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Abstract

This thesis is an examinadon of how the Carnegie Corporanon of New York and the
Rockefeller Foundauon ransformed their founders' vast financial resources into cultural
power and, in turn, influenced Canadian life. It focuses on the period beginning in the
second decade of the century and conunuing through to the 1950s, during which the two
American foundatons penetrated deep into the Canadian cultural and intellectual scene,
making substanaal contmbutons to Canadian universites, scholarly associations, cultural
insttugons, and to individual arusts and scholars.

Both the power of American popular culrure and the desire of members of the
Canadian intellectual and cultural elites to resist the cultural incursions associated with it are
undentable and have been well documented by Canadian histonans. This study addresses
and begins to balance a historiography in which Amercan "imperalism" has been analyzed
at the levels of popular culture, big business, and in terms of formal state relatons. My
contributon is to explore the parts plaved by the Amercan foundadons in the constructon
of the "Arts and Letters" in Canada from the late 1920s to late 1950s. At the base of the
argument of this thesis is the idea that the American philanthropic trusts filled a cultural void
in Canada that existed between two eras and two fundamentally different systems of cultural
patronage. It is my contention that the post-1945 federal system of state support for
Canadian "Arts and Letters,” which has been hailed as one of the key indicators of
Canadian/American difference, was, in fact, a product of a series of fruitful exchanges

between members of 2 North American cultural elite.
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Introduction: Amercan Philanthropy if Necessary
But Not Necessarily American Philanthropy

-.[W]e face, for the most part without any physical barriers, a vast and
wealthy country to which we are linked not only by language but by many
common traditions....[OJur populaton stretches in a narrow and not even
continuous ribbon along our frontier -- fourteen millions along a five
thousand mile front. In meeting influences from across the border as

pervasive as they are friendly, we have not even the advantages of what
soldiers call defence in depth....

..Money has flowed across the border from such groups as the Carnegie
Corporation, which has spent $7,346,188 in Canada since 1911 and the
Rockefeller Foundation, to which we are indebted for the sum of
$11,817,707 since 1914.... Through their generosity countless individuals have
enjoyed opportunities for creative work or for further cultivation of their
particular field of study. Applied with wisdom and imagination, these gifts
have helped Canadians to live their own life and to develop a better
Canadianism....Many institutions in Canada essential to the equipment of a
modern nation could not have been established or maintained without
money provided from the United States....!

-- Massey Commussion (1951).

The Report of Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts, Letters and

Sciences, commussioned in 1949 and presented to Canadian Parliament in June 1951, has
been accorded an almost mythological status in the history of Canada's quest for cultural
sovereignty. Described by historians of this journey by such metaphors as a "watershed," a
"cornerstone," and a "turning point," the report has recently been deemed "the most

influendal cultural document in Canada's history.”?

'From Chapter 2, "The Forces of Geography," f issi Nat vel t

n the Arts, Letters and Sciences, 1949-1951 (Ottawa: Edmond Clouter, CM.G., O.A., D.S.P., Panter to the
King's Most Excellent Majesty, 1931), p. 13.

Paul Lite, M&Mmmdﬁmimy&qmmm (T oronto: University of Toronto Press,
1992), front cover notes; Bernard Ostry, The :

Policy in Canada (Toronto: McClelland and Stew:u't lexted, 1978) p :6 :md Jamle Portman, * -\nd Not By
Bread Alone: The Barttle Over Canadian Culture,” in Canad he 13 X
David Thomas (Peterborough: Broadview Press, 1993), p. 345




The significance one ascribes to the Massey report (as it was popularly known after
the commission's chairman Vincent Massey) depends largely on the degree to which one
sees it as the source of cultural policies pursued by successive federal governments years,
even decades, after its submission.? At the very least the report represented the culmination
of many years of the Canadian elites' reflections on the country's cultural sovereignty, and
particularly on the role the state might play in fostering and protecting Canadian culture.
Following the 1929 Aird Commission on public broadcasting and the 1944 Turgeon
Committee on Reconstruction, the Massey report proposed a coherent strategy for federal
support for Canadian cultural and intellectual institutions and infrastrucrure. Asserting the
federal state's right, and indeed duty, to provide support for Canadian universites;
recommending renewed commitments to the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation and the
National Film Board; pledging support for national cultural institutions; and suggesting the
creadon of a Canada Council for the Encouragement of the Arts, Letters, Humanities and
Social Sciences to support Canadian artists and scholars: in all these ways, the Massey
Commission left a powerful legacy. Historian Paul Rutherford has recently argued that the
Massey report legitimized "the belief that the state must become a major player in the

cultural life of the country."* In the colony-to-nation narrative, the Massey report did for

SPaul Litt discusses the fate of specific recommendations made in the Massey report. See Lirt, The Muses,
Mmmd_;bg_dgmm pp. 245-247. Maria Tippett also questions the emphasis on the
Massey Commission in "The Writing of English-Canadian Cultural History,” Canadian Historical Review 67
(Dec. 1986): p. 558.

#"\fade in Amedca: The Problem of Mass Culture in Canada,” in The Beaver Bites Back? Amedcan
Popular Culture in Canada, eds. David H. Flaherty and Frank E. Manning (Kingston: McGill-Queen's

University Press, 1993), p. 273. For summaries of the major recommendations of the Massey Commission see
also Litt, The Muses, the Masses, and the Massey Commission, pp. 3-4, 214-215; Portman, "And Not by Bread
Alone," p. 346; John Herd Thompson and Stephen J. Randall, Canada and the United States: Ambivalent Allies



Canadian culture what the National Policy did for Canadian industry - it fostered the
development of the infrastructure necessary for nationhood.’

The Massey commission was formed by Louts St. Laurent's federal government to
investigate what historian John Herd Thompson refers to as the "conundrum of [Canadian]
cultural sovereignty" -- to study, in effect, Canada's cultural development within the complex
rubrc that was the North Adantic triangle.¢ In a very real sense, the experiences of the two
world wars and of the tumultuous decades that lay between them ended Canada's junior
partnership with Great Brtain. With a sedes of constitutional developments which began in
1923 when, without British approval, Canadian Minister of Marine and Fisheries Ernest
Lapointe signed the Pacific Halibut Treaty with the United States and which culminated in
1931 when Canada was granted legal independence in the Statute of Westminster, Canada
gradually shed its colonial status.” As important, moreover, the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s were
decades during which a burgeoning English-Canadian cultural nationalism took root. From
1925 to 1940 enrolment in Canadian universities increased by almost 50% and higher

educaton increasingly served as the fertile environment for an emerging natdonal middle-

(Montreal: McGill-Queen's University Press, 1994), p. 204.
SLite, The Muses, the Masses, and the Massey Commission, p. 5.

°"Canada s Quest for Cultuml Sove.rcxgnqr Pmtecnon, Promotion, and Popular Culture,” in North America
p g 3 : exico, ed. Stephen J. Randall (Calgary:
Umvexsuv of Calgan Prcss 1992), P 273 see a]so Thompson with -\llen Seager, "The Conundrum of Culture"
(chapter 8), Canada 1922-1939: Decades of Discord (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart Limited, 1985), pp. 158-
192.

