff person, in adding to staff, or in attempting to
equalize compensation for various staff levels, foundations may find it
helpful to review the tabulated data and use the rough guidelines that these
data suggest.

To be sure, in a constituency so lacking in institutional and adminis-
trative uniformity and so free of the pressure of professional conformity as
the foundation world, it is unlikely that any compensation guidelines, how-
ever valid, will exert a commanding influence. Still, simply because the
data are available and suggest generalizations as to policy, they may prove
useful. They may have a measurable influence in overcoming some of the
wider and less defensible discrepancies in the economic rewards of employees
of different types of foundations who have similar levels of responsibility.
Hopefully, also, they will at least moderate the currently unfavorable dif-
ferential in income that women normally experience when employed by
foundations.






The Foundation Administrator
Looks at His Job

Up to this point the focus has been on the factual data that relate to
the foundation administrator and the institution for which he works. In
analyzing and interpreting these data, policies and practices that affect
foundation executive-level staff have been examined, and various aspects of
the role and status of the foundation administrator have been explored in
depth. These aspects have included the educational and professional back-
grounds of the administrator, the way he is recruited, the work he does in a
foundation, and his compensation and fringe benefits. The discussion pro-
vides an appropriate setting for an element of this inquiry to which refer-
ence has been made before but which, up to now, has not been systemati-
cally explored; namely, the attitudes and opinions that those who work, or
have worked, for foundations may hold concerning their jobs and concern-
ing foundations as places of employment.

The attitudes and opinions to be discussed are chiefly those of the 422
administrators who responded to the study’s questionnaire. The positions of
these respondents in the foundation world fall into one or another of the
eleven job categories established by the study. One hundred fifty-six are (or
were) chief executives or deputy chief executives; 171 are (or were) junior
or senior program officers or concerned with program in the field; and 95
are (or were) primarily involved in a foundation’s internal management
or occupied a specialized staff role. Three hundred seventy-eight were em-
ployed by a foundation at the time they filled out the questionnaire. The
remaining forty-four had left foundation service, about two-thirds having
moved into positions in other fields of service and the remaining one-third
having retired. Of those employed by foundations, about 84 percent have
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full-time positions, 11 percent hold part-time positions, and 5 percent failed
to indicate whether their job was full- or part-time. Eighty-five percent of
the respondents are male and 15 percent female. The minimum age is
twenty-six, the maximum, seventy-nine, the average being about forty-
nine. Five percent are under thirty and only about a quarter of the total are
forty or less, a fact that confirms the conclusion that foundation service is
not a mecca for youth. About 45 percent of the individual respondents re-
ported that they have been in their present jobs five years or less; more
than two-thirds reported that their tenure maximum is ten years or less.
The average tenure is a little under ten years.!

What the Foundation Administrator Likes about His Job

In general, foundation administrators seem to be a happy and con-
tented lot. Such an attitude is implicit, in the first instance, in the levels of
satisfaction displayed by respondents when they evaluate the professional
rewards their jobs supply. The mean level of ten possible sources of satis-
faction identified in the study’s questionnaire is 3.257 on a scale of 0 to 5.

As shown in Table 54 (and in subsequent tables), some of the sources
of job satisfaction are the immediate administrative responsibilities of the
job itself; other satisfactions arise from the intellectual and professional
environment supplied by foundation employment; and still others come
from the feeling of accomplishment that the job makes possible. Virtually

Table 54. Percentage of Foundation Staff Who Agree on the Importance of
Certain Satisfactions of Foundation Service*

Satisfaction Percentage Agreeing

Seeing money well used 82.6
Betting on good people 72.9
Association with others in foundation and

related fields 59.7
Designing projects 58.2
Investigating projects 53.8
Investigating programs 52.8
Evaluating projects or programs 51.8
Evaluating applications for grants 46.7
Operating projects 31.5
Engaging in academic research 154

* The number of responses on which this table is based ranges from 272 to 320.

! For other details and discussion of possible bias as respects foundation service,
either pro or con, on the part of this group of 422 respondents, see Introduction, p. 16.
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all these classes of satisfactions are rated high and their relative intensity
varies only slightly. In almost every case, moreover, more than half of the
respondents—sometimes as many as 70 or 80 percent—agree in rating
them high. Thus, the moral and social rewards that are derived from accom-
plishments such as “seeing money well used” and “betting on good people”
are endorsed by over three-quarters of the respondents.

Rated high also are the opportunities afforded by the job to associate
with others similarly motivated within the foundation field or outside.
(“Opportunity to work closely with highly professional and ethical staff,”
was the way one respondent put it.) The formal administrative responsi-
bilities such as the design, investigation, and evaluation of projects and
programs are also satisfactions on which more than half the respondents
agree. Evaluating applications for grants is a slightly less popular aspect of
foundation administration, and those activities that are not too usual with
foundations, such as the operation and direction of projects or engaging in
academic research, have decidedly less appeal.

Nor is much difference discerned when levels of satisfaction of those
from the more sophisticated foundations are compared with the satisfac-
tions reported by individuals from foundations with few staff people. Gen-
erally, the levels coincide. Probably the only differences worth noting are
the greater weight that those from the more sophisticated foundations place
on project design and the greater importance that executives of smaller
foundations attach to evaluating applications for grants.

The conclusion that the great majority of foundation administrators find
their jobs interesting and professionally satisfying is fortified when respond-
ents’ comments on what they find especially rewarding in their foundation
experience are examined. In this instance, the respondents were classified
according to the job they actually held and according to their number of
years of service in a foundation. What they volunteered, moreover, does not
relate to the nature of their duties so much as to the intellectual and pro-
fessional environment of their position and to the social impact of what they
do.

As the following table indicates, the list of rewards thus volunteered is
lengthy.

At the top of that list is the opportunity to carry out a creative assign-
ment with constructive results for society. This item was cited by 21 percent.
Closely related rewards, as for example, the sense of accomplishment when
a grant achieves constructive results, also receive high marks. A respectable
segment of respondents volunteered that they find great satisfaction in serv-
ing as entrepreneurs of ideas, in encouraging constructive ideas in others,
and in associating with' people, both within and outside the foundation
world, who are in the vanguard when it comes to recognizing and directing
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Table 55. Rewards of Foundation Service Cited by Staff Respondents to

Questionnaire

Reward

Proportion of
Respondents
Citing Reward*

Number of
Respondents
Citing Reward

Opportunity to be creative and constructive
and to have access to needed funds for
implementing such ideas
Opportunity to associate with dynamic
leadership in many areas—with people
concerned about being at the “cutting
edge of change”
Sense of accomplishment when grant
produces constructive results
Opportunity to be an entrepreneur
of ideas
Opportunity to be associated with gifted
colleagues
Possibility of filling social needs not
filled by government or personal philanthropy
Opportunity to influence prospective philan-
thropists to use funds constructively
Special job advantages, such as absence of
pressure, good remuneration, sense of power
in distributing largesse, and chance to
improve research specialty
Opportunity to help young and talented and
to follow their careers
Other, including:
Opportunity to become well informed on
the needs and goals of educational, re-
search, and cultural establishments
Opportunity to implant or to recognize
and support constructive ideas in others
Opportunity to equalize opportunities
for deprived minorities in our society
Opportunity to improve local community

21.1%

16.4%
11.6%
10.4%
9.2%
4.3%

4.0%

4.0%

4.0%

12.1%

89

69

49

44

39

18

17

17

17

51

* Respondents frequently cited more than one reward. Percentages given are based on

total number of respondents—422.

the forces of constructive social change. Achievement of certain more spe-
cific goals such as helping the young or the disadvantaged or equalizing
opportunities for minorities also receive attention as sources of professional
satisfaction, although such specific objectives are cited less frequently.
Quotations of some of the actual phraseology of the respondents may
convey the flavor of some of the responses: “I have enjoyed very much
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seeing real progress made in fields I am interested in as a result of grants I

1, 0

have made”; “A sense of being related to the most crucial problems of times
in which we live”; “The opportunities afforded by the wide variety of re-
sponsibilities as well as full involvement in all aspects of the foundation’s
work is most rewarding”; “The most rewarding [aspect of the job] has
been watching the seed money and what stimulation I can provide bring
forth funds from other sources and involvement of many people in bringing
to fruition an idea for the betterment of our community.”

In addition to the specific aspects of philanthropy singled out by re-
spondents, many participants in the study point to the pleasure, satisfaction,
or reward of simply doing a job well, whether it is running the foundation,
handling the finances, or carrying out some aspect of program activity.
Phrases such as “guiding a new institution,” “strengthening the program
and financial position of the foundation,” “having a large responsibility at a
young age,” (this from a major foundation’s overseas representative),
“building and leading the organization” convey this sense of a job well done.
Here, one senses the professional man’s or woman'’s satisfaction in carrying
out his or her job with competence and skill.

To be sure, reactions of this kind are cited less frequently than are
those involving the general goals of the organization and the environment
in which the individual operates, including special conditions of foundation
service that those employed in foundations find attractive. Words such as
“flexibility,” “‘freedom,” and “excitement” illustrate some of the latter
reactions. Some remarked that they relish the power and prestige of the
job. In the words of one respondent, . . . no one can deny the halo effect
accompanying such power is ego-building and, frankly, helpful in stimulat-
ing and encouraging others to move in a given direction. I like this power.”

Although heads of both general purpose and supportive foundations,
program staff, and even administrative staff, appear to be of much the same
mind in their opinions on the rewards of foundation service, some minor
differences are evident in the opinions of those working for the thirty-five
managerially advanced foundations as compared with those of staff mem-
bers of the less advanced foundations. The former give higher ratings to
associating with gifted colleagues (those from the smaller foundations prob-
ably have few colleagues), to associating with dynamic leadership and
being on the “cutting edge of social change,” to being in the vanguard of
important ideas, and to having a generally. constructive impact on society.
People in the less advanced foundations tend to put greater emphasis on the
opportunity foundation service affords them to help their local communities
(where smaller family foundations and community foundations often are
active) and on the sense of accomplishment when a grant produces construc-
tive results.
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Given the fact that association with colleagues within a foundation is
often cited as a satisfying and rewarding aspect of foundation service, one
would expect to find some correlation between the amount of formal and
informal contact respondents feel they have and the relatively high levels
of satisfaction derived from association with colleagues. This association
apparently exists in satisfactory measure although its absence is a source of
frustration for a few staff people (see Table 56). Respondents indicate there
is frequent informal and formal contact among the staff. Heads of general
purpose and supportive foundations alike have much informal contact with
their staffs. In reasonably large staffs, senior program officers commu-
nicate informally with one another as do administrative officers.

What the Foundation Administrator Does Not Like about His Job

Information to complement the satisfaction data was sought by re-
questing opinions on the professional frustrations that foundation staffers
may suffer. Sixteen possible frustrations were suggested in the question-
naire. Virtually all of them concern the management and operation of a
foundation and the associations and administrative environment that a
foundation may provide. None relates to frustrations that might attend ef-
forts to achieve the professed social goals of a foundation.

The frustration levels are low—the mean for all sixteen items is only
1.269 as compared with the mean of 3.257 for the list of ten possible satis-
factions. It is reasonable to assume, therefore, that respondents find more
to like than to dislike in foundation work and that what they dislike, they
dislike less intensely than what they like.?

To be sure, the very low rating given certain potential frustrations may
be an indication that the respondent is merely indifferent and does not care
to express an opinion on the subject. What is more likely, however, is that if
a respondent takes the trouble to provide a very low rating for a suggested
source of professional frustration, he is saying, in a negative way, that the
situation is at least tolerable if not moderately satisfactory. Thus, it may
be concluded that respondents do not find too much to criticize about
foundation policy on such matters as acknowledging merit, promoting from
within, encouraging writing and scholarship among staff people, and help-
ing staff people to maintain their standing in their professional fields—all
of which were given a very low rating. Although this conclusion is occa-

* A further reason for the lower levels on this issue of dissatisfactions than on the
question of satisfaction is the response set, or the general tendency of respondents to
questionnaires to give lower ratings to negative questions or statements. This should be
considered in evaluating negative appraisals.
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sionally contradicted by comments offered in another context, it is probably
fair to conclude that the frustration level in these matters is insignificant.

The only possibly significant levels of dissatisfaction that were ex-
pressed concern administrative standards and procedures within the foun-
dation, and a few of these might well be considered by those concerned with
improving foundation administration. Thus, the highest frustration level is
reserved for the failure of a foundation to evaluate performance and meas-
ure what it does. Crowding this weakness are such other administrative
weaknesses as an overabundance of paper work, lack of care in investigat-
ing proposed philanthropic investments, insufficient foundation contagct
with projects the foundation may be financing, unwillingness to invest in
projects likely to pay off only over the long term, and a tendency of the
foundation to support projects of a favored trustee or staff member.

A comparison of the levels of frustration of people from the more
sophisticated foundations with those from less sophisticated foundations
shows that in all cases, frustration levels of people working for the former
are higher. In most cases, to be sure, the differences are extremely small—

Table 56. Percentage of Foundation Staff Respondents Citing Certain
Professional Frustrations

Percentage
Citing
Frustration Frustration*

Lack of evaluation procedures for completed projects 30.3
Too much administrative paper work 29.4
Insufficient time to develop long-range projects 25.8
Superficial investigation and appraisal of projects or programs 23.3
Insufficient time to associate with projects financed by the foundation 22.2
Tendency of foundation to support special philanthropic interests of

favored trustees or staff member 17.9
No opportunity to initiate or design projects 12.5
Lack of professional association with others in foundation field 9.6
Lack of knowledge of or experience with projects financed by the

foundation or problems to which foundation addresses itself 9.0
Preemption by trustees of the designing and investigative

responsibility for most important projects 7.4
Inability to maintain place in professional field or discipline 7.1
Too little intellectual stimulation 6.9
Difficulty in communicating ideas to trustees 6.7
Insufficient contact with superior or head of foundation 6.6
Lack of encouragement of outside writing or research 6.1
Nepotism 3.1

* The number of responses on which these percentages are based ranges from 272 to 347.



112 / The Foundation Administrator

one- or two-tenths of a point—Dbut in three areas, there is a more substantial
difference. Close to one-and-a-half times as many people from the ad-
vanced foundations feel that trustees tend to preempt important projects.
The frustration with administrative paper work is measurably more in
the advanced foundations, as is the feeling that there is not enough con-
tact between the staff person and the head of the foundation.

One can speculate about the reasons for these differences. In the case
of the preemption by the trustees of administrative work on projects, it
might be assumed that, in the major foundations, there is more develop-
mental work to be done, and that a staff is hired with special competence to
do this work. Thus, encroachment by the trustees into staff functions is
resented. In the less advanced foundations, on the other hand, an active
role by trustees is often the normal and accepted way of operating, and be-
cause most of these foundations confine themselves largely to making
grants to other institutions, there is less in the way of developmental work
for anyone to do. The other two frustrations concerning paper work and
contact with the head of the foundation bespeak a multi-staff situation
rather than a one- or two-person office.

It is, perhaps, appropriate at this juncture to refer briefly to the thesis
of Frederick Herzberg that job satisfactions and dissatisfactions are not
opposite poles of the same dimension, but rather are two different dimen-
sions, a view that is largely corroborated by respondents. Herzberg says
that the characteristics of a job that relate to satisfactions are intrinsic ele-
ments of the job that satisfy the need of the jobholder for achievement,
recognition for achievement, work itself, responsibility, and advancement.
All of these relate to a person’s job functions rather than the situation or
environment in which the functions are carried out.

Dissatisfactions or frustrations, on the other hand, stem from what
Herzberg says are extrinsic elements that satisfy what he terms the “hy-
gienic” needs of the individual, needs affected by the employing organiza-
tion’s policies and administration, the nature of supervision, salary, inter-
personal relations, and working conditions. Thus, a person may be both
satisfied with the intrinsic elements of his job and dissatisfied with certain
environmental factors. Herzberg writes, “A good hygienic environment can
prevent job dissatisfaction, but cannot create true job satisfaction or hap-
piness” (author’s italics).?

Judging from responses to the study’s questionnaires, most respond-
ents are satisfied with both intrinsic and extrinsic elements of their jobs, or
if they do feel dissatisfied with certain extrinsic factors the internal satis-

3 Frederick Herzberg, “Motivation, Morale and Money,” Psychology Today, March,
1968, Vol. 1, No. 10, p. 45.
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factions they find on the job normally outweigh environmental annoy-
ances.

The relatively high degree of satisfaction that the foundation adminis-
trator exhibits toward the conditions of his employment and its rewards
rises to an even higher level when attitudes on his economic status are ex-
amined. Only 28.2 percent of respondents to the question indicated that
their salary was in any way unsatisfactory. (On a scale of 0 to 5, the mean
rating given to dissatisfaction with salary level is 0.759.) Other possible
sources of economic dissatisfaction such as the absence of economic incen-
tives, unsatisfactory fringe benefits, and the lack of a provision for salary
review received mention from an even lesser number.

If responses from staffs of the two different groups of foundations are
again compared, some distinctions between the two groups’ reactions on
these economic issues emerge, although neither group is seriously con-
cerned. Those from the less advanced foundations express a greater degree
of dissatisfaction with all aspects of their economic condition than their
counterparts from the more advanced foundations. Thus, 28.2 percent of the
less advanced foundation group express some degree of displeasure with
their fringe benefits. Twenty-three percent are critical of the absence of
salary review, and 30.4 percent are unhappy to one degree or another with
their salary. On each of these three issues significantly smaller percentages
from the more advanced foundations expressed displeasure.

Table 57. Comparison of Attitudes on Economic Issues of Staffs of Advanced
and Less Advanced Foundations

Staff of Managerially Staff of Other
Advanced Foundations Foundations
Unsatisfactory salary 27.2% 30.4%
No provision salary review 14.0% 23.1%
No economic incentives 18.3% 23.8%
Unsatisfactory fringe benefits 12.9% 28.2%

If any doubt remains that foundation people, as a whole, like their
jobs, that doubt is dispelled by the replies made to rather bluntly phrased
questions on how they compare their jobs with others and as to whether
they would exchange their present positions for something else. Fifty-six
percent of 377 respondents say their jobs in a foundation are more reward-
ing than those held by people in other fields of endeavor; 37 percent are
unwilling to commit themselves on the issue, one way or another; and only
7 percent feel that jobs outside the foundation field might be more attrac-
tive.
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Within the foundation field itself, 75 percent (of a total of 375 re-
spondents) prefer their own foundation over any other as a place to work.
About 70 percent of these are of the opinion that their job satisfactions are
greater than those of other foundation employees. Forty-one percent (of
393 respondents) take the cautious stance that they cannot be sure or do
not know whether their satisfactions are greater than those of employees of
other foundations, and only 9 percent feel that employees of other founda-
tions enjoy a more satisfactory professional life.

When asked whether they would consider giving up their existing
foundation assignment for another, over 90 percent (315 out of 340 re-
spondents) say they prefer to remain with their present foundation and that
they do not wish to move to another foundation. About 7 percent of the
respondents would consider moving out of the foundation field altogether,
but since this question is phrased in a hypothetical manner, so necessarily is
the answer. About a third of these say they might consider a teaching or
administrative post at a college or university, and about a fourth say they
might consider returning to their former profession or business.

The tenacity with which most foundation employees seem to want to
cling to their respective jobs is not entirely consistent with other data re-
vealed by the study. As indicated in Chapter 3, in the four years prior to
1970, 299 foundation people did indeed leave the field, but this outward
movement seems not to have been precipitated by a rejection of foundation
service per se. Rather as already suggested, it seems to have resulted from
incompatibility with the views of a new foundation head or changing foun-
dation programs, or from both considerations.

Future Foundation Service

One of the concerns of the study was to elicit opinions from the foun-
dation constituency on how foundation service might be made more attrac-
tive and on what attracts others to such service. Out of the responses, it
was hoped, might come constructive suggestions for improving foundation
administration and improving also the process by which individuals are
brought into the service of foundations. Respondents were asked to offer
suggestions on these points, chiefly through responses to specific ques-
tions. The responses illustrate the ambivalence of practitioners who are
reasonably content with the status quo and do not particularly care to
“rock the boat” and yet feel obligated, when requested to do so, to react to
suggestions of possible constructive changes.

As respects the matter of improving foundation service, the following
table places some stress on certain administrative improvements, although
the suggestions do not appear to be backed with much enthusiasm. Some
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favor is shown the suggestion that foundations institute a kind of sabbatical
leave policy comparable to that in vogue in universities, a practice, which,
it will be recalled from the earlier discussion on fringe benefits (Chapter
5), six foundations said had already been instituted and two that itwas being
considered. The idea is measurably more popular with staff members of the
better staffed foundations than with their counterparts from the less ad-
vanced foundations. For the latter group, many of whom are the sole
executives of their organizations, the idea would not be feasible for the
obvious reason that there is no one to whom the daily operations of the
foundation could be delegated. Another suggestion that is reasonably popu-
lar with respondents is that staff should enjoy a greater involvement in de-
signing and administering projects. Support for this suggestion is almost
evenly divided between respondents from the greater foundations and
respondents attached to the lesser foundations. On the other hand, only a
moderate amount of enthusiasm is displayed for other suggestions for im-
proving the conditions of foundation service and thus making it more at-
tractive. An appropriate tabulation follows in Table 58.

Respondents were also asked to identify aspects of foundation service
which, in their opinion, make such service attractive to others and presum-
ably encourage them to seek to enter such service. It is noteworthy that
respondents from both the more advanced and the lesser foundations re-
gard “opportunity to perform a public service” as the aspect of foundation

Table 58. Percentage of Foundation Staff Who Agree on Relative Importance of
Each of Suggested Ways of Making Foundation Service More Attractive

Percentage

Suggested Change Agreeing*
Something like a sabbatical 48.9
Greater involvement in designing and administering projects 41.7
Leave granted for special research/writing 36.4
Promotion from within 32.7
Additional foundation-financed training for staff 27.1
Loan of personnel to other foundations or organizations 23.5

Transforming grant-making foundations into operating

foundations, in part at least 22.7
Foundation encouragement of participation in professional meetings 21.4
Greater economic rewards 18.8
Special economic incentive for outstanding accomplishment 17.1
More generous and comprehensive fringe benefits 12.1
Greater job security, including tenure 10.3

* The number of responses on which each of these percentages is based ranges from 294
to 333.
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activity which would exert the greatest influence in attracting others to
foundations. Though percentages varied somewhat as respects the attract-
ing power of other, more specific, forms of service, such as “influencing” a
given field of interest, experimenting with social reform, or aiding the
underprivileged, respondents from both groups of foundations rated each
of these very high.

As respects the attracting power of opportunities in foundations for
personal development, there was agreement among respondents of the
two groups of foundations that foundation employment afforded a means
of gaining a position of respect in one’s professional field or in one’s commu-
nity and that this would enhance the attractiveness of such employment.
On the other hand, there were marked differences between the two on the
subjects of travel opportunities and the opportunity to develop in one’s spe-
cial discipline or profession, the respondents from the major foundations
rating each of these much higher than the respondents from the other foun-
dations. For obvious reasons, greater opportunity for personal intellectual
advancement in one’s discipline or profession is normally offered by the
more advanced, project-oriented foundations; it is therefore not surpris-
ing that staff people in these foundations regard such an opportunity as an
aspect of foundation employment which would attract outsiders. As for
travel opportunities, the well-staffed foundations are more likely to require
travel and provide the necessary back-up staff for it than the foundations
with one or two people in charge. Again, therefore, it is not surprising that
respondents from the more advanced foundations should place greater
emphasis than respondents from other foundations on the appeal exerted by
travel opportunities in a foundation job.

In discussing the attractions of foundation service and ways to im-
prove it, respondents occasionally, and quite logically, touched upon the
much broader question of the training and recruitment of foundation per-
sonnel, a subject discussed at some length in Chapter 3. As indicated in that
chapter, there is no persuasive evidence that the foundation community
wishes to make any radical changes in the ad hoc practices presently in
vogue for discovering talent, identifying appropriate training, and induct-
ing new personnel into the foundation field. One explanation for this appar-
ent lack of desire to systematize the process of recruitment is the hesitancy
exhibited toward the concept of a professional foundation career service.

As we have already noted, there are various reasons for this hesita-
tion. One is the variety of training and experience that a foundation seeks
or that different foundations demand. Another is the fact that, as founda-
tion programs change, new kinds of skills and training may be called for.
Another is the strong belief that philanthropy, as practiced by founda-
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Table 59. What Attracts Others to Foundations? The Views of Staffs of
Managerially Advanced and Less Advanced Foundations

Percentage of
Elements Attracting Staff of 35 Percentage of
Others to Advanced Staff of Other
Foundation Service Foundations* Foundationst
Opportunity to perform public service 74.6 78.9
Opportunity to influence given field of interest 69.2 53.3
Opportunity to experiment with social reform 54.2 43.7
Opportunity to aid underprivileged 50.5 53.3
Opportunity to gain respected position in pro-
fessional field and community 45.9 45.5
Opportunity to encourage growth in pro-
fessional field or discipline 40.9 26.9
Professional association with like-
minded individuals 39.8 40.6
Opportunity to foster intellectual research and
development in the young 32.9 41.0
Opportunity to gain wider public and pro-
fessional recognition 329 34.0
Opportunity to travel 30.9 14.0
Financial rewards 24.9 18.5
Opportunity to apply contemporary technology to
education and research 15.5 7.7

* The number of responses from the advanced foundations on which each of these per-
centages is based ranges from 233 to 256.