"Thompson with Seager, Decades of Discord, pp. 49-51; Thompson and Randall, Ambivalent Allies, pp.
105, 127. The independent status granted by the Statute of Westminster was, by no means, complete and did
not represent a "clean break” from Brinain. After the statute, the Canadian head of state remained the British
monarch and the Canadian constitution could not be amended in Canada.



class culture.® As Mary Vipond has pointed out, this era also saw the formation of an
English-Canadian natonalist elite made up, for the most part, of male artists, authors,
intellectuals, politcians and civil servants from central Canada. Members of this emerging
"nationalist network" included such patrons as Vincent Massey and Canadian Imperial Bank
of Commerce president Sir Edmund Walker; the artists of the Group of Seven; bureaucrats
such as Nadonal Gallery of Canada Director Eric Brown, and his assistant and successor
H.O. McCurry; the editors and publishers of such periodicals as Maclean's Magazine, The
Canadian Forum, The Canadian Magazine; and university-trained intellectuals such as Frank
Scott, Harold Innis, Arthur Lower and Donald Creighton. Together these individuals
formed an interlocked web of professional and voluntary associations and collectively sought
to map a uniquely Canadian cultural idendty.’

Yet while the first half of the twendeth century was, on the one hand, a period
during which Canada and Canadians gained political, strategic and economic independence
from Great Britain and has been seen by many as the golden age of English-Canadian
cultural nadonalism, it was, on the other hand, an era during which American influence in
Canada increased considerably. If Canada was freeing itself from imperial entanglements, it
was at the same time becoming integrated into a North American economy and culture.
Already of prime importance at the turn of the century, by mid-century American

investment in Canadian resource and manufacturing industries had replaced British

Paul Axelrod, Making N
McGill-Queen's Umvcrsntv Prcss, 1990), p.

jes (Montreal:

"Mary Vipond, "The Natonalist Network: English Canada's Intellectuals in the 1920s," Canadian Review of

Studies in Nadonalism 7 (Sprng 1980): pp. 32-53. See also Thompson with Seager, Decades of Discord, pp.
158-175.



investment as the life-blood of the Canadian economy. At the beginning of the twentieth-
century American investment amounted to 14% of total foreign investment in Canada while
Batsh investment accounted for 85%.'% By 1939, at the onset of the Second World War,
the balance had been tited in the opposite direction with the American share amounting to
60% and the Bridsh weighing in at just 36%.!! And by the end of the war, the American
share of foreign funds invested in Canada had increased to 70% of the total.'? American
economic power was also reflected in the sphere of popular culture. During the 1920s and
1930s American-based mass culture industries such as film, radio broadcasting, the popular
press, and even spectator sports, took hold of Canadian audiences as a North American
mass culture solidifted.'?

In the sphere of internatonal politcs and foreign affairs, independence from Great
Botain was often accompanied and even signalled by warmer relations with the United
States. When Canadian statesmen decided in the mid-1920s to develop an independent
Canadian foreign policy it was to Washington they looked. Four years after signing the
Pacific Halibut Treaty, the Canadian government established its own "Legation” in
Washington -- a move accompanied by Vincent Massey's appointment as Canada's

"Minister” to the United States. Avoidance of the terms "Embassy” and "Ambassador” only

¥].L. Granatstein, eakne ad : ,
Joanne Goodman Lectures (T oronto: Umversuy of To:onto Press 1989), p. 17.

Ubid., p. 24.
2Ibid., p. 39.

See Thompson with Seager, Decades of Discord, pp. 158-192.



slightly limited the importance of this assertion of independence.!4

The largely symbolic initatives undertaken by the Canadian state to establish an
independent relationship with the United States in the 1920s laid the groundwork for more
concrete developments in the 1930s. The national euphoria over Canada's contribution to
victory in the First World War which drove Canadian statesmen to plot an independent
foreign policy was, over time, replaced by pragmatic concerns for natonal defence. As
tensions associated with the nse of fascism plagued the European continent between 1935
and 1940, Canadian policy-makers increasingly perceived Canada's relationship with the
United States, and not membership in the Commonwealth, as the basis of national security.

On the other side of the border, American officials, worded that in the event of war
the inadequacy of Canadian defences might provide foreign powers a foothold on the North
American contnent, openly pursued responsibility for the defence of Canada. Speaking at
Queen's University in Kingston, Ontario on 18 August 1938, American President Franklin
D. Roosevelt warned a large audience that a European war might eventually pose a threart to
freedoms and values shared by the peoples of Canada and the United States. After paying
homage to Canada's Britsh heritage and its membership in the Briish Empire, Roosevelt
assured Canadians "that the people of the United States will not stand idly by if domination
of Canadian soil is threatened by any other empire."!> Two years later, in August 1940,

Roosevelt and Canadian Prime Mintster William Lyon Mackenzie King signed the

UIbid., p. 52.

15]. L. Granatstein and Norman Hillmer, For Benter ot for Worse: Canada and the United States to the 1990s

(Toronto: Copp Clark Pitman Lid., 1991), pp. 103-104; Granarstein, How Botain's Weakness Forced Canada
into the Arms of the Unired States, p. 24; and Thompson and Randall, Ambivalent Allies, p. 147.



Ogdensburg Agreement and thereby established a Permanent Joint Board on Defence.
Although each nation's forces remained under the command of its respective leadership, it
was agreed that the American and Canadian military cooperatively coordinate continental
defence arrangements. The Ogdensburg Agreement, along with the Hyde Park Declaration
of 20 April 1941, in which King and Roosevelt agreed to coordinate the production and
purchasing of military equipment, have been viewed by nadonalist historians such as Donald
Creighton as key contributions to Canada's absorbtion into the American Empire.!6 In an
ironic twist of Arthur Lower's atle for his 1946 survey of Canadian history, Colony to
Nation: A History of Canada, Harold Innis reflected on what he saw as a fundamental shift
in ordentation when he concluded that, by the end of the first half of the twenteth century,
Canada had merely substituted one metropolitan force for another and thus had been
transformed from "colony to nation to colony."!” As Innis also noted, "autonomy following
the Statute of Westminster has been a device by which we can cooperate with the United

States as we formerly did with Great Britain."!8

"Donald Creighton, The Forked Road: Canada 1939-1957 (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart Limited,
1976). For discussions of William Lyon Mackenzie King, the Ogdensburg Agreement, the Hyde Park
Declaration and what Carl Berger describes as "the demonology of [Canadian] natonalism," see Berger, "The
Conferences on Canadian-Amercan Affairs, 1935-1941: An Overview," in The Road 1o Ogdensburg: The
Quecen's/St. Lawrence Conferences on Canadian-American Affairs, 1935-1941, eds. Frederick W. Gibson and
Jonathan G. Rossie (East Lansing: Michigan Seate Univessity Press, 1993), p. 29; Thompson and Randall,
Ambivalent Allies, p. 155; and Granatstein, How Brtain’s Weakness Forced Canada into the Aems of the
United States, pp- 24-26.

"A.RM. (Arthur) Lower, Colony to Nation: A History of Canada (Toronto: Longmans and Green, 1946);
Harold A. Innis, "Great Britain, the United States, and Canada,” in Essays in Cagadian Economic History, ed.

Mary Q. Innis (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1956), p. 405, cited by Paul Litt, "The Massey
Commisston, Americanization, and Canadian Cultural Nationalism,” Queen's Quarterly 98 (Summer 1991): p-
376.

18"Great Britain, the United States, and Canada,” pp. 405-406.