+ The number of responses from the less advanced foundations on which each of these
percentages is based ranges from 91 to 114.

tions, is not something that can be learned—that it is not, and never can be,
a specialized body of knowledge such as, for example, exists in the law or in
branches of medicine. Still another is the belief that certain qualities of
mind and personality are more valuable in foundation service than any for-
mal training. In short, greater standardization in these matters and the
establishment of professional norms, are ideas that inspire relatively little
enthusiasm among foundation administrators.

Suspicion of professionalism is, at least by implication, reiterated in
the responses which some administrators made to the questionnaire ad-
dressed to them, and their opinions strengthen the case against viewing
foundation service as a profession, outlined earlier in Chapter 3. For one
thing, as noted earlier, they are clearly hostile to any kind of tenure guaran-
tee. This attitude may merely reflect the existing de facto security of most
foundation jobholders. On the other hand it probably also reflects uneasiness
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on the part of some that the tenacity with which most foundation employees
cling to their jobs and the rather high average age level of administrators
are not good for foundations, and further, that if this propensity to cling
were to'be reinforced by tenure guarantees, the result might be distinctly
unacceptable to the more socially alert critic.

Some respondents enlarge on the reasons for their hostility to tenure.
In so doing, they reiterate the difficulty of reconciling the concept of a
foundation career service offering permanent tenure with the obligation of
foundations (as they interpret it) to lead the forces of change and develop
new ideas. Most of them, therefore, cover much the same ground already
covered in Chapter 3 but their testimony is, nevertheless, worth recording.
If foundations are to serve the public properly, say these respondents, they
need a constant infusion of new ideas. This condition, they suggest, can be
realized most effectively by curtailing tenure, sending older hands into new
areas of activity, and bringing new faces into foundations. One respondent
says quite bluntly that “a foundation official should be someone whose
main allegiance is elsewhere.” Others reiterate a radical view formulated
earlier on these pages, namely, that after a minimum term of service in a
particular foundation, most staff people should move on to other pursuits.
Carrying these views to their logical conclusion, one chief executive noted
that his foundation had abolished tenure in order to give the foundation
greater flexibility in changing its programs, and with its programs, its staff.
The reader may conclude, quite rightly, that the ideal revealed in these
views is quite inconsistent with the fact of rather limited movement in the
foundation world revealed earlier. The reader may also be reminded that
this is not the first time that ideological implications and practice have
diverged.

Opinions on Impact of 1969 Tax Reform Act

Related to this issue of how foundation administrators can improve
their identification with the changing aspirations and needs of society is the
context of governmental regulation and policy in which the future adminis-
trator will perforce have to carry on his work. An effort was made to secure
the opinion of the foundation community on this issue. This effort centered
upon the 1969 Tax Reform Act. The result was touched upon in Chapter
1. Here, the issue is more thoroughly explored.

Of 320 respondents, about 51 percent think the impact of the act will
be generally negative—that foundation service will become less attractive
as a result of it. Twenty-three percent think there will be no difference, and
13 percent feel that foundations will be better places in which to work as a
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result of the legislation. Two percent said it was too soon to tell, and 11
percent said they don’t know.*

Of those who believe the impact of the legislation will be positive—
and there are only forty-one respondents with this view—almost half of
them (44 percent) think the legislation will create a demand for more skilled
staff. The professionals in greatest demand, they say, will be lawyers. Peo-
ple with specialized program knowledge and writing and journalistic train-
ing will tie for second place. There will also be an increased demand for
individuals with business and accounting experience.

Of the 157 respondents who feel that the recent legislation will make
foundation service less attractive and who are willing to give their reasons,
46 percent of them think that the 1969 Tax Act will inhibit innovation, es-
pecially in social and political spheres. Somewhat more than a third of
this group (36 percent) believe that the result of the new law will be greater
complexity in foundation administration, more government control, more
red tape, or more routine chores. About a tenth of this group think founda-
tions in the future will be less prestigious places in which to work.

Representatives of less advanced foundations are more certain than
their counterparts in the major foundations that the new legislation will make
foundation administration generally more complex. A greater percentage of
respondents of the more advanced foundations, however, are convinced
that the new law will inhibit innovations in programming. Some of these
staff members from the major foundations say foundations will become
more attractive to the more cautious, that flexibility will be impeded, espe-
cially in foreign countries, and that, in the words of one respondent, “a
basically conservative institution of American society will tend to become
more conservative.”

If opinions on the positive or negative impact of the new legislation are
classified according to the principal job responsibility of the respondents,
one finds that those in administrative positions have the highest percentage
of positive views—about 24 percent of the people in these positions.
Twenty-one percent of heads of supportive foundations share these positive

* Representatives of the less advanced foundations are more decided than staff
members of the more advanced foundations in both their optimism and their pessimism
about the future of foundation service. Twenty-five percent of the respondents from the
less advanced foundation group think foundation service will be more attractive, while
only 8 percent from the more advanced foundations take this view. Fifty-four percent
from the less advanced foundations think foundation service will be less attractive,
whereas in the case of the major foundations 48 percent think it will be less attractive.
A higher percentage of those from the major foundations than of those from the lesser
foundations feel the law will have no effect either way.
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views. The high figures for those who think the effect of the legislation will
be negative are found among junior program people (54 percent), senior
program personnel and heads of supportive foundations (53 percent, in each
case), and heads of general purpose foundations (50 percent). As respects
the opinion that the legislation will have no impact the percentage ranges
from a high of 30 percent among senior program people who responded to
the questionnaire to a low of 14 percent among heads of mainly supportive
foundations. Junior program officers, administrative staff, and heads of
general purpose foundations tend to share the opinion of senior program
officers on this point.

Inserted almost parenthetically in the discussion of the impact of re-
cent governmental regulation were a few comments on a problem that
perennially plagues foundations and is of prime importance in their relations
with government and society. This is the relative lack of comprehension by
the public of what foundation administrators do to earn their paycheck.
Although the administrator says he does not feel misunderstood, his con-
fidence that others have an accurate perception of his job is certainly not
unmixed with doubt. In reply to the question: “Do you feel that people out-
side the foundation understand your work?” only 19 percent answer un-
equivocally “yes.” Forty-two percent of 385 respondents say they are un-
derstood most of the time. Thirty-five percent feel such understanding is
.rare. The different kinds of foundations, the variety of functions they per-
form, and the small number of people employed in the field undoubtedly all
contribute to the feeling on the part of the administrator that others do not
wholly understand his work. In written comments appended to question-
naires and in conversations, individual foundation executives emphasize
the uniqueness of their foundation and, by extension, the uniqueness of
their work. Clearly here is an area in which foundation specialists can and
should do intensive thinking if the administrator and his employer are to
survive and thrive.

In a time characterized by a general sense of malaise and by much, and
often bitter, criticism of various professions and institutions, including
foundations, it is in many ways gratifying to be able to report on such a
comparatively well satisfied group of executives as described in this chap-
ter. Obviously the overwhelming majority of foundation administrators like
their jobs. Their morale is high. They like what they do and how they go
about doing it. Generally, they approve of the conditions under which they
operate and the results they attain in contributions to social welfare. All
this is indeed gratifying and should be a source of comfort not only to those
who, like the directors of the study, have the opportunity of reporting these
attitudes, but also to the entire foundation community.
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At the same time such a report can also be disconcerting, if not dis-
quieting. To those outside the foundation fold, and especially to those who
have been critical of foundations in recent years, such an affirmative report
on attitudes can raise questions the answers to which may not be wholly
agreeable to the foundation constituency. For such critics the report may
well suggest that the typical foundation administrator is too complacent
about his role and cause them to question whether he is really alert to the
contemporary demands on the philanthropy which foundations administer.
In a world in which almost every day sees the unveiling of another un-
met need in our society, should not one expect to find a greater degree of
impatience with the status quo among foundation executives and a more
critical view of their role as public benefactors?






Conclusions and Qutlook

Although the foundation has been the object of several earlier studies
focusing on such aspects as its trustees, its investments, and its relations
with government,' this study is the first to undertake a systematic exami-
nation of those who administer foundations. In it some attention has been
given to foundations that operate without paid staff and rely on paid or un-
paid trustees. But the study’s principal aim has been to provide reliable data,
as well as comment reinforced by the data, about the contemporary, paid,
foundation administrator. These data include his training and background,
the way in which he is recruited, the nature of his activities, his direct and
indirect compensation, his attitude toward his work, his satisfactions and
frustrations, his conception of his role in various types of foundations, and
the way in which different kinds of foundations avail themselves of his
services.

Earlier chapters have examined each of these aspects of the status and
role of the administrator, analyzed and interpreted the relevant data, and
offered appropriate conclusions. At the risk of some repetition, these con-
cluding pages attempt to provide a profile of the administrator based on
these findings. Occasionally, where warranted, trends that may affect the
future of the administrator are interspersed in the analysis. Special con-
sideration is given to the evidence offered by the study as to existing and

* The following are some of the volumes involved: Donald R. Young and Wilbert
E. Moore, Trusteeship and the Management of Foundations, 1969; Ralph L. Nelson, The
Investment Policies of Foundations, 1967; Marion R. Fremont-Smith, Foundations and
Government, 1965; F. Emerson Andrews, Legal Instruments of Foundations, 1958, and
Philanthropic Foundations, 1956; and Eleanor K. Taylor, Public Accountability of Foun-
dations and Charitable Trusts, 1953. All these studies were published by Russell Sage
Foundation.
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future staffing expectations for foundations and the ways in which these
expectations may influence the future role and status of the foundation
administrator.

Some Highlights of the Administrator Profile

As noted in Chapter 3, the employed foundation administrator under-
goes one of many kinds of education and training and comes to his founda-
tion post from many different professions and occupations. The popular
stereotype that the administrator is a former academician is confirmed only
to the extent that there are more former academicians in foundation service
than representatives of any other profession or occupation. Indeed, if a
hypothetical aspirant for foundation service were to try to plan for a career
in philanthropy, he would be hard put to know where to start. For despite
the fact that a majority of the study’s individual respondents indicated they
came from four professions or vocations, their entry into foundation
service was marked by an element of adventitiousness. Of 298 respond-
ents, only ten said that they in any way planned or prepared for foundation
service.

To repeat a statement made with some frequency in this report, there is
only a limited opportunity for the specialist in the foundation community.
By and large, foundations are still havens for the “‘generalist.” Judging
from the data collected on the background of respondents, a generalist may
come from almost any professional or occupational group. He may be an
educator, a lawyer, a bank officer, an editor, or a government servant. By
definition, his training is not necessarily related to any particular founda-
tion’s program. Rather, he is an individual wise in the ways of the world
and shrewd in evaluating the motives and abilities of his fellows. Often, the
important factor in his consideration for foundation service is the fact that
he knew someone in, or connected with, a foundation at the time it was
seeking staff.

Although the reign of the generalist is not likely to end soon, the de-
mand for the specialist may be expanding. Tue likelihood of such an ex-
panded demand will be enhanced if the more advanced foundations become
increasingly concerned with the origination and design of projects and pro-
grams and, above all, with monitoring and evaluating them. For such activi-
ties, foundations will require specialists—specialists, that is, in particular
program areas or disciplines and not necessarily in foundation administra-
tion per se. In these cases, however, there may be increased use of con-
sultants rather than of permanently employed staff, because any subsequent
change in program brought about by changing social demands, by the in-
terests or background of a newly appointed chief executive, or by a chang-
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ing board majority, creates the problem of a staff specialist no longer rele-
vant to program and therefore expendable.

It must be reiterated that nothing resembling a trend toward the
specialist is apparent even among the most sophisticated foundations.
Among them, as among the generality of foundations, warm regard con-
tinues to be expressed for the traditional amateur type of foundation
executive. Nor, as stated earlier, is there any serious expectation that prep-
aration for, and entry into, foundation service will soon become more in-
stitutionalized and systematic than the practices reviewed in these pages.
A principal reason is that much of the criticism of the present ad hoc method
of operation comes not from the foundation community itself but from
critics outside foundations. For the observer inside the foundation world,
prevailing practices seem appropriate to the continuing reliance on the
non-specialist administrator, and hence that observer rarely voices doubts
about the status quo.

Turning to the study’s findings about the appraisals and attitudes
of the people who serve staffed foundations, the data show that in general,
their morale is high. As discussed in some detail in Chapter 6, most re-
spondents like the actual functions they perform, the content of their work,
and the overall goals of their foundation, as well as their surroundings and
compensation. Many took the trouble to comment on the sense of fulfill-
ment that association with a foundation has provided. High levels of satis-
faction were displayed both by veterans of twenty years or more service
and by those who had been in their present job less than a year.

Unquestionably, the spirit of service to others reported in the study is
as compelling a force for many foundation executives as it is for ministers,
teachers, missionaries, and others devoted to the cause of advancing the
welfare of their fellowman. Indeed, further sociological research might
bring to light a number of similarities between the backgrounds and moti-
vations of foundation administrators and ministers of a few generations
past. The foundation administrator might be included in the band of secu-
lar ministers of today—particularly those who are drawn to work for the
public good but who, in general, prefer to maintain some distance between
themselves and the objects of their concern.

The same sense of fulfillment provided by foundation service was ex-
pressed by most of those who had left foundations for other pursuits. Many
retired foundation executives evidently look back with a sense of exhilara-
tion over what they feel they accomplished in serving the causes of social
progress and the advancement of knowledge. Of those who left prior to re-
tirement age, the study indicates that dissatisfaction with the job was not
the cause of their departure. The reason in most instances, as has already
been suggested, was a change in the philanthropic policies or programs of
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the foundation—possibly caused by a change in leadership—with the result
that the individual’s knowledge and skills were no longer in demand. The
sense of satisfaction with foundation service was indeed so high that the
authors expressed qualms as to whether the contemporary foundation ad-
ministrator might be altogether too content for one who is supposed to be
on the intellectual and social firing line.

To be sure, qualifications of this prevailing sense of satisfaction with
foundation service did occasionally manifest themselves, although the dis-
satisfactions rarely concerned the social role of the foundation administra-
tor—at least not directly. Moreover, the dissatisfactions expressed were
considerably less intense than the satisfactions. Approximately two-thirds
of the study’s respondents expressed some degree of frustration over the
following four aspects of program administration: investigation of projects,
evaluation procedures, developmental work on projects, and design of long-
range projects. The fact that respondents offered any criticism at all in these
areas indicates that interest in greater involvement in the program function
is by no means restricted to a few specialists in the largest foundations.

If these dissatisfactions were to become more intense than they are at
present, they might have the effect of propelling the mature foundations
more rapidly into directly designed and administered philanthropy and of
at least nudging the supportive foundations toward some initiating and de-
signing activities. The pressure for change, however, will have to be consid-
erably more acute before these rather faint signals become a beacon illumi-
nating a discernible trend.

In discussing their dissatisfactions with foundation employment, sur-
prisingly few respondents touched upon discrimination for reasons of race
or sex. Their silence on the subject was due in part to the imperfections
of the study questionnaire and, in part, and probably chiefly, to the low
concentration of women and minority people in foundation executive posi-
tions. Most foundations with blacks on their staff have added them only
recently, despite the organizations” professed, and usually sincere, concern
for the welfare of the black minority and the creditable record that some
foundations made even prior to World War Il in tackling minority problems.

As for women, the foundation employment record is no better than
that of the business world and certainly not so good as that of the institu-
tions of higher education in which, in 1969, women held 22 percent of the
faculty and other professional staff positions.” Only one or two foundations

2Gee chart in “Underutilization of Women Workers,” Women’s Bureau, Work-
place Standards Administration, United States Department of Labor, Washington, 1971,
p. 10 (Chart F).
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that can be considered of major size have a woman chief executive. There
is the usual and frequently hidden discriminatory salary and promotion
policy, with the resultant, all too frequently justifiable, complaint that
women do the work and men reap the kudos and the monetary rewards.
With token exceptions, the world of the staffed foundation is still a white
world and a man’s world, and this fact does not appear to cause too serious
concern among those who govern and manage foundations.

Because foundation administration is so unstructured, it is possible to
overemphasize the unique and the idiosyncratic and to ignore occasional
evidence of uniformity or, at least, of similarity. Such evidence does exist,
and there are even occasional patterns. As was pointed out in Chapters 4
and 5, there is some similarity in the pay scales of particular levels of ad-
ministrators employed by foundations with similar programs and asset sizes.
‘There is also a fair degree of similarity in practices relating to fringe bene-
fits and to retirement policies.

There are similarities as well in the kinds of responsibilities discharged
by administrators. Indeed, within foundations supporting similar types of
programs, the duties of administrators are probably more alike than differ-
ent. Especially is this true of personnel of reasonably well-staffed founda-
tions, where functions have become somewhat departmentalized. It is also
true of the personnel of the small, one-to-three-staff, supportive foundations
who are normally involved in all of a foundation’s activities, both those of a
program nature and those relating to the foundation’s internal management
and its financial affairs.

On the whole, however, the similarities that exist are largely acciden-
tal. Any profile such as this chapter tries to delineate must remain loose and
lacking in homogeneous components. The import of the study’s data is that
virtually every facet of the administrator’s job is unstructured. Whether it
be the preparation for the job, the constituency from which he is recruited,
the way in which he is recruited, the kinds and levels of responsibility as-
signed him, and to a considerable extent, the level and nature of his com-
pensation, variation, rather than uniformity, prevails. In all these matters,
professional norms are lacking. Laissez faire seems to be the mood of the
foundation universe and idiosyncratic treatment the rule.

These variations and differences in the administrator’s status and role
result chiefly from the fact that foundation administration is not a profes-
sion—at least not yet—and that the administrator is not a member of a pro-
fessional corps with established norms or accepted standards that make for
a greater degree of uniformity and standardization. Indeed, until recently,
the contemporary administrator lacked even the forums, associations, and
the like through which he might overcome some of these variations in his
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job, explain his role to government and the public, talk with colleagues in
his field, and receive and offer counsel on problems of common concern,
including the problems relating to his role and status.

The Outlook for Staffing

As previously intimated, the durability of the amateur tradition in
private philanthropy may offer some explanation for this condition among
the administrator constituency. Chiefly, however, the condition results from
the small size of the administrator population. A universe of less than fif-
teen hundred individuals is simply too limited numerically to establish the
critical mass necessary to identify a professional group and exert serious
influence on status and role. Moreover, this difficulty, inherent in the paucity
of numbers in the administrator universe, is aggravated by the distribution
of that universe. As already noted, more than 52 percent of the full-time
membership of that universe inhabit thirteen major project-oriented founda-
tions. Among these foundations, program activities and the general scale of
operations are such that they require rather specialized personnel, persons
with training and experience and with an outlook on philanthropy quite
different from the administrator who staffs the lesser, more supportive, or
conduit type of foundation. Then, too, administrators of the latter type of
foundation are often alone in managing a foundation, or at best they have
one or two colleagues. They operate in not so splendid isolation from their
fellows in other foundations, and communication is difficult even if they
had enough in common to benefit from such communication.

Happily, as already intimated something is being done to mitigate the
traditional isolation of the foundation administrator and overcome at least
this obstacle to a more professional outlook. Relatively well-structured
meetings like the biennial conference on charitable foundations at New
York University, the varied agenda of the annual conferences of the Coun-
cil on Foundations and the National Council on Philanthropy, regional
associations of foundations in the Southwest and more recently in the
Southeast, and group meetings, informal seminars, and luncheons of foun-
dation executives and staff people held in metropolitan centers like New
York City illustrate the change.

These developments are making it increasingly possible for even the
most isolated foundation administrator to exchange ideas with other admin-
istrators, to discuss problems and goals common to many foundations, to
consider with others the changing role of private philanthropy, and even
to mount concerted attacks with other foundation administrators on a par-
ticular problem within a metropolitan or regional area. In this process of
bridging the void among administrators, The Foundation Center has been
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an especially constructive influence. It has become so by disseminating reli-
able data on foundations and their activities, by identifying those who serve
as foundation administrators or trustees, and by urging foundations to be-
come more responsive to the need of providing the public with hard data
about themselves and those whom they employ.

These developments, however desirable, are at best melioristic. They
do not go to the root cause of the administrator’s isolation and the relative
absence of professional values. That root cause continues to be the minis-
cule number of administrators and their distorted distribution pattern. Un-
less and until there is at least a modest increase in the number of those
who earn their livelihood in foundations, and unless and until a majority
of full-time administrators are distributed among more than thirteen founda-
tions, there is little likelihood of any major change in the professional status
of foundation administration. In turn, such expansion and more even dis-
tribution depend upon the willingness of more foundations currently run
by the trustees to go into the market for staff. They also depend on the
willingness of other foundations, especially those of major asset size, at
present operating under a skeletal management of one or two employees,
to expand staff to a respectable size.

Some observers are optimistic as to the possibility of such expansion
of foundation personnel. Their optimism is based on the alleged awareness
of foundation people that some of the difficulties in which foundations have
recently found themselves with government and the public are traceable
in no small measure to the absence of staff or inadequate staffing. With no
one to tend store, many foundations have been unable to discharge even
the most elementary administrative responsibilities. In far too many cases,
there has been no one to establish operating standards that would pass
muster with the most indulgent student of administration; no one to com-
pile, write, and distribute a public report; no one to provide the hard data
about the foundation for appropriate reference volumes or for those making
legitimate inquiry. Optimists on staffing believe that these weaknesses have
become so obvious that they can no longer be ignored.

Others, also optimistic about expanded future staffing, take the posi-
tion that the foundation community’s leadership, now intent on creating a
better public and governmental image of foundations, will exert maximum
pressure on at least the larger less-developed foundations to provide staffing
adequate to insure compliance with the new federal tax, pay-out, and ac-
countability legislation. The efforts of these leaders to establish a national
agency to speak to government and the public for the foundation world
will, it is observed, scarcely achieve the intended objectives unless a great
many more foundations with substantial assets, foundations which at
present are little more than addresses in a post office, lawyer’s office, or a
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bank, establish administrative headquarters of their own, hire some per-
manent full-time employees, and begin to act like responsible organizations.

Still other proponents of staffing take comfort from the hope that some
of the smaller foundations, whose endowments do not generate enough in-
come to warrant employment of individuals on a permanent full-time basis
may begin to take advantage of proposals to consolidate resources in order
to justify staffing or to share personnel with other foundations. The pro-
posals take a variety of forms. They include consolidation of foundations
on a regional basis, the association of the local community foundation and
small family foundations within a given community, the operation of one
foundation by another, a liquidating grant of assets by a smaller to a larger
foundation, and various arrangements by which two or more foundations
share the time of paid administrators. As noted earlier, some of these pro-
posals have reached the experimental stage, although the study found little
enthusiasm for either the experiments or any untried proposals of this na-
ture, and hence found little to justify the hopes of those who look to such
moves as a means for more extended foundation staffing.

Finally, proponents of foundation staffing see expanded opportunities
for would-be foundation administrators arising from the normal institu-
tional evolution of certain foundations and their resulting managerial require-
ments. Over the years, as the asset value increases and family and donor
influence decreases, some foundations move up from the stage where they
served merely as a conduit for family charities into what might be called
an intermediate stage of development, and still later to a more project-
oriented type of program. Even at the intermediate stage, giving, although
still of the conduit or supportive type, becomes more sophisticated. It is
likely to include large grants to scientific, medical, and similar research in-
stitutes and bureaus, to educational institutions, to scholarship and fellow-
ship agencies, and to other organizations that serve as distributing agents
for the foundation or the foundation’s “‘retailer.” Hence, even at this stage
foundations are likely to acquire some expert help and, of course, once the
foundation goes to the next stage and establishes itself at a level where it
seeks to design and, to some extent, direct its own program, considerable
specialized help is required. Although relatively few foundations may be
affected by this evolutionary process, examples can be provided of some
that have undergone such development or are currently experiencing such
an evolution. The observation that this growth cycle provides a kind of
natural demand for staff is not without merit.

Considerations such as the foregoing may therefore point toward a
greater use of staff by American foundations, and in time, they may lead to
a general improvement of the staffing picture. In time, too, this may produce
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a more professional type of employee than the profile of the administrator
provided in this report.

At the same time, it must be said that data and observations on the
issue of future staffing revealed by the study offer little cause for optimism
about expanded foundation staffing and a more professionally oriented corps
of administrators. In the first place, it is apparent that most of the traditional
restraints on staffing, reviewed in Chapter 1, continue as potent forces to
discourage this development. Almost without exception, respondents from
trustee-administered entities stated that they saw no need for paid staff,
that the donor or trustees or other amateurs and volunteers conducting the
foundation’s business were adequate, and that a paid staff would constitute
an undesirable intrusion.