To the Massey commissioners, to the representatives of the various institutions and
voluntary associations who briefed the commission, and indeed to most of the historians
who have studied the commission, the greatest threat to Canada's cultural sovereignty - the
villain that threatened the final stages of Canada's emergence as an independent naton --
was an American-centred mass culture. As Paul Litt suggests, members of the Canadian
cultural elite typically and conveniently equated all American cultural influence with this
"popular” or "mass" culture, while equating Canadian culture with a more traditional and
elite "high" culture.!”? In the eyes of the commissioners, making a stand for what they saw as
cultural quality was making a stand for Canadian nationalism. Accordingly, the Commission
-- its recommendations shaped by a desire to see the Canadian state take a stand against the
influence of a free-market driven culture based in the United States — has been portrayed as
the crowning moment in a "revolt of the highbrows."*

Both the power of American popular culture and the obsessive desire of members of
the Canadian intellectual and cultural elites to resist the cultural incursions associated with it
are undeniable and have been well documented in the work of several authors, including
Paul Litt, Paul Rutherford, John Herd Thompson, Allen Seager, George Woodcock, Bernard

Ostry, and, most recently, in a collection of essays edited by David H. Flaherty and Frank E.

19"The Massey Commission, Americanization, and Canadian Cultural Nationalism," p. 380. See also Lit,
The Muses, the Masses, and the Massey Commission, p. 106.

TRutherford, "Made in America,” p. 270.



Manning endtled The Beaver Bites Back? American Popular Culture in Canada.>' However,
to assess the American-Canadian relatdonship only in the sphere of popular culture, and to
analyze the Massey report only for what it had to say on that issue is to obscure the depth of
American cultural influence in Canada. As the Massey commissioners acknowledged in the
section of the report cited at the beginning of this chapter, American influence did not
always come in the form of pulp fiction and Hollywood movies. As well as being
"pervasive” and "friendly," American influence could be, even in the eyes of the Massey
commissioners, "valuable” and could, indeed, help "Canadians to live their own life and to
develop a better Canadianism...."

From the early 1930s to the late 1950s the Camegie Corporation of New York and
the Rockefeller Foundation penetrated deep into the Canadian cultural and intellectual

"2

scene. The two original "Big Foundatons"* made substantal institutional grants to
Canadian universities, to public and private galleries, and to libraries and museums. They
supported individual Canadian artists and scholars directly with Foundation and Corporaton
grants and fellowships, by sponsoring their art associations and scholarly research councils,
and by funding special projects that enabled recipients to carry out their research and to
publish their work. Together, the American foundatons contributed almost 20 million

dollars to the economy of Canadian culture (see Tables 1, 2, and 3). It was not, therefore,

ALiee, The Muses, the Masses, and the Massey Commission; Paul Rutherford, When Television was Young:
Prmetime Canada 1952-1967 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990); Thompson and Seager, Decades of
Discord; George Woodcock, Strange Bedfellows: The State and the Arts in Capada (Vancouver: Douglas and
Meclntyre, 1985); Ostry, Cultural Connection; and Flaherty and Manning, eds., The Beaver Bites Back?

ZThis term is borrowed from the dtle of Waldemar A. Nielsen's study of Amerdcan philanthropy, The Big
Foundatons (New York: Columbia University Press, 1972).



surprsing that the Massey commissioners were quick to acknowledge Canada's debt to
American philanthropy. Scores of the organizations that sent briefs to the commission owed
their formaton, and in many cases their continued existence, to the Carnegie Corporation
and/or to the Rockefeller Foundation.®® Moreover, three of the five commissioners --
N.A.M. MacKenzie as president of the University of British Columbia and as the former
president of the University of New Brunswick (1940-1944), Georges-Henri Lévesque as the
founder and dean of the faculty of social sciences at Laval University, and Vincent Massey
himself, as a trusted adviser to both foundations -- had long-standing relationships with the
two American trusts. [t is not an exaggeration to argue, as does Paul Litt, that "the Canadian
cultural elite was as much affected by American high culture as the general populaton was

Lo

by American mass culture."** And more specifically, it is not an exaggeration to argue that
the des berween members of the Canadian intelligentsia and the two philanthropic trusts that
had developed in the 1930s and 1940s had a formative influence on the ideas of many of the
individuals, institutions, and associations who brefed the Massey commission, on the
thoughts of the commissioners themselves, and, consequently, on the commission's final
recommendatons for the future structuring of Canadian cultural and intellectual life.

It is my objecuve in this thesis to address and begin to balance a historiography in

which American "imperialism" has been analyzed at the levels of popular culture, big

business, and in terms of formal state relations. My contribution is to explore interventons

BPaul Litt notes the dependence of many Canadian "highbrow cultural projects” on the Corporation and the
Foundation. See Litt, "The Massey Commission, Amercanizarion, and Canadian Cultural Natonalism,” p. 386,
. 11; and Lirt, The Muses, the Masses and the Massey Commission, p. 288, n. 5.

#"The Massey Commission, Americanization, and Canadian Cultural Nationalism," p. 383.
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by the Carnegie Corporation and by the Rockefeller Foundation into what the authors of the
Massey report referred to as the "Arts and Letters"” in Canada from the late 1920s to late
1950s. I argue that at a ime when the Canadian state's involvement in civil society was sill
fairly limited and when there were few alternative sources of funding, the contributions of
these two Amercan philanthropic trusts to Canadian universities, museums and galleries and
their support of arnsts and scholars, and of professional and scholarly associations was of a
formatve and essental nature. [ argue that, in many ways, the national elite consolidation
that reached a high-point with the formation and deliberations of the Massey Commission
was facilitated by the American foundations' support of the efforts of Canadian arusts and
intellectuals to organize and rationalize the cultural sphere. The national community
conceptualized by individuals involved in the Massey commuission, I argue, had its roots in

these earlier efforts.

Of necessity this thesis is as much about corporate philanthropy as it is about
Canadian cultural and intellectual history. By the time philanthropic foundatons began to
operate in Canada corporate philanthropy was already 2 highly developed technique of
influence. The first part of this thesis, "Building Foundations," documents the early years
and development of corporate philanthropy and the first forays by American foundations on
Canadian soil. Chapter 1, "The Business of Benevolence," surveys the development of
Carnegie and Rockefeller philanthropy from the early days of relatively modest private giving

in the last quarter of the nineteenth century to the formation and consolidation of the
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Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation in the second and third decades of
the twentieth century. It examines the social theories and organizatonal technologies that
enabled John D. Rockefeller Sr. and Andrew Carnegie to extend their power far beyond the
world of industry and into the realm of the social and cultural relations of civil society.

For the early period, particular attention is focused on the ideas presented in
Carnegie's critical statement on the responsibilities of the wealthy, "Wealth"(1889), and on
the thoughts and ideas of John D. Rockefeller Sr. and of his chief adviser on philanthropy,
Frederick Gates. The relationship of these ideas to the evolutionary ideology espoused by
Herbert Spencer and to Christan notons of stewardship are discussed. The focus then
shifts to the gradual and lengthy processes of incorporaton which began in the late
nineteenth century and culminated in the early 1920s. Of primary importance in these
developments was the emergence of a managenal elite, members of which were, as time
passed, given more and more direct control and management responsibilities of the
founders' businesses of benevolence. After surveying the growing pains associated with the
transformaton from private to corporate philanthropy, the chapter concludes with a
discussion of the role corporate philanthropy played in the development of a national system
of higher educadon in the United States and in the creation of research councils and
professional associations in the second and third decades of the twentieth century. Itis

argued in the chapter that both original philanthropists and the philanthropoids® who later

3The term "philanthropoid” was coined by Camegie Corporation president Frederick P. Keppel. Itis now
commonly used to distinguish the paid officers (the philanthropoids) who administer the foundations from
those who give their wealth for philanthropic purposes (philanthropists). By the late 1920s Camegie
Corporaton and Rockefeller Foundation phﬂanthmpoxds cnloyed a hxgh dcgree of autonomy. Sce Althea K.
Nagai, Robert Lemer, and Stanley Rothman, Giving :