A second, less explicit rejection of staffing, but equally unpromising
for staffing in the long term, is the implication of the kind of program ac-
tivity supported by respondents. Whatever validity there may be to the
suggestion made earlier that there is a natural maturation process affecting
foundations that leads to increasing program and managerial sophistication
and hence to a need for expert staff, the fact is that the responding founda-
tions, by and large, are quite content with their essentially conduit role. As
noted in Chapter 1, 68 percent of all foundations questioned see their role
as a supportive one. Only the barest fraction—slightly over 1 percent—
define their role as one in which the foundation undertakes responsibility
for identifying priorities and becomes involved in designing and elaborat-
ing projects and in maintaining contact with the project’s administration.
Just under 15 percent identify themselves as combining supportive and
innovative activities. Hence program outlook and managerial needs among
the generality of foundations, as revealed by the study’s data, provide little
hope either for a surge in staffing, or even for a modest bulge, or for a pro-
fessional corps of administrators.

Respondents concerned with improving and expanding staffing also
pinned some of their hopes on the tax legislation of 1969, but, as already
remarked, other respondents indicated such hopes are unlikely to be real-
ized except in rather specialized and not always desirable ways. As respects
staffing, the new legislation probably has spurred interest in persons who
would attend to the household and internal managerial duties of certain
foundations—what might be labeled “protective staff.” It is quite probable
that some foundations will come to the market for staff to take care that
new federal regulations on foundation taxation, pay-out, and reporting are
properly observed and that no legal liability attaches to either the foundation
or to trustees or staff whom the tax legislation euphemistically identifies as
“’foundation managers.”
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On the other hand, the penalties that may be imposed for violating
certain legal limitations of a qualitative nature that affect program activity
will almost certainly make foundations more conservative and less innova-
tive than heretofore and confirm their already pronounced tendency to con-
tent themselves with conventional supportive or conduit philanthropy. As-
suming such a result, the legislation can only have the effect of discouraging
program staffing. Certainly, it will place a premium on program activity
that can most easily dispense with staff and inhibit the kind of activity that
at once requires a degree of program expertise and that appeals to the tal-
ented and trained program candidate.

These pessimistic views on future staffing received a degree of statisti-
cal confirmation from the responses by the queried foundations to specific
questions about initial staffing and additional staff. It will be recalled that
of the total queried universe of foundations, only thirty-four said that they
had hired their first full-time administrator during the previous four years,
and four said they contemplated such a move in the oncoming year. These
were greatly outnumbered by other responding foundations, which indi-
cated that they contemplated no move in the direction of enlarging a minis-
cule staff or hiring the initial staff member. Actually, the total number of
entirely new staff that foundations said they had added or would add (thirty-
eight), is about 9 percent of the total of people who were reported as having
been promoted from within or brought in from the outside to take care of
normal turnover during the last five years.

At best, therefore, the outlook as to future foundation staffing and a
higher degree of professionalization that might result from increased staff-
ing, is a mixed one. Although there has been some improvement among a
group of the more progressive foundations, the vast bulk of foundations,
including many with sizable assets, have not been persuaded that what they
do or plan to do requires the services of someone who makes the manage-
ment of philanthropy an activity from which he earns his livelihood. Nor
is anything approaching a breakthrough in staffing likely to occur unless and
until a much larger fraction of foundations of size deliberately change to a
more sophisticated philanthropic role than they currently support. Only if
major aggregates of foundation wealth become serious about transforming
the foundation from its conventional supportive or conduit role into an
instrument of social and intellectual change—only if they become more
serious about their traditional but scarcely honored claim to be social pio-
neers and frontiersmen in the world’s search for new knowledge and inno-
vations in applying that knowledge—will the staffing situation change
significantly and for the better. Should that kind of change take place, the
expert foundation administrator would not be expendable as he is now,
and his tribe would increase. At the same time, without raising too dogmati-
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cally the issue of professionalism, some of the confusion and debate that
currently attends discussion about his background and preparation, about
how he is to be sought out, how employed, and how rewarded, would begin
to clear up.

The Immediate Prospect

It is a truism that foundations and the people who staff them cannot be
considered apart from the society in which they operate. In a time character-
ized by economic recession, increasingly vocal minorities of the right and
left, and a generally conservative political atmosphere in the country at
large, many institutions may find themselves hewing to a course that has
been tried before and with which they are familiar. It is not a time for inno-
vation, and foundations, peculiarly sensitive to trends of this nature and
peculiarly vulnerable, are especially influenced by the prevailing spirit of
the times.

Chastened, and in some cases frightened, by the 1969 Tax Reform
Act, many foundation administrators apparently aim to create as few rip-
ples in the social pond as possible in carrying out their programs. Thus,
while some experimenting may take place, the next few years would seem
to be a time when most foundations will try to “‘play it safe.” Such a pre-
diction is echoed by a former foundation executive who, in corresponding
with the study’s directors, forecast that ““foundations will pay more atten-
tion to ‘blue chip’ organizations” in selecting their donees. Changes un-
doubtedly will take place, perhaps more rapidly than now anticipated. The
1970s, however, would seem to be a period of consolidation for foundations,
of waiting to interpret the mood of the country and the government. The
suspicion is that it will not be a mood calculated to encourage experiment
and innovation, or the hiring of staff eager and equipped to design and de-
velop programs in this mold.

On the other hand, it is possible that, for the short term at least, the
very existence of this study and the conclusions to which it has come re-
garding foundation staff will cause some foundations to place a greater
premium on competent professional help. The study’s findings may persuade
some unstaffed foundations of moderate size to undertake at least the min-
imum staffing required to discharge any organization’s basic administrative
obligations. Other unstaffed or only nominally staffed foundations, cur-
rently emerging as foundations of considerable asset size, may be influenced
to establish a level of staffing consistent with their increasingly sophisticated
managerial and program demands. Should this happen, the funds invested
in the study and the time and effort which many individuals have contrib-
uted to it will have been justified.






Appendix I

A number of frequency listings and cross-tabulations produced by the study
were not incorporated in the text, either because the data were unessential or
wholly irrelevant to the discussion, or because the data and their analyses were
technically unacceptable. Some of these data, imperfect though they may be, may
still be of interest to the reader. In cases in which this seemed likely, these data,
usually tabulated and preceded by a brief description or explanation, have been
incorporated in this Appendix.

Administrative Costs

The first of the following two tables seeks to relate foundation administra-
tive costs to volume of annual grants (1969). Eight ranges of annual administra-
tive costs, with a minimum of $1,000 and a maximum exceeding $1 million, are
cross-tabulated with seven grant aggregates, the minimum being less than
$100,000 annually, the maximum over $20 million. The table is based on data
from 348 foundations.

Administrative costs as a percent of grant volume show great variations—
so much so that such percentages have little significance. It may be noted that some-
what over half of the foundations fall into the two grant volume categories
ranging from $100,000 to $1 million and that, among them, the largest num-
ber of foundations in any one grant-administrative-cost combination in the table
is thirty-seven. For any foundation in this group of thirty-seven that approaches
maximum in grant volume and administrative costs, the administrative cost is 5
percent of grant volume.

If the same assumptions are made for each of the next highest numbers of
foundations (thirty-three and thirty-two) in this general area of the table, the re-
sulting administrative costs, as a percent of grant volume, are 6.6 percent and 2
percent.

For the four foundations in the table with the highest administrative cost
budgets and the largest grant volumes (again using maximum), administrative
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costs are about 5 percent, although clearly costs run higher in the case of these
foundations—probably, in some cases, well over 10 percent.

At the other end of the spectrum are six foundations within the lowest range
of administrative costs ($1,000~$5,000) that make between $1 and $3 million in
grants annually. For them, of course, administrative costs in relation to grant
volume are infinitesimal. These are foundations that have no paid staff (see Table
60).

Table 61 also deals with administrative costs but seeks to relate them to staff
size. Seven staff levels, ranging from none to 100 or more, are cross-tabulated with
eight levels of reported administrative costs (as of the fiscal year 1969). As in the
previous table, the administrative costs range from a level of $1,000-$5,000 to a
level in excess of $1 million. The number of foundations involved is 359.

Three-fourths (75.7%) of the foundations fall into the four administrative
cost categories ranging from $6,000 to $200,000. Of these the great majority (68
percent) either have no executive staff or have not more than one or two full-time
staff members.

Although three-quarters of all foundations that report the lowest range of
administrative costs ($1,000-$5,000) have no staff, there are sizable numbers of
foundations without staff in the higher administrative cost categories, for example,
six foundations in the $200,000-$500,000 cost category and two in the $500,000 to
$1 million cost category. These are obviously foundations that provide their
trustees with generous fees.

As is to be expected, with minor exceptions, foundations with staffs of even
modest size fall into the upper ranges of the administrative cost categories. Thus
twenty-four foundations that employ from three to ten full-time staff members
report costs that range from $200,000 to over $1 million; those that employ from
eleven to one hundred or more report costs that in most cases are over $500,000.
In five cases the cost exceed $1 million and in at least two of these cases the
excess over $1 million is probably considerable.

Although cost computations based on the number of staff are probably
more meaningful than costs based on grant volume, neither procedure is particu-
larly helpful if the analyst is trying to arrive at cost standards. Variables such as
the fees paid trustees and especially the kind of program supported by the foun-
dation make the derivation of such standards virtually impossible (see Table 61).

Substantive Program Areas Favored by Foundations

Foundations were asked to indicate the relative favor shown various substan-
tive program areas by rating them on a scale from 0 to 5. The following list of
program areas provides the percentage of the more than 600 foundations studied
that gave any area a rating of 4 or 5 (Table 62).

Miscellaneous Data on Foundation Trustees

A few of the data reproduced here have already appeared in the text. For the
convenience of the reader they are repeated along with other data relating to
trustees that have not appeared elsewhere (Table 63).
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Table 62. Program Areas Favored by Foundations

Percent Rating
Area 4or5
Education 39.9
Individual and family welfare 28.5
Community action or services 22.9
Health and medicine 20.7
Capital grants for schools, hospitals, museums,
or community facilities 13.3
Arts 11.0
Religion 10.4
Scholarships, fellowships, aid to individuals 8.4
Science and technology 59
Social sciences 4.8
Community ethnic or interracial relations 4.4
Recreation 4.0
International affairs 2.5
Conservation 2.3
Humanities 2.1
Foundation administration-maintenance of
special projects or programs 1.6
Manpower training and employment 1.5
Civil rights 1.4
Housing 1.4
Population research 0.9
Political process 0.8
Organization of philanthropic activities 0.2
Government, law, etc. 0.2

Table 63. Size of Boards of Trustees

Number of T Number of
Foundations Board Members

117
101
75
65
60
39
33
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Other foundations reported higher numbers of trustees, including one foun-
dation with forty, but the average of all reporting foundations was six. As indi-
cated in the text, 135 foundations said that the chief executive officer serves on the
board ex officio. This is 93.7 percent of the 144 foundations that responded to this
particular question.

Table 64. Frequency of Board Meetings

Number of Frequency of
Foundations Meetings

91 More often than quarterly

76 Quarterly

59 Twice a year

34 Once a year

33 Three times a year

29 On call

In addition a number of foundations reported that their Board meets at set
times and on call when necessary.

Table 65. Role of Trustees

Number of
Foundations Philanthropic Role
438 Determine foundation policy
407 Ratify or deny projects
398 Discuss projects in detail
226 Originate projects
165 Amend and develop projects
Financial Role
125 Delegate financial and investment matters
to one trustee
115 Study and authorize investment changes
108 Delegate most investment responsibility to
investment counsel
86 Delegate most investment responsibility to
bank or trust officer
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Table 66. Role of Trustee Committees

Number of Type of Committee Percent of
Foundations Committee Role Foundations
81 Trustee— Makes recommendations to
Staff full Board 77.7
Committee Reviews and evaluates projects 65.4
Screens requests for grants 64.1
106 Trustee Makes recommendations to
Committee full Board 58.4
Makes recommendations on
finance/investments 48.1
Screens requests for grants 43.3
Reviews and evaluates projects 42.4
101 Executive Operates in lieu of Board 77.2
Committee Makes preliminary appraisals
of projects 32.6
72 Executive
Committee
includes
operating
officers 33.3

In evaluating most of the above data, readers are reminded that many of the
foundations studied are trustee-operated and have no staff. The role of these
trustees is therefore quite different from that of trustees of staffed foundations.






Appendix II

This Appendix consists of salary tables in somewhat greater detail than those
provided in the text. The latter are the result of considerable consolidation and
“collapsing” of the tables reprinted here. One of the advantages of these more
detailed tables is that they list salaries for staffs of foundations of various asset
sizes.