American Politcal Agenda (Westport, Connecticut: Pegcr Pubhshers, 1994) p 4 nnd Dvught Macdonald,
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ran the foundations, saw corporate philanthropy as a catalyst for reform, and a technique to
be used to re-structure and rationalize American society in the same way Rockefeller and
Camnegie had reformed and rationalized American industry in the late nineteenth century.
Chapter 2, "The Early Years of American Philanthropy in Canada: Building Schools,
Building Canada,” explores the first stages of the exportation of American corporate
philanthropy to Canada. On the Rockefeller side, actvity was restricted to support for
medical education, and for public health faciliies. The Carnegie program, administered
through the separately-endowed British Dominions and Colonies Fund, included support for
a broad range of acuvites from local library programs to large grants to the general
endowment funds of universites. Although these activities were not, in every case, directly
related to the arts and letrers, it was during this period that both organizations began to
identify, and indeed to impose, national and regional hierarchies of institutions and to
formulate webs of Canadian contacts based on those hierarchies. In short, it was in this
early phase of activity that the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation
established small footholds in the Canadian social, political and cultural power structures.
Working with Canadian collaborators, the foundations began to confront what geographer
R. Cole Harris refers to as "the profound structural localism of which this country is
composed."?
The following three chapters of this thesis — the body of this study -- are given over

to case studies of specific interventons by the American foundatons into the Canadian

The Ford Foundation: The Men and the Millions (New York: Reynal and Company, 1956), p. 96.

*"Regionalism and the Canadian Archipelago,” in Interpreting Canada's Past: After Confederation, ed. J.M.
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cultural and intellectual scenes. These case studies are divided structurally into two parts
corresponding roughly to two of the primary Massey Commission designations, as well as to
what became, in 1957, the two sectoral focuses of the Canada Council -- the "Arts" and the
"Letters."

Part [I, "American Philanthropy, Imagining Communities and the Structuring of the
Arts in Canada, 1927-1952," begins with a discussion of the turn by both foundations to
matters of culture. This adjustment is discussed in reladonship to an ambivalence to
modernity expressed by certain officers of the foundatons and by members of the Canadian
cultural elite. Also, using Benedict Anderson's concept of the "imagined community” as a
theoretical starting point, this section explores contributions the foundations made to efforts
to conceptualize regional and national communities, on the one hand, and to the
construction of national structures on the other.”’ It is the main thesis of this section that
Canadian efforts to structure, organize and bring about state support for culture in Canada,
cannot be properly considered in isolation from the expansion of both foundations into the
cultural sphere in the 1920s and 1930s.

The first chapter in this part of the thesis, Chapter 3, "Rockefeller Philanthropy,
'Cultural Interpretation,’ and Imagined Communides in Canada," explores the significance of
Rockefeller Foundation support of Canadian intellectuals and cultural producers under its
new humanities program in the 1930s and 1940s. Through this new program Foundation

officers supported projects aimed at what they referred to as "cultural interpretation.” This

Bumsted (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1986), p. 486.

TBenedict Anderson, Imagine
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approach to culture combined the work of scholars, broadcasters, folklorists, filmmakers and
archivists and aimed at the production and dissemination of knowledge of local, regional,
national and even internadonal cultural units. While most of the Canadian projects in this
broader program were small and relatively limited in scope, they collectively served to
facilitate the flow of ideas and influence from the Foundation to Canadian intellectuals.

In Chapter 4, "The Carnegie Corporation, Cultural Philanthropy and 2 New Deal for
the Arts in Canada,” focus shifts to the Camegie Corporation and to its involvement in
cultural philanthropy. The chapter begins with a discussion of the Corporation's turn to
culture, which was initiated by Frederick Keppel shortly after he became president of the
trust in 1923. Discussion focuses on Carnegie programs in art education, the trust's interest
in the development of museums and galleries, and the subsequent extension of these cultural
programs to Canada. Particular attention is focused on the Carnegie Corporation's
relationship with the National Gallery of Canada, and on the Corporation's role in the
creation and development of the Federation of Canadian Artists. It is argued through the
case studies explored in both chapters of Part II that the foundations were essential actors in
what was an important transitional era in Canadian cultural history. Foundaton officers not
only provided funds necessary for the formation of national associations and structures but,
as technical experts in the management of culture, provided Canadian leaders with valuable
advice on how to organize a "cultural” consdtuency.

With Chapter 5, "American Philanthropy and Intellectual Development in Canada,

1930 to 1957," the thesis turns to the foundations' involvement in the creation of Canadian

{London: Verso, 1983).
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academic infrastructure in the period leading up to the creation of the Canada Council. The
chapter begins with consideration of the significance of large research projects sponsored by
the foundations in the 1930s. I consider how these projects, while temporary in nature,
acted as sumuli for certain Canadian scholars in the social sciences and the humanities -- an
nfluence whose reladve significance was substantal in the otherwise barren environment of
the Depression years. The support of the American foundations, combined with the call to
service by federal and provincial governments, had the effect of legitimizing and
empowerng academic scholarship.

Following this, the chapter turns to the Carnegie Corporation's and the Rockefeller
Foundation's support for the founding of the Canadian Social Science Research Council and
of the Humanities Research Council of Canada in the early 1940s, and to the trusts'
continuing support for the two research councils until 1957 when they were absorbed into
the apparatus of the Canada Council. The cntcal roles played by the two councils are then
discussed along with those played in turn by the Corporatdon and the Foundaton (which
together were almost solely responsible for financing the research councils) in the structuring
of the social sciences and humanities during this period. The Councils' aid to scholarship
programs -- support for sabbatical leaves, research and publication, and large-scale area
studies, as well as the establishment of graduate fellowships -- made more permanent the
stimulus provided by special projects of the 1930s and thus became models for scholars and
officials who were pursuing stronger federal state support for Canadian scholarship.

While support for the research councils was aimed at the general development and

entrenchment of the social science and humanides disciplines throughout all Canadian
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regions, in large insttutions and in smaller ones, in newer institutions and in established
centres of learning, both the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation had
short lists of individuals and institutions targeted for special status as "national centres.” The
final section of chapter 5 is devoted to a study of the Rockefeller Foundation's collaboration
with Harold Innis and his department of political economy at the University of Toronto.
From the late 1930s to his death in 1952, Innis served, in all but name, as the Foundation's
Canadian director in the social sciences and humanities. The relationship will be explored
for what it tells us about the operaton of American philanthropic influence in Canada and as
a case study of internadonal elite collaboraton. Attenton will be focused on the manner in
which American support was harnessed and mediated by Innis and his colleagues at the
University of Toronto to further a particular agenda for change and on the manner in which
officials of the Rockefeller Foundation worked through Innis to pursue their own agenda in

Canada.