(1) Chief Executives

Table 67. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Chief Executives
Family General Purpose Foundations

Asset Range
R Foundation
Average ange (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$57,250 $75,000 $40,000 100 100 & over
60,000 — 66—99 100 & over
30,000 — _— 33-65 100 & over
45,625 72,000 25,000 100 10-99.9
12,500 15,000 10,000 33-65 10-99.9
20,000 —_— —_— Under 33 10-99.9
28,400 —_— —_ 100 Under 10
32,500 35,000 30,000 66-99 Under 10
11,000 —_ Under 33 Under 10
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Table 68. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Chief Executives
Family Supportive Foundations

Asset Range
Foundation
Average Range (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$27,333 $34,100 $15,000 100 100 & over
(F = $15,000)*
28,000 _ _— 66-99 100 & over
37,000 o _— 33-65 100 & over
36,746 60,000 16,400 100 25-99.9
(F = 25,700)
40,000 _— —_— 66—99 25-99.9
29,360 50,000 5,600 33-65 25-99.9
8,266 15,800 3,000 Under 33 25-99.9
40,000 _— o Unknown 25-99.9
20,150 40,000 7,500 100 10-24.9
(F = 18,000)
18,000 — —_— 66-99 10-24.9
15,933 50,000 7,500 33-65 10-24.9
4,500 10,000 900 Under 33 10-24.9
10,000 _ _ Unknown 10-24.9
17,650 40,000 1,700 100 Under 10
(F = 16,200)
12,200 18,000 6,000 66-99 Under 10
(F = 16,000)
11,438 20,000 4,800 33-65 Under 10
(F = 7,400)
6,585 16,000 3,000 Under 33 Under 10
(F = 5,500)
8,025 12,500 1,200 Unknown Under 10

* F = female. Wherever information is available, average salaries of female incumbents
are shown separately.
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Table 69. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Chief Executives
Family Operating Foundations

Asset Range
Foundation
Average Range (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$33,800 $45,000 $25,000 100 10 & over
(F = $30,000)
12,000 —_— —_— 33-65 10 & over
22,207 45,000 4,600 100 Under 10
(F = 4,600)
13,000 20,000 6,000 66—-99 Under 10

Table 70. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Chief Executives
Community Foundations

Asset Range

Foundation

Average Range (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$26,463 $40,000 $18,200 100 10 & over
27,000 34,000 20,000 66-99 10 & over
8,900 18,000 7,000 33-65 10 & over
6,500 10,000 3,000 Under 33 10 & over
11,500 25,000 3,600 100 Under 10
4,200 _ —_ 66-99 Under 10
8,533 18,000 2,400 33-65 Under 10

(F = 2,400)

800 —_— —_— Under 33 Under 10
2,400 —_— o Unknown Under 10
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Table 71. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Chief Executives
Company-Sponsored Foundations

Asset Range
R Foundation
Average ange (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$31,700 $55,000 $16,100 100 10 & over
26,250 35,000 17,000 66—-99 10 & over
18,225 27,000 8,000 100 Under 10
32,166 40,000 26,500 66-99 Under 10
6,000 — -—_ 33-65 Under 10

(2) Deputy Chief Executives

Table 72. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Deputy Chief Executives
Family General Purpose Foundations

Asset Range
R Foundation
Average ange (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$44,025 $55,000 $23,300 100 100 & over
29,863 40,000 13,800 100 10-99.9
33,000 —_ B 100 Under 10
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Table 73. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Deputy Chief Executives
Family Supportive Foundations

Asset Range
Foundation
Average Range (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$16,666 $20,000 $15,000 100 25-99.9
35,200 40,400 30,000 33-65 25-99.9
14,500 21,300 7,200 66-99 10-24.9
8,333 11,000 3,000 33-65 10-24.9
7,500 —_— Under 33 10-24.9
7,025 8,400 4,200 100 Under 10
15,000 66-99 Under 10
2,950 6,000 1,200 Under 33 Under 10
(F = 1,200)

Table 74. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Deputy Chief Executives
Family Operating, Community, and Company-Sponsored Foundations

Asset Range

Ran Foundation

Average ge Type (in millions
Salary High Low % Time Foundation of dollars)
$40,000 $ — $ — 100 Fam. Op. 10 & over
19,675 32,500 7,200 100 Fam. Op. Under 10
17,333 21,000 15,000 100 Community 10 & over
2,400 o _ Under 33 Community 10 & over
25,000 —_— O 100 Community Under 10
3,000 E— o 33-65 Community Under 10
29,350 —_— —_ 100 Co. Spon. Under 10
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(3) Senior Secretarial Officers

Table 75. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Senior Secretarial Officers
Family General Purpose Foundations

Asset Range
R Foundation
Average ange (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$33,200 $50,000 $23,000 100 100 & over
15,700 _— e 33-65 100 & over
21,750 27,500 16,500 100 10-99.9
(F = 16,500)
25,000 — — 100 Under 10

Table 76. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Senior Secretarial Officers
Family Supportive Foundations

Asset Range
Foundation
Average Range (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$28,000 $35,000 $20,000 100 100 & over
19,928 29,200 10,000 100 25-99.9
(F = 20,200)
14,500 25,000 4,000 33-65 25-99.9
(F = 25,000)
3,000 e _— Under 33 25-99.9
21,800 37,800 12,000 100 10-24.9
(F = 15,600)
2,400 3,000 1,800 33-65 10-24.9
(F = 1,800)
5,933 10,000 1,800 Under 33 10-24.9
2,500 _ Unknown 10-24.9
15,775 25,100 8,400 100 Under 10
(F = 10,800)
5,400 _ — 66-99 Under 10
3,950 6,000 1,600 33-65 Under 10
(F = 4,100)
5,250 12,000 1,400 Under 33 Under 10
(F = 1,400)
4,650 5,400 3,900 Unknown Under 10
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Table 77. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Senior Secretarial Officers
Family Operating Foundations, Community Foundations, and Company-

Sponsored Foundations

Asset Range
Foundation

Average Range Type (in millions
Salary High Low % Time Foundation of dollars)
$35,000 $ — $ — 100 Fam. Op. 10 & over
18,750 24,500 13,000 100 Fam. Op. Under 10
3,000 - —_ Under 33 Fam. Op. Under 10
9,000 _ _ 33-65 Community Under 10
20,000 e o 100 Co. Spon. 10 & over
30,000 —_ _ 66-99 Co. Spon. Under 10

(4) Senior Financial Officers

Table 78. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Senior Financial Officers
Family General Purpose Foundations

Asset Range
R Foundation
Average ange (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$27,560 $50,000 $15,600 100 100 & over
20,000 —_— 66—99 100 & over
35,000 —_ —_ Under 33 100 & over
22,000 33,000 6,000 100 10-99.9
21,000 —_— 66-99 10-99.9
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Table 79. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Senior Financial Officers
Family Supportive Foundations

Asset Range
R Foundation
Average ange (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$30,000 $ — $ — 100 100 & over
18,600 _— —_— 33-65 100 & over
20,871 38,500 11,400 100 25-99.9
(F = 13,200)
10,400 —_— —_— 33-65 25-99.9
8,100 13,500 4,800 66—99 10-24.9
(F = 9,150)
7,500 10,000 5,000 Under 33 10-24.9
14,650 20,000 9,300 100 Under 10
(F = 9,300)
8,675 13,000 3,300 33-65 Under 10
3,037 7,400 1,200 Under 33 Under 10
10,000 —_— Unknown Under 10

Table 80. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Senior Financial Officers
Family Operating Foundations and Company-Sponsored Foundations

Asset Range
R Foundation
Average ange Type (in millions
Salary High Low % Time Foundation of dollars)
$31,300 $ — —_— 100 Fam. Op. 10 & over
32,500 —_— _ 100 Fam. Op. Under 10
8,100 _— — 33-65 Fam. Op. Under 10
7,200 —_ B — Unknown Fam. Op. Under 10
20,400 e — 100 Co. Spon. 10 & over
6,000 — — Under 33 Co. Spon. Under 10
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(5) Senior Secretarial-Financial Officers

Table 81. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Senior Secretarial-Financial Officers
Various Types of Foundations

Asset Range
Foundation
Average Range Type (in millions
Salary High Low % Time Foundation of dollars)
$26,000 $ — $ — 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. 100 & over
27,500 —_— _— 66-99 Fam. Gen. Purp. 100 & over
15,400 e —— 100 Fam. Supp. 100 & over
17,300 — — 33-65 Fam. Supp. 100 & over
30,000 — _— 100 Fam. Supp. 25-99.9
6,500 — —_— 33-65 Fam. Supp. 25-99.9
15,000 —_— e Under 33 Fam. Supp. 25-99.9
14,500 17,500 10,000 100 Fam. Supp. 10-24.9
2,400 S — 33-65 Fam. Supp. 10-24.9
4,166 5,900 3,100 Under 33 Fam. Supp. 10-24.9
10,800 _— _ 100 Fam. Supp. Under 10
13,200 _ —_ 33-65 Fam. Supp. Under 10
3,386 9,400 1,000 Under 33 Fam. Supp. Under 10
10,000 —_— B 66-99 Fam. Op. 10 & over
19,650 24,300 15,000 100 Fam. Op. Under 10
16,000 _ —_— 66—99 Fam. Op. Under 10
10,500 — —_— 100 Community 10 & over

(6) Junior Secretarial-Financial Officers

Table 82. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Junior Secretarial-Financial Officers
Family General Purpose Foundations

Asset Range
R Foundation
Average ange (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$15,330 $19,300 $10,800 100 100 & over
(F = 16,800)
12,733 19,500 7,200 100 10-99.9
(F = 12,700)
11,500 —_— —_ 100 Under 10
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Table 83. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Junior Secretarial-Financial Officers
Family Supportive Foundations

Asset Range

Foundation
Average Range (in millions
Salary High Low % Time of dollars)
$24,566 $27,700 $18,300 100 100 & over
(F = 18,300)
7,300 _— —_— 33-65 100 & over
3,825 4,800 3,500 Under 33 100 & over
(F = 3,500)
12,900 15,000 10,500 100 25-99.9
(F = 11,850)
16,650 25,000 8,300 33-65 25-99.9
(F = 25,000)
3,000 e _— Under 33 25-99.9
9,385 13,700 4,700 100 10-24.9
(F = 10,116)
3,944 6,000 2,100 33-65 10-24.9
8,380 14,000 3,600 100 Under 10
(F = 4,550)
3,600 8,000 1,200 33-65 Under 10
(F = 2,750)
5,200 10,400 1,200 Under 33 Under 10
3,600 —_— —_— Unknown Under 10
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(7) Senior Program Officers

Table 85. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Senior Program Officers
Various Types of Foundations

Asset Range
Foundation

Average Range Type (in millions
Salary High Low % Time Foundation of dollars)
$29,877 $35,000 $22,800 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. 100 & over
17,500 17,500 17,500 33-65 Fam. Gen. Purp. 100 & over
21,433 30,000 16,000 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. 10-99.9
24,200 —_— _ 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. Under 10
27,500 S S 100 Fam. Supp. 25-99.9
25,000 e _ 100 Fam. Supp. Under 10
6,000 — _— 33-65 Fam. Supp. Under 10
18,000 e —_— 100 Fam. Op. Under 10
5,000 —_ e Under 33 | Co. Spon. Under 10

(8) Junior Program Officers

Table 86. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Junior Program Officers
Various Types of Foundations

Asset Range

R Foundation
Average ange Type (in millions
Salary High Low % Time Foundation of dollars)
$20,795 $25,000 $12,500 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. 100 & over
(F = 12,500)
11,300 — e 33-65 Fam. Gen. Purp. 100 & over
14,950 18,000 11,900 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. 10-99.9
17,000 —_ Unknown | Fam. Gen. Purp. 10-99.9
14,600 —_— —_— 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. Under 10
12,500 12,500 12,500 100 Fam. Supp. 25-99.9
11,900 12,900 11,000 100 Fam. Op. Under 10
11,900 —_— —_— 100 Community 10 & over
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(9) Internal Administrative Officers

Table 87. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Internal Administrative Officers
Various Types of Foundations

Asset Range

R Foundation
Average ange Type (in millions
Salary High Low % Time Foundation of dollars)
$25,750 $ — $ — 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. 100 & over
20,500 — _— 33-65 Fam. Gen. Purp. 100 & over
14,250 e _ 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. 10-99.9
20,000 —_— —_— 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. Under 10
31,700 B —_— 100 Fam. Supp. 100 & over
25,000 — _— 100 Fam. Supp. 25-99.9
6,100 _— —_— 100 Fam. Supp. Under 10
26,500 _ —_— 100 Fam. Op. Under 10

(10) Communications/Information Officers

Table 88. Salaries, Full-Time and Part-Time Communications/Information
Officers Various Types of Foundations

Asset Range

R Foundation
Average ange Type (in millions
Salary High Low % Time Foundation of dollars)
$21,050 $28,100 $14,000 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. 100 & over
15,000 —_— — 100 Fam. Gen. Purp. 10-99.9
15,000 e e 100 Fam. Op. 10 & over







Appendix III

Reproduced on the following pages are the two original study questionnaires
used. The first was sent to the foundations studied and the second to individual
foundation administrators.
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The Study of the Foundation Administrator

CONFIDENTIAL

Itis realized that not all of the following questions will be applicable to your foundation. Where none of the
given alternatives within a question applies to your situation, it would be appreciated if you would make full
use of the “Other (please specify)” category. If an entire question has no application to your foundation,
would you please write ““not applicable” or “N.A.” after the question?