In his important early study, Wealth and Culture: A Study of One Hundred

Foundations and Community Trusts and Their Operations During the Decade 1921-1930

(1936), American sociologist Eduard Lindeman noted that "what the public wishes to know
is the manner in which these large sums of vested wealth tend to influence American

life...."?8 Acits heart, this thesis is an examination of how the Carnegie Corporation and the

BQuotcd in Richard Magat, "Int:roducuon to the Transacnon Edmon, Eduard C. Lmdcman, _gdgb_gd

_D_cs.ad.e._lﬂll_lm (New YOtk. Ha:court, Brace and Company, 1936 repnnt ed. New ansvsnck, Ncwjerser
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Rockefeller Foundadon transformed their founders' vast financial resources into cultural
power and, in turn, influenced Canadian life. When Amercan philanthropists funded
Canadian "Arts and Letters," they were doing more than merely lending helping hands to
struggling scholars and artists -- they were involving themselves in what Ellen Condliffe
Lagemann refers to as "the Politics of Knowledge." As Lagemann suggests in The Politics
of Knowledge: The Carnegie Corporation, Philanthropy, and Public Policy, philanthropic
wealth had enormous influence on processes of academic and artistic professionalization and
organization, on the direction of public taste in the arts, and on the privileging of certain
ideas and ideologies in the academy.?? This, I argue, was no less true when funds were
targeted for expenditure in Canada.

This thesis is not, however, a straightforward study of American domination in yet
another sphere of twenteth-century Canadian society. Following the lead of the editors and
the authors of The Beaver Bites Back? American Popular Culture in Canada, I suggest that
the case studies comprising the body of this thesis speak as much of Amercan persuasion
and influence, and even of Canadian agency, as they do of Amencan coercion. Members of
the Canadian intellectual and cultural elites -- professional artists and intellectuals who were
already in the process of building what Mary Vipond refers to as Canada's "nationalist
network” — sought the aid of and were sought out by the American trusts because of shared
goals and visions for the making of modern Canada. Canadians who worked with the

Americans were thus willing participants in establishing and pursuing objectives with the

Transaction, Inc., 1988), p. vii.

PChicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1989.
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officers who staffed the Carnegie Corporaton and the Rockefeller Foundation. The
relationship between these two groups was marked by cooperation, negotiation and, at
times, compromise. Although there were points of disagreement, both sides shared a
fundamental desire to structure, ratonalize, and professionalize Canadian intellectual and
artisuc activity. There was, moreover, fundamental agreement on the types of structures that
should be erected and on who should be in charge of both the construction projects and the
resulting infrastructure.

What I am suggesting is that the two groups were instrumental in the creaton of
cultural hegemony -- in the extension of the federal state's activity from simple political
adminstration into the realm of what Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci referred to as "the
ensemble of organisms commonly called 'private.”* In the particular case of Canadian
culture and the "arts and letters," this formation, [ argue, established the patterns and the
parameters on which the federal state's cultural policies were later based. As in any such
social formation, of course, all actors did not enjoy equal power, and in this case the
Americans had two resources the Canadians needed -- the financial strength necessary to
build institutions, to fund organizatons, to support research and artistic endeavours, and
possibly even more significantly, the knowledge and experience to accomplish these
objectives. Just as Andrew Carnegie and John D. Rockefeller had, in their business careers,

controlled the means of production, the men who operated the foundations held ownership

30Gramsci describes the role played by intellectuals in the formation of cultural hegemony in "The

Intellectuals: The Formation of Intellectuals,” Selections from the Pdson Notebooks, ed. and trans. by Quintin
Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith (New York: Intematonal Publishers, 1971}, pp. 12-13. See also Martin

Camoy, The State and Political Theory (Prnceton: Princeton University Press, 1984), pp. 65-68.
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deeds on what Marx referred to as the "material means of mental production."*!

Thus, if this thesis is not about 2 crude American cultural imperialism in Canada in
the simplest sense, it is, nonetheless, concerned with issues of cultural imperialism. The
Americans held an overwhelming advantage in the balance of power and were, without a
doubt, the senior partners. As Martin Carnoy points out in his description of hegemony, the
dominant group in the formaton does not "impose" its views on its allies. Hegemony is
rather "a process in civil society whereby a fraction of the dominant class exercises control
through its moral and intellectual leadership over other allied fractions of the dominant
class."3? In forming pareerships, the foundations selected Canadians who shared their
visions, agendas, and ideologies and they engaged in extensive, though often informal,
searches for like-minded Canadians before supportng any project or enterpzise. In short,
they provided the type of "moral and intellectual leadership” Camoy refers to. The officers
of the two trusts were not at all afraid, when necessary, to exert their influence in even more
direct fashion, often, for example, letting Canadians know in advance which proposals
would likely be supported and which ones would not, and at times abruptly cancelling
support for individuals and organizations who deviated from foundation objectives.
Although the "carrot” of persuasion was the favoured tool, foundation officers were always
ready with the "stick" of coercion.

In using Gramsci as a theoretical marker in my discussion I am doing so somewhat

YCited in Clyde W. Barrow, Unjversities and apitalist State: rate Liberalism agd the
Reconstruction of Amercan Higher Education, 1894-1928 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1990), p.
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selectively. That is to say that while I find the concept of cultural hegemony a valuable one
that sheds light both on the relationship between the American foundations and members of
the Canadian elite and on the broader process of the federal state's expansion into the
previously "private" sphere, I do not find cultural hegemony, in the fullest sense, at work in
the creation of Canadian cultural and intellectual infrastructure in the period I am studying.
Specifically, it is difficult to see where "the 'spontaneous’ consent...[of] the great masses of
the population...." was ever granted.*® The processes I describe in this study were negotiated
by a relanvely small group of men from North America's urban-based political, economic,
and social elites. On many occasions in this thesis the argument implicitly turns to a rather
direct version of Gramsci's theory of hegemony that some may consider simplistic. [ remain
nonetheless impressed by the ability of cultural elites to "conspire,” that is, etymologically, to
"speak together," in order to defend and even to impose certain values, values which were
"hegemonic” insofar as they either directly reinforced or indirectly drew attention away from
the inequities of a liberal capitalist order.* I, in fact, do what cultural historian T.J. Jackson
Lears claims in his preface to No Place of Grace he had to avoid when approaching
Gramsci's theory - that is, [ "imagine a ruling-class cultural committee conspiring to impose

dominant values on hapless [or at least uninterested] workers...."3

BGramsd, "The Intellecruals,” p. 12.

HIn this discussion of the relationship between hegemony and elite conspiracy [ have been influenced by
E.P. Thompson, V_Vh;gs_md_ﬁunms_'[hs_Qngmwf_ths_B_hskAg (Vew York: Pantheon Books, I975) and
Douglas Hay, Alb ary Eaglan
Books, 1975).
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Almost without exception, all the key players studied in this thesis — Americans and
Canadians alike -- were white, financially comfortable, middle-aged males, and all shared
what was, at the time, the unusual luxury of extensive post-secondary educations.
Membership in this elitist international "boys club" depended on meeting all these implicidy
understood but never specified criteria of supposed evolutonary success and "cultural
quality."3 In an absolute sense, the great imbalance of power was not among members of
the group but between this leadership group and the rest of society. Needless to say, this
leadership group -- all members of a North American intelligentsia -- was not particularly
representative of the populations of either North American nation. Professional,
educational, class and personal ties that spanned the border made interacdon between
members of the fraternity easy and informal. These same tes, however, virtually denied
many other groups and individuals access to power. Reflecting this, I argue as Robert
Amove does in the introduction to Philanthropy and Cultural Imperalism: the Foundatons
at Home and Abroad, that American philanthropy had a fundamentally undemocradc affect
on society.’” Amercan philanthropic trusts were mechanisms designed to transform the
financial fortunes amassed by their founders into intellectual and cultural power for a very
small segment of the population. Decisions of vast public significance in the United States
and later in Canada were made by small, homogenous, privately-selected groups of

individuals who owed their power, however indirectly, to their relations with the industrial

%For a discussion of the concepts of taste and quality and their functions in the social relatons of power see
Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Criuque of the Judgemens of Taste, trans. Richard Nice (Cambridge,
Massachuserrs: Harvard University Press, 1984).

"Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982, p. 1.
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giants of the late nineteenth century. That the composition of this decision-making cadre
was, in the cases surveyed in this thesis, international in nature makes the process no less
impenalistic and undemocratic.

At the base of the argument of this thesis is the idea that the American philanthropic
trusts filled a cultural void in Canada -- both in terms of funding and of expertise -- that
existed between two eras and two fundamentally different systems of cultural patronage. By
the early 1920s, nineteenth-century style private patronage was insufficient to meet the needs
of an emerging modern naton. Yet it was not undl the early 1950s, and the publicaton of
the findings of the Massey Commission, that large-scale state support for Canadian culture
was officially endorsed, and not until 1957 and the creation of the Canada Council that state
support became a reality. From 1920 to 1957 Canadian cultural and intellectual institutions
existed and developed by combining private patronage with limited provincial and federal
support -- and most importantly, as Maria Tippett suggests in Making Culture: English
Canadian Insdtutions and the Arts before the Massey Commission, by leaning on such
"foreign walking sticks" as the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation.’® The
partnership between Canadian intellecruals and American philanthropy thus facilitated the
transidon in Canada from a prvate, localized system of cultural patronage to a system of
corporate cultural patronage in which the nation-state was the major corporate patron.

During this crtical transitional era, Canadians seeking to build institutions, pursue

research in their fields, organize and rationalize their particular areas of expertise, and

3¥"Leaning 'on Forexgn Wal.kmg Sticks': Culmml Phﬂanthroplsts Influences, and Models from -\broad"
{chapter 3), Mal. -Cay and th asse
(Toronto: Umvers:ty of Totonto Press, 1990), PpP- 127 155.
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establish themselves as "cultural authorities” in the fullest sense, looked to the Manhattan
offices of the Carnegie Corporaton and the Rockefeller Foundation for funding, as well as
for ideas and inspiration. The products of these international elite collaborations — projects
that, ar the time, were essential components of the structuring and rationalization of the
Canadian intellectual and cultural scene — later, in the post-war era, served as models for
future state imnauves and projects. It is my contention that the post-1945 federal system of
state support for Canadian "Arts and Letters," which has been since hailed as one of the key
indicators of Canadian/American difference, was, in fact, a product of a series of fruitful
exchanges between members of a North American cultural elite.

By engaging in this study [ want to situate the American philanthropic factor in the
equation of Canadian cultural development -- alongside strategic, purely economic, and
popular culrural factors -- in larger debates about Canadian identity, American impernalism
and American/Canadian difference. Drawing principaily upon the under-utlized Canadian
collections in the foundatons' archives, [ suggest that the case of American philanthropy
and Canadian culture in the 1930s, 1940s and 1950s provides ample evidence that English-
Canadian artists, intellectuals, and the politicians who pursued state support for Canadian
culture not only inherited "Tory paternalism” from their British imperial past, but also
learned to appreciate it and perfect it at the hands of the officers of the Carnegie
Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation. In doing so, I call into question essentalist
and ahistorical notons of American Lockean individualism, Canadian Tory paternalism, and

of what sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset refers to as "organizing principles” of national
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political cultures fashioned at the moment of the American revolution.3? Canada's national
"tradition” of institutionalized public support for the arts and letters was, in reality, invented
in the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s and was in no way preordained or simply "waiting to
happen,” as the proponents of the "organizing principles" position claim.® It was
constructed, moreover, under the watchful eyes of the leaders of American corporate

philanthropy.

WFor Lipset's discussion of Canadian-American difference see Continental Divide: The Values and the
Wﬁm&mmdﬁmm (New York: Routledge 1990) See also Kenneth \[cRac, The
Structure of Canadian History," in
South Africa, Canada, and Australia, ed. Louis Hartz (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World Inc., 1964), pp

219-262; and Gad Horowitz, Canadian Labour in Politics (Toronto: University of Toroato Press, 1968), pp. 3-
57.

“For a discussion of the concept of invented traditions see Edc Hobsbawm, "Introduction: Inventing
Traditions,” in The Invendon of Tradition, eds. Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1983), pp. 1-14.
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Part I: Building Foundadons



Chapter 1: The Business of Benevolence

Taken as a group, that is, as a whole, the trustees of foundations wield a
power in American life which is probably equalled only by the national
government itself, and by the executives in our dominant financial and
industrial corporations.!

-- Eduard Lindeman (1936).

In 1936, when Eduard C. Lindeman published his ground-breaking study of
Amencan philanthropy, powerful philanthropic foundatons were a relatively recent
phenomenon. While wealthy Amercans had long been involved in charitable activities, the
first philanthropic trusts were only endowed in the period around the tumn of the century.
These eatly foundations, moreover, were established to operate in limited spheres and for
specific purposes. The ornginal and, until the expansion of the Ford Foundation in the
1950s,? the wealthiest, most influendal general-purpose foundations, the Carnegie
Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundaton, were not formed until the second decade of
the new cenrury and did not take their modern corporate forms untl the early 1920s.?

Formed to facilitate "the diffusion of knowledge" and to "promote the well-being of

mankind” respectively, the Carnegie Corporaton and the Rockefeller Foundation were

'Eduard C. Lindeman,

mmg&mmmmgmw (N ew YoﬂL Harcoum Brace nnd Company, 1936 repnnt
ed., New Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction, Inc., 1988), p. 33.

*The Ford Foundation was founded in 1936, but operated as a small Detroit-based fund until 1951 when
Paul Hoffman took over its presidency. Hoffman directed a two year program of grants totalling $100,000,000
which established The Ford Foundation as the giant of foundation philanthropy. For details of this expansion
see Dwight Macdonald, The Ford Foundation: The Men and the Milliogs (New York: Reynal and Company,
Inc., 1956), pp. 50-94; and Waldemar A. Nielsen, The Big Foundations (New York: Columbia University Press,
1972), pp. 78-88.
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encumbered by few restrictions. Working in concert with each other, as well as with other
Carnegie and Rockefeller philanthropies, including the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, the General Education Board, and the Laura Spelman
Rockefeller Memorial, these philanthropic trusts played crucial roles in establishing national
agendas for reform in areas as diverse as medicine, public welfare, and education. Operating
in the place of, or in conjunction with, a federal government that often rejected primary
responsibility for these spheres, these private organizations were essential actors in the
Progressive-era drive for national organization and ratonalizaton.*

In the following chapter [ examine the emergence of these two general-purpose
foundations as a "'third’ force [in American society] located somewhere between the 'public’
and the 'prvate’ sectors,” to cite Donald Fisher's useful formulaton.> Influenced by the
wrtngs of Antonio Gramsci on cultural hegemony, Fisher suggests that Amercan
foundations came to play a mediating role between "political society” (the formal political
structures we refer to as the public sector) and "civil society” (in Gramsci's own words, "the
ensemble of organisms commonly called 'private™). Itis Fisher's contention, tentatvely

explored later in this chapter, that the foundations represented the interests of the dominant

*‘Barry D. Karl and Stanley N. Katz, "The American Prvate Philanthropic Foundation and the Public
Sphere 1890-1930," Minegva 19 (Summer 1981): p. 243; Barry D. Kadl, "Philanthropy, Policy Planning, and the
Bureaucratization of the Democratic Ideal," Daedalus 105 (Fall 1976): p. 131-132. For a thorough discussion
of rhc administrative capaanes of the fcdcm.l smtc du:mg this era see Stcphcn Skowronek, Building 2 New

3 ational rative Capag (Cambadge: Cambridge

Unrversuy Prcss. 1982)

3"The Role of Philanthropic Foundations in the Reproduction and Production of Hegemony: Rockefeller
Foundatons and the Social Sciences,” Sodology 17 (May 1983): p. 224.