Explanation of terms:

Executive-level employees are defined as those who participate, to any degree, in decision-making functions.
The term foundation administrator is used synonymously with ‘“‘executive-level staff member.”

1. Official name of foundation and date of founding as trust or corporation:

Name__.._.. ... Date of founding -

2. Market value of assets as of December 31,1969. ......................... $

3. Annual number and doilar volume of grants for the last two years:

Dollar Volume Number

1968 Organizations in the United States ...._______ %
1969 Individuals in the United States ....... %
Please indicate the doliar amount of your largest Organizations or individuals outside
grantinthelasttwoyears$___ the United States . ................ %
Please estimate the percentage of the dollarvalue Projects directly administered by the
of all grants and other appropriations foundation in the United States and
allocated to each of the following: abroad .............. ...l %

Other (Pleasespecify) .. . %

4. What is the total of your foundation’s administrative budget for 1968 and 1969? (If your foundation is
partially an operating organization, please omit costs attributable to directly administered projects.)

1968 1969
5. Please rate (from 0 to 5) each of the following areas of grants in relation to your foundation’s activities
during the past two years.
Education ............... ... ..l N Arts -
(Research and instruction in teaching methods and {Performing arts and fine arts)
administration; libraries.) . . .
. . . Community action or services ..........
Services in support of individual (Community improvement)
and family welfare ................. - .
(Family assistance, youth and child weifare.) Recreation .................. ... ...,

. . (Programs and sites)
International affairs .................. [E— )
(Individual and institutional assistance in any field Conservation ........................ -
outside the U.S.; disarmament; international (Natural resources, pollution control, ecological research)

political and economic relations, law, and administration.) R
L Manpower training and employment . . . ..
Health and medicine ................. (Vocational training, retraining, research on

(Research, education, and clinical training) manpower problems.)
Science and technology .............. _ Community ethnic or interracial relations.
(Physical and life sciences—research and

technical applications) Civil rights .............. ... ...,
Religion . ...t (Research, legal defense, etc.)
(Church support, religious education, etc.) HOUSING .+ v e oo e oo e e
Social sciences ........... i o (Design, construction, financing, etc.)
(Education and research.) Political ProCESS ... ..vvovovrnerneenen
Humanities ......... ... ... ... ... ... _ (Voter registration, civic education.)

(Literature, philosophy, history, classics, and

languages.) Other (Please specify) ..~



6.

~
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pury

12.

1

14.

15.

17

. Total number of all paid employees at executive level

©
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How would you characterize the program of your foundation? (Please check)

a. Supportive, i. . engaged in giving grants for the general support of existing institutions. .......... 0O
b. Concerned with initiating, designing, and counselling on research and investigative
projects administered by others. ......... ... O
c. Operational, i. e. engaged in designing and administering various kinds of research
and other ProjJects . ... ... ... O
d. A combination of (8) and (D). . .. ..ottt O
e. A combination of (2) @Nd (C) . . ... vttt e O
f. A combination of (D) @nd (C) . .. ...ttt s O
g. A combination of (a), (b), @nd (C). . ... ..ot O
h. Other (Please specify) 0
. Chief executive officer:
Name Length of service as chief executive officer.
Title Length of service in foundation
. Total number of all full-time paid employees:___ Numbermale_________ Number female

. Total number of all part-time paid employees (excluding consultants) Number male____Number female__

Full-time: Numbermale Number female.
Part-time (excluding consultants) Numbermale______~ Number female

. Total number of all employees at executive level who receive no compensation from any source:

Number full-time._ Number part-time

Total number of consultants (excluding other part-time paid employees):
Full-time: Number male Number female.
Part-time: Numbermale__________ Number female

Typically, how many executive-level staff (paid or unpaid) are available for each of the following:
Full-time Part-time
Program activities ........ ... .. .. .
Internal administrative duties (finance, etc.).................
A combination of these duties............................

Did you hire your first executive-level staff member within the last four years? (Please check)

Onafull-timebasis: ............ .. ..., YeS [ iee it No [J
On apart-time basis: ............................. Yes [Jovuiiiii it No J
Do you contemplate hiring your first executive-level staff member within the next year? (Please check)
Onafull-timebasis: ........... ... ... . ... ... Yes (oo No
On apart-time basis: ...........coiiiiiniann.. YeS (e it No

. Please indicate highest academic degree for all full-time and part-time executive-level staff members,

giving number of staff in each case:

Ph.D. or equivalent ... ..
Master’'s degree ........

Bachelor’s degree . . . ... Professional degree (law,
No degree ............ [ medicine, etc.) ....... -

. Please give the number of all full-time or part-time people on your executive-level staff who, prior to their

employment by the foundation, have had experience in one or more of the following fields of employment:
Another foundation .................. Full-timeresearch ....................
Teaching — Medicine and public health ............ -
Government service ................. - Finance, business, and industry ........ P
Administration of academic or other Other (Please specify) ................ -

non-profit organizations ............




18.

19.

20.
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Has your foundation increased the number of its full-time or part-time staff over the last ten years?

(Please check): ... Yes (oo No [

If ‘yes,” how many staff members have been added?. .. ............ Full-time Part-time

Please check reasons for expansion:

Growth in foundation's assets .............. 1  Other (Please specify) .................... O

Growth in complexity of program ........... [}

Need for greater degree of expertise ........ g

In which of the following ways are candidates for executive-level positions identified?

Please rate each item from 0 to 5:

Recommendation by existing staff ... .... . Candidate's participation in project

Informal recommendation by persons financed by foundation .............. PR
knowntothestaff ................... _ Relationship or friendship with donor

Response to an application ............. - or donor’s family ................... -

Inquiry at universities ................. __  Employment in donor’s business ........ -

Inquiry at executive placement centers . .. Other (Please specify)

If appropriate to your situation, please indicate how many executive-level staff members were promoted
to vacancies within the foundation, and how many staff members were brought in from outside the
foundation in the last five years in lieu of promoting from within.

Promoted from within the foundation .. . .. Brought in from outside the foundation . . .

. Do any full-time paid executive-level staff engage in some service outside the foundation for which they

are compensated? (Pleasecheck) ............ ... ... ... i Yes [J....No O

Is there a mandatory retirement age for executive-level staff? (Please check) ........ Yes [J....No J
If “yes,” please indicate age for: Males ....Females______

1f “no,” is there a customary retirement age for executive-level staff? (Please check) ..Yes [J....No [
If “yes,” please indicate age for: Males ....Females

Please indicate the total number of executive-level staff who have left the foundation within the past
four years:
Of those who did not leave for retirement, how many took jobs in each of the following:

Universities .......................... Non-profit organizations, institutes, etc.. . .______
Other foundations .................... ___ Finance, business, and industry ........ -
Federal government........ .......... ______ Other (Please specify) o .

State or local government ..............

Please rate (from 0 to 5) in order of their importance each of the following qualifications for an effective
foundation administrator:

Depth or extent of knowledge of Ability to coordinate efforts of others . . . ..
professional field .................. ______ Ability to maintain good relations with trus-
General knowledge ................... R tees and others outside the foundation. .
Soundness of judgment .. .............. R Commitment to social improvement .. ... P
Administrative ability . ................. - Imagination and creative capacity . ... ... -
Ability to present ideas orally Other (Please specify) _

andinwriting ............... ...

As a result of the recent legislation affecting foundations (Tax Reform Act of 1969), is it your opinion that
in future recruiting, foundations will give more attention than formerly to one or more of the following?

(Please check) YES NO

Specialized program expertiSe ... ........... ... [ o ...
Public relations and journalistic training ............... ... ... ... O .o Oo....
Industrial and accounting experience and training .................... ..., O O
Legal training ... ...ttt O a....

Will the legislation make the foundation field more or less attractive to potential staff members?
(Pleas@ ChecCkK) . ... ..ot More O ..... Less (J ....
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If “more,"” indicate why:

RANGE OF SALARIES, FEES, AND OTHER FORMS OF COMPENSATION

For each of the following positions please indicate below (a) compensation (exclusive of fringe benefits),
(b) percent of professionally employed time which is devoted to foundation, (c) percent of total compen-
sation for time devoted to foundation which is paid by foundation, and, if applicable, (d) other source of
compensation for time devoted to foundation.

Assistant
Executive Head Secretary Treasurer |Secretary-Treasurer | Other (Title)

(a) Compensation for time devoted to
foundation (exclusive of fringe
benefits)

(b) Percent of total professionally
employed time which is devoted to
foundation

(c) Percent of total compensation paid
by foundation for time devoted to
foundation

(d) Identify any other source of
compensation for time devoted to
foundation

Does the foundation make a general practice of reviewing all executive-level salaries? (Please check)

Yes [ oo No O

If “yes,” please indicate frequency of review and who makes it.

Annually . ... [0 Chief executive .............. ...t O

Biennially ............ .. [0 Executive Committee....................... 0O

Other (Please specify) @O Personnel Committee ...................... O
Other (Please specify) O

Please check the fringe benefits listed below that are included in the executive-level staff's fringe benefit
package, and indicate the year your foundation first instituted a pension plan.

Pension (Year instituted: Other medical and Deferred compensation . .. .. O
) O surgical insurance ....... O Profit-sharing (company

Lifeinsurance ............. O Annual physical foundations) ............ O

Major medical insurance . ...[] examinations............ O Other (Please specify).

BlueCross ............... O Medical and hospital exami-

Blue Shield .. ............. O nations after retirement ...[] __ ___

Approximately what percent of the pension is paid for by the foundation, and what percent by the em-
ployee? ......... ... ... ..... By foundation Dot By employee %

. Please check estimated “added on” value of foundation-financed fringe benefits to executive-level staff.

5-10% of salary [1....... 10-15% of salary ....... 15-20% of salary [J....... 20-25% of salary [

. What percent of highest salary does the foundation provide retiring executive-level staff under its retire-

MENt PIAN Y

Does the foundation rely entirely on the funded pension to achieve this percent? (Please check)
Yes [J No [J If“no,” typically what percent is contributed by other than the funded source?

%

%
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What is the annual vacation period of executive-level staff? (Please check)

Twoweeks [J........... Three weeks [(J........... Four weeks []........... Over four weeks [
Does the foundation provide a sabbatical type of leave for executive-level staff? (Please check)

Yes [] No [] If“yes,” how long?

. Is it possibiie for an executive-level staff member to make grants or allocations within a trustee-approved

program or in accordance with the terms of a trustee appropriation outside any specific program?
(Please CheCK) .. ... ...ttt e e e e e e e Yes[J .... No O
If “yes,” please indicate limitations on chart below by placing an X on the appropriate line.

On his recommen-| On his own,

dation, with with ratifica-
On hisown | -agreement from [tion by head of | Only by head
authority majority of staff foundation of foundation Other:

Such grants cannot exceed $5,000

Such grants cannot exceed $10,000

Such grants cannot exceed $25,000

rSuch grants cannot exceed $50,000

Other (Please specify)

TRUSTEES OR DIRECTORS
How many trustees does the foundation have? .........................

What is the average age of the existing board of trustees? (Please check)
Lessthan50years [J..... 50-55years []..... 55-60 years [J..... 60-65 years [J..... 65-70 years []

Do the trustees receive compensation? (Pleasecheck) ......................... Yes (] .... No J
If “yes,” what is the range of payment? (Please check)
Over $50,000 (]....$35,000-50,000 [J....$20,000-35,000 []. . ..$5,000-20,000 []J....Under $5,000 ]

How many members of the executive-level staff are members of the board?
Number: . ... .. (If any, give title(s) )

How frequently do the trustees meet? (Please check)

Less than once Onceayear....... O Three times ayear. .[] More than quarterly ]
ayear .......... [0 Twiceayear ...... O Quarterly ......... O Onecal........... O

How active a role do trustees have in the program of the foundation? (Please check as many as are
appropriate.)

Determine foundation policy ................ [0 Discuss projects in detail at meetings ........ 0
Originate projects . ........................ [0 Ratify or deny projects at meetings . .......... O
Amend and develop projects . ............... O
What is the role of trustees in investment and other financial matters? (Please check) YES NO
Does the full board study and authorize investment changes? .......................... o.... 0O
Is the board’s nominal authority over investment matters

largely delegated to investment counsel? ........ ... ... .. ool Oo....0
Is the board's nominal authority over investment matters

largely delegated to a bank or trust officer? ........ ... . ... ... il Oo.... 0
Is there a special officer, who is in charge of invest-

ments, operating under the board? . ... ... .. ... o....d
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Does the foundation have a mixed trustee-staff committee for advisory and/or operational purposes?