¢"The Intellectuals: The Formation of Intellectuals,” Selections from the Poson Notebooks, ed. and trans.
by Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith (New York: International Publishers, 1971), p. 12.
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economic group and, through support of universities and research councils, contributed to a
process of ideological production designed to "maintain and strengthen the system of
capitalist democracy."’

I begin by considering the private philanthropy of John D. Rockefeller Sr. and
Andrew Carnegie in the later years of the nineteenth century, first discussing Carnegie's
views on the stewardship of wealth as he espoused them in his classic statement on
philanthropy, "Wealth"(1889), and then turning to what Rockefeller referred to as his
"Business of Benevolence." Following this, [ discuss three stages in the organization and
incorporation of Rockefeller and Carnegie philanthropy: the formation of the donors' first
philanthropic foundatons in the first decade of the twenteth century; the founding of the
Camegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation in 1911 and 1913 respectively; and
the early vears of the Corporation and the Foundation -- years marked, in each foundaton,
by struggles over strategy, focus and organization, culminating in both cases in the
consolidation and institutionalization of bureaucratic authority. I conclude the chapter by
analyzing the source and nature of foundation power in 1920s America.

In reviewing these stages in the development of Rockefeller and Carnegie
philanthropy, I am exploring the philosophical underpinnings of the donors' philanthropy,
the relationship between their business and philanthropic activities, and the extent and
nature of their influence on public policy. Particular emphasis is placed on the foundatdons'
role in the development of national cultural and intellectual infrastructure in the United

States. In short, [ am exploring the processes that were employed by the industrialists and

™The Role of Philanthropic Foundations in the Reproduction and Production of Hegemony," p. 224.
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their advisers to extend their power and influence beyond the world of production and into
the realm of broader social and cultural relations of civil society. As a corollary, this chapter
is an examination of the transformation of personal wealth to institutionalized authority.
For students of Canadian cultural history, the eatly years of Carnegie and Rockefeller
philanthropy are important ones. To understand fully the funcdon these organizations later
served in the structuring of Canadian arts and letters we must first comprehend the agendas
set and operational methods established by these early donors and their advisers. To come
to terms with the meaning of the American philanthropic factor in the development of
Canadian national culture we must understand the space these foundations came to occupy

in American political, economic and social structures.

The Gospel of Wealth and the Business of Benevolence

Both Andrew Carnegie and John D. Rockefeller St. began giving away money almost
from the moment they started to accurmnulate it -- though not nearly at the same rates. In
1868, at the age of thirty-three and already in charge of a small business empire, Carnegie
outlined a strategy for philanthropy. In a personal memorandum, Carnegie suggested that he
devote all capital beyond an annual personal income of $50,000 —- a figure he felt sure his
financial enterprises could support within two years — to "benovelent [sic] purposes.”
Business, he declared, should be "cast aside forever...except for others...." "The amassing of

wealth," he suggested, "is one of the worst species of idolitary [sic]...."

8Quoted in Ellen Condliffe Lagemann, The Polit ige: The
and Public Policy (Chicago: The University of Chicago Prcss, 1989) p 13
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Despite this declaration, the process of accumulating wealth on an extraordinary
scale was, in reality, only beginning for Carnegie when he wrote that memorandum. In
1872, having learned of Henry Bessemer's method for mass-producing steel, Carnegie
founded the steel company that, during the nexr thirty years, evolved into the powerful
conglomerate U.S. Steel. Carnegie only followed through on his pledge to retire from his
active business career in 1901 when he sold his controlling interest in the company to J.P.
Morgan for $492 million.’

While Carnegie did not dispense with his wealth as fast as he accumulated it, he
continued to refine his ideas on philanthropy and in the last quarter of the nineteenth
century began to give away vast quandties of his forrune. In his essay "Wealth," published in

the North American Review in 1889 and dubbed "The Gospel of Wealth" by English critic

William T. Stead, he spelled out his ideas on wealth and philanthropy.!® The "duty of the
man of wealth," Carnegie asserted, was to "set an example of modest, unostentatious living,
shunning display or extravagance...." After providing "moderately for the legitimate wants
of those dependent upon him,..." he should "consider all surplus revenues which come to
him simply as trust funds, which he is called upon to administer...in the manner which, in his

judgment, is best calculated to produce the most beneficial results for the community...."!!

Waldemar A. Nielsen, The Big Foundations (New York: Columbia University Press, 1972), p. 32.

WThe essay was orginally published in the North .;American Review 148 (June 1889): pp. 653-664. It was

republished as "The Gospel of Wealth,” in Andrew Carnegie, The Gospel of Weglth and Other Timely Essays,
ed. Edward C. Kirkland (Cambridge, Massachussetts: The Belknap Press of the Harvard University Press,

1962), pp. 14-49. Kirkland credits Stead, the editor of the Pall Mall Gazette, with the revision to the tide. See
The Gospel of Wealth and Other Timely Essays, p. 14, n. 1. All further refetences to Carnegie's essay refer to

the edited collection.

UCamegie, "The Gospel of Wealth,"” p. 25.
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Carnegie's rationale for the selection of the "man of wealth" as the "trustee and agent
for his poorer brethren" was simple and resonated with the evolutionary thought being
popularized by Herbert Spencer in the United States at the time.!?> Spencer, 2 friend of
Carnegie's, combined his belief in liberal individualism with a very selective reading of
Darwin to create a vision that powerfully linked material and moral progress.!* As T.J.
Jackson Lears notes, the attraction of Spencer's vision for such a man as Carnegie was
rooted in the fact that it placed industralization at the head of progress and dismissed "the
suffering and death of individuals as unimportant, the necessary friction on the high road of
progress.”!* In keeping with Spencer's vision, the central point emphasized in the "Gospel
of Wealth" was that the accumulaton of wealth was essential to the "progress of the race."!

Following the teaching of Spencer, Carnegie argued that the holders of wealth were
the fittest individuals -- the winners of life's competitive struggle and thus also the possessors
of "superior wisdom, experience, and ability to administer...." It was logical, part of the
evolutonary process, Carnegie argued, that these men should apply the qualides that had
allowed them to amass wealth to finding solutions for society's ills, "doing for them [society's

less fortunate| better than they would or could do for themselves."!6

12See Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwinism in American Thought, revised ed. (New York: George Braziller,
Inc., 1959), pp. 31-50.

YT. J. Jackson Lears, No Pla i is :
1880-1920, 2nd ed. (Chicago: University of Chlcago Press, 1994), p- 21.

¥Ibid., p. 21.

3E. Richard Brown, Rockefelle pica (Berkeley: University

of California Press), p. 30. See also Rlchard Hofsmdter. The American Political Tradition and the Men Who
Made it, 2nd ed. (New York: Vintage Books, 1954), p. 167.