(P1Ease ChECK) ..ottt ettt e e e Yes [J .... No [J
If “yes,” what is the role of the committee? (Please check)

Toscreenrequestsforgrants ................ [J Toreviewandevaluateprojects .............. O
To make recommendations to the full board . .. .[] Other (Pleasespecify)  ~~~~ [J
Does the foundation have special trustee committees for advisory and/or operational purposes?
(P1Eas@ ChECK) ...ttt ettt e i Yes (] .... No O
If “yes,” what are the roles of these committees? (Please check)

Toscreenrequestsforgrants ................ [0 Toreview and evaluateprojects . ............. [}
To make recommendations to the full board ... .[J Other (Please specify) . O
Is there a mandatory retirement age for trustees? (Please check) ................ Yes[J .... NoO
If “yes,” indicateagefor: .......... ... . ... .. ... .. Males_____.............. Females.

If “no,” is there a customary retirement age for trustees? (Please check) .......... Yes [ .... No O
If “yes,” indicateagefor: .......... ... .. ... .. ... .. Males______.............. Females.

Does the foundation have an executive committee? (Please check) .............. Yes [J .... No O
If “yes,” does the committee include operating officers? ........................ Yes (] .... No J
How frequently does the executive committee meet? (Please check)

Onceayear ...........ooiiiiiiinininnenn. [0 Everyothermonth ......................... O
Twiceayear ................cooiiiiii... [0 Onceamonth..................ooviinnnn O
Quarterly. ... ]

What is the role of the executive committee? (Please check as many items as are relevant.)
A. To exercise the authority of the board:

by operating in lieu of board during periods between board meetings ......................... 0
by operating in lieu of board except for appointments and majorgrants .. ....................... O
by authorizing grants and appropriations of a certain level (Please specify maximum level of
grant$_____  andofappropriation$_____ ) .................... O
by operating with board approval in principle to authorize grants and appropriations (Please
specify maximumlevelofgrant$______  ofappropriation$____ ).
by recommending investments or determining financial policy ....................oooiia., O
B. Toscreen agenda for trustees .. ......... ..ottt e O

C. To make preliminary appraisals of proposals to be submitted later totheboard .................. O
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The Study of the Foundation Administrator

Career Questionnaire
(For heads and staff members of foundations)

This is a confidential questionnaire; therefore you are free not to sign it or to use your name. If, however, you
choose to sign it, the information you supply will not be identified with your name.

The questionnaire seeks information on your experience and personal opinions only, not your generaliza-
tions on the experiences and opinions of your colleagues. If a question has no application to your situation,
please write “Not applicable” or “N.A.” after the question.

SECTION 1

Age: Sex:

1. Descriptive rank or title:

2. Please check highest degree: B.AA.[J B.S.(J MAA.[J MS.[J Ph.D.[J LLB.[J J.D.[0 D.Ed.OJ

Other (please specify)

Please check field in which degree was obtained:

Social and behavioral sciences (including anthropology, education, psychology, history)........ O
Physical and biological sciences (including mathematics) ............... ... ..., O
Humanities (including literature, philosophy, the fine and performing arts).................... O
Other (please specify)
3. Professional experience. (Please check any areas in which you have had experience prior to coming to

the foundation.)

Law ... O Business Administration (including

Medicine (physician or surgeon) ........... O accounting and banking) ................. (]

Health sciences (including dentistry, nursing, Public Administration (any form of non-busi-

& any para-medical profession or vocation).[] ness or non-profit oriented administrative
Teaching (at college or university level). .. ... O experience, including academic adminis-
Teaching (at other academic level).......... O tration—please specify which) [
Religion (religious education or religious Engineering .......... .. .. i, O

SEIVICE) ..ttt O Other (please specify)

4. How long with the foundation by which currently employed? Years
5. Please check whether present foundation employmentis:.......... fulltimeJ.......... part time ]
6. If part time, approximate percent of professionally employed time devoted to foundation: _________ %
If consultant, approximate percent of professionally employed time devoted to foundation: %
7. How did you come to the foundation’s attention: (Please check)
Through: Foundation’s inquiries at executive
Recommendation of member of placement center ....................... O
foundationstaff ........................ O Participation in project financed by foundation.[]
Recommendation of third party known to staff. ] Relationship or friendship with donor or
Foundation’s favorable response to a donor'sfamily ...................c.oun.. O

personal application .................... O Employment in donor’s business ............ O

Foundation’s inquiries at universities . ....... O Other routes (please specify) [
8. Earlier positions held in the foundation by which currently employed: Dates
Posltion From: To:

9. Describe principal current responsibilities in foundation in three lines:
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10. Last three positions held prior to employment by foundation: Dates
Name of organization Position From: To:

11. What previous formal training or professional experience has in your opinion been especially helpful to
you in your present foundation position? (Describe in three or four lines.)

12. Do you think that foundation administration could be improved if there were: Yes No
formal university courses in foundation administration? ................... ... ..., | I P O
internship programs within the foundation community?........................ ... Oeeeeennnn O
more information available in schools about foundations? ........................ | (]

If you would care to, please extend your comments on education and training for foundation service.

SECTION 2

13. How much interchange is there between you and the rest of the executive-level staff at your foundation,
if there are other executives? (Please check) Frequent Occasional Rare
Onaformalbasis ...........ou ittt | I P, | 10 O
Onaninformalbasis .......... ... ... [ P | [}

14. How much contact is there between you and the following types of organizations? (Please check)

Frequent Occasional Rare

Other foundations ...................... ... . i [ | P )
Universities . ... e I | I P ]
Government bureaus ................ ... | PP O ceviinnnnn O
Researchinstitutes ................ ... I N | I P O
Groups concerned with minority problems . .................... | | I O
Other institutions—business or professional .................... I P | 1 O

15. Please rate (from 0 to 5) each of the following qualifications in order of their importance for an effective
foundation administrator:
Depth or extent of knowledge Ability to present ideas gr!l'ﬂ?‘z?nAJB HIGHEST VALUE
of professional field ................. [ inwriting ....... ... i I
Commitment to social improvement ... Ability to coordinate efforts of others . . ..
General knowledge .................. J— Ability to maintain good relations with trustees
Soundness of judgment .............. - and with others outside the foundation. . .
Administrative ability ................ Other (please specify)

16. Do you have an opportunity to influence decisions in the program, public information-personnel, and
financial, operations of your foundation? (Please check as many as are appropriate.)

A. Program B. Public Information-Personnel
By screeningrequests .................... O By explaining foundation to the general
By examining projects indepth............. O public through formal or other reports .. .... O
By participating in staff or other decision- By lecturing on foundation’s affairs .......... O
makingmeetings ........... .. .o O By conducting seminars or the like on
By voting in staff meetings ................. O foundation matters .................. ..., O
By making final decisionsongrants ......... O By screening applicants for employment ... ... O
By designing projects ..................... O By training new appointees ................. O
By directing or helping to operate projects ...[]
By appearing before the trustees to discuss C. Financial
grants or projects .................o..l O By recommending investments .............. O
By making formal recommendations on broad By helping to determine financial policy ... ... O

policy matters as well as on projects ...... a
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17. What are the major professional satisfactions of your job? (Please rate each of the following from 0 to 5.)

1

1

2

2

o

9.

0.

g

Association with others in foundation and in re- Evaluating projects or programs ........

lated professional fields ............ Evaluating applications forgrants . .. .. .. -
Investigating projects ................ I Engaging in academic research ........ [
Designing projects .................. N Betting on good people ............... N
Operating projects .................. - Seeingmoney usedwell ............... -

Investigating programs ............... Other (please specify)

. What are the major professional frustrations of your job? (Please rate each of the following from 0 to 5.)

Superficial investigation and appraisal of projects or programs SINUICKTES HIGHEST VALUE ..

Lack of evaluation procedures for completed projects . .............. ... —_—
Tendency of foundation to support special philanthropic interests of favored trustee or staff

MM L .. N
Pre-emption by trustees of the designing and investigative responsibility for most important

o] o) =T o1 -3 [
NP OIS . . oottt e -
Failure of foundation to acknowledge merit or accomplishment and to promote from within ... .. -
Lack of encouragement of outside writingorresearch .......... ... ... . ... .o i -
Too little intellectual stimulation ........ ... ... ... .. -
Lack of time or opportunity to associate formally or informally with projects financed by the

fOUNdAtioN . . ... s -
Lack of knowledge of, or experience with, projects financed by the foundation or problems to

which foundation addresses itself ... ....... ... ..ottt -
Lack of professional association with others in foundationfield ............................ —
Insufficient time to develop long-range projects . ............. ... .. ... i -
No opportunity to initiate and design projects ................. ... i JE—
Inability to maintain place in professional field or discipline . .............................. N
Insufficient contact with superior or head of foundation ............... ... . ... ... .o -
Difficulty in communicating ideas to trustees ......... ... ... .. ... -
Too much administrative paper WOrk. . ...... ... it -
Other (please specify)

What are the major economic frustrations of your job? (Please rate each of the following from 0 to 5.)
Unsatisfactory salary ................ Unsatisfactory fringe benefits ..........
No provision for salary review ....... .. [ Other (please specify)
No economic incentives ..............

How do you think foundation service could be made more attractive? (Please rate each of the following
from0to5.)

Greater involvement in designing and administering projects . ................. ... ... ... J—
Transforming grant-making foundations into operating foundations, at leastinpart ........... R
Greater job security, includingtenure ......... .. .. [
Greater @CONOMIC FEWANAS . .. ... ...ttt R
Special economic incentive for outstanding accomplishment . ............... ... ... .. S
More generous and comprehensive fringe benefits ......... ... ... oo —
Loan of personnel to other foundations or organizations engaged in similar activities .......... -
Additional foundation-financed training for staff ....... ... ... ... ... ..o i -
Foundation encouragement of participation in professional meetings . ...................... -
Leave granted by foundation for special research or writing projects ................. ... e—
Provision by foundation of something akin to a university sabbatical |eave policy
Promotion from within ... ... . . e

. Please rate (from 0 to 5) each of the elements in the following list that in your opinion attract others to

foundation service.

Opportunity to perform public service ........ ... .. i i -
Opportunity to aid underprivileged ....... ... .. ... . e -
Opportunity to foster research and intellectual developmentintheyoung ....................— -
Opportunity to experiment with social reform . ....... ... ... . .. . o i -
Opportunity to encourage growth in professional field or discipline ......................... —_
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26

27.

28.
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Professional association with like-minded individuals .................. ... .. ... ... .. ... -
Opportunity to apply contemporary technology (such as the computer science) to education and
FESEANCR L . e e -
Financial rewards ... ...ttt e e -
THAVEl oo -
Opportunity to influence given field ofinterest . .......... ... ... ... ... . i R
Opportunity to gain respected position in professional field or community ................... [
Opportunity to gain wider public and professional recognition ............................. -

There are many ways of entering careers in the foundation field. Could you describe the events that led
to your first position? (In your answer, please indicate whether you planned or prepared for foundation
work.)

If you care to do so, we would welcome your comments on any aspects of your job that you feel have been
particularly rewarding in a professional sense.

If you care to, please respond to any of the following questions that are applicable to your situation and
of interest to you.

Do you feel that people outside your foundation understand the nature of your work? (Please check)
Yes ...l [0 Most of thetime ....[] Rarely............. O No.oooovviviint O

. If you stay in the foundation field, would you prefer to remain in your present foundation, or would you

like to move to another?
Prefer to remain in present foundation ...... O Would like to move to another ............... O
Would like to leave foundation field for

. Do you think your foundation is a better place to work than most others? (Please check)

Yes ..o O No .. O Dontknow ................ O

Do you think you have greater satisfactions in your job than most other people in the foundation field?
(Please check)
Yes ..o O No oo 0 Dontknow ................ O

Do you think that professional people outside the foundation world have greater satisfactions in their jobs
than you? (Please check)
Yes .o O No oo [0 Dontknow ................ ]

As aresult of the recent legislation affecting foundations (Tax Reform Act of 1969), is it your opinion that
in future recruiting, foundations will give more attention than formerly to one or more of the following?

(Please check)

Specialized program expertise ............. O Industrial and accounting experience &training .[]
Public relations and journalistic training .- . .. O Legal training .......... .. ... ... ...l O
Other (Please specify)

Will the legislation make the foundation field more or Iess attractive to potential staff members?
(Please check) More ................0.... O Less ...oviiiiiiiiiinn, O

Please give your reasons:
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