16"The Gospel of Wealth,” p. 25. See also Robert Bremner, American Philanthropy, pp. 100-103.
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Although he felt that the philanthropist should be restricted only by his better
judgement, Carnegie had a recommendation for the wealthy. "Indiscriminate charity," he
argued, echoing Spencer, was "one of the serious obstacles to the improvement of our
race...."!” Philanthropists should give in the same systematic manner as they conducted their
businesses. Instead of scattering relief amongst the poor, Carnegie proposed the wealthy
build "the ladders upon which the aspiring can dse...."'® The types of "ladders" Camegie
recommended included universides, medical institutions, libraries, parks and other
recreational spaces.!? Helping those who could and would help themselves was the central
task in Carnegie's "Gospel."®

In his insistence on systematc or scientfic giving, Carnegie was reflecting a far
broader movement away from charity aimed at temporary amelioration of suffering to more
organized giving designed to provide permanent solutions to the niddle of poverty. As
Gareth Stedman Jones observes in his study Qutcast London, middle and upper-class
reformers in London in the last quarter of the nineteenth century became convinced that the
disorganized nature of private and public chanty was actually accentuating poverty by
demoralizing "the honest poor" and encouraging the "clever pauper." To address the

problem they artempted to organize charity under a single structure, the Charity

""The Gospel of Wealth," p. 26.
'8[bid., p. 28.

Pibid., pp. 28, 32-H4.

PSee Joseph Frazier Wall, Andrew Camegie, 2nd ed. (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1989), pp.
807-814.
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Otganisation Society (COS).?! In Canada and the United States, local and national societies
patterned after the COS were created shortly after its formation. Like the London model,
these new associations were designed to bring systematic study to the problem of poverty, to
coordinate and rationalize the distribution of relief, and, ultimately, to facilitate middle-class
sodial control.2 While Carnegie was not greatly concerned with the poorest members of
society, honest or not, he shared this zeal for systematc reform and social control
Carnegie's adherence to then-current evolutonary ideology explains his thoughts
concerning who should control wealth and which members of society were the most worthy
recipients of philanthropy, but it does not reveal why he felt compelled to give in the first
place. His ideas about the responsibilities associated with the acquisition of great wealth fit
uneasily with Spencer's evolutionary doctrines, at least as they were generally construed.
Few social Darwinists shared the opinion expressed in Carnegie's "Gospel" that millionaires
were "trustee([s| for the poor,” or that graduated inheritance taxes should be insttuted to
distribute the fortunes of those who refused to do so during their lives.®® As historian
Richard Hofstadter points out, most of Carnegie's fellow robber barons "felt secure in their

exploitation and justified in their dominion."** According to Camegie biographer Joseph

Press, 1971), pp 241-262.
ZFor a discussion of charity reform in late nineteenth-century United States see Brown, Rockefeller

Medicine Men, p. 21. For a discussion of the same issue in Canada see Mariana Valverde, The Age of Light,
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3Wall, Andrew Carnegie, p. 814
*The American Political Tradition, pp- 168-169.
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Frazier Wall, the roots of Carnegie's philanthropy predated his business career and lie in his
family's radical heritage in Dunfermline, Scotland.

The Camegie family arrived in the United States in 1848, when Andrew Carnegie
was thirteen. To that point, Andrew Carnegie had been, according to Wall, a "child of
Chartism," a witness to 2 political movement for reform led, in Dunfermline, by his uncle
Tom Morrison Jr. and by his father William Carnegie. Wall suggests that Carnegie's
incredible progress in the business world in the United States raised self-doubts about his
faithfulness to his predecessors' campaign for equality. To Carnegie, it seemed likely that he
and the class of industrialists he led were actually eroding the foundatons of the democratic
society his family had found in America. It was Carnegie's quest for "refuge from self-
questioning,” Wall argues, that was most responsible for the industrialist's entry into the
world of philanthropy. His "Gospel of Wealth," it would seem, was an uneasy marriage of
his robber baron present and his Chartist past.®

Carnegie may also have looked back on his radical heritage as a refuge from a more
tangible external threat. As social historians of the late nineteenth century have noted, the
perod was marked by severe social upheaval. The clash between anarchists and police at
Haymarket Square in Chicago in 1886, the Knights of Labor strikes of the same year, and
the bitter dispute at Carnegie's Homestead iron works in 1892 were merely the flash-points

of the broader social disruptions resulting from working-class response to industrial

SAndrew Camegie, pp. 812-813. See also Wall, " Andrew Carnegje: Child of Chartism,” History 4 (May
1961): pp. 153-166.
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"progress."? It is likely that Carnegie found in his memories of the "honest" craftsmen of
Dunfermline fighting the good fight for political equality an answer to what T.]. Jackson
Lears refers to as the nation's "crisis of cultural authority."¥ Voluntary support for the
construction of "ladders upon which the aspiring can rise”" probably struck Carnegie as a
desirable alternative to radical class-based reform aimed at fundamentally altering the
distribution of wealth and authority in the nation.?® In a biting but undeniably accurate
assessment of Carnegie's philanthropy, written in the aftermath of the Homestead lockout, a

writer for Locomotive Firemen's Magazine noted that Carnegie and his steel lieutenant

Henry Clay Frick were "brazen pirates [who] prate...of the 'spirit of Christ' [and] who
plunder labor that they may build churches, endow universities and found libraries."?
Indeed, with philanthropy Carnegie could escape his self-doubts and, at the same time,
restore aspects of society that the industrialist felt were being eroded by the technical
rationality, materialism, and class divisions of industrial capitalism.*

Despite the rational and integrated system suggested in the "Gospel of Wealth,"

*Dawid Monatgomery,
Acuvism, 1863-1925 (Cambrdge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), pp. 2, 36-40, 129.

“No Place of Grace, p. 31.
*Bremner, American Philanthropy, p. 102.
Locomotive Firemen's Magazine 16 (August 1892), cited in Herbert Gutman, "Protestantism and the

-\mencnn Labor \Iovcmcnt' The Chnsnan Spmt in the Gilded Age, in Gutman, Work, Culture and Society in
v a: Essa v 2 Jal History (New York: Viatage Books, 1977), p.

Y[ am not suggesting that Carnegie was afflicted with the same anti-modem zeal that the subjects of Lears's
study were. It is likely, given his habit of referring to his childhood years in Scotland and his later philanthropic
focus on his home town, however, that in Carnegie's mind Dunfermline served as a sort of pre-modem Utopia
which was juxtaposed with the real world he ruled over.
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Carnegie's private philanthropy followed no clear plan or strategy. He instead followed his
heart and his mind and gave idiosyncratically to causes that struck him as worthy. As one
historian has put it, "Carnegie's philanthropy was a mixture of moralistic programs to civilize
the masses, impulsive decisions, and sentimentality."3! Before the publication of "Wealth,"
he had already given a library and swimming pool to his home town of Dunfermline, a
library to Braddock, Pennsylvania, and a pipe organ to the Swedenborgian Church in
Allegheny, Pennsylvania, his family attended in the 1850s. His one gift to higher education
in this early period was a small grant to the Western University of Pennsylvania (later the
University of Pittsburgh).’> In the years following the publication of his declaration on
philanthropy, Camegie's giving accelerated substantially, but remained scattered. By 1907,
still four years before the founding of the Camegie Corporation, Andrew Carmegie had given
over $40 million to over 1,600 public libraries in the United States and Canada.* To
schools, colleges, and universities he gave berween $15 and $20 million. And asserting his
affection for church music, he gave $6.25 million to buy organs for over 7,000 churches.*
The scattered and personal nature of philanthropy continued even after the formation of the
Carnegie Corporation. It was not until Camegie's death in 1919 that Camegie philanthropy

truly began to operate on a more strategic basis. To understand the next stage in the

Y"Brown, Rockefeller Medicine Men, p. 32.
2Wall, Andrew Camegic, p. 815.
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development of scientific philanthropy one has to look at the ideas and actions of the other
great philanthropist of the time, John D. Rockefeller Sr., and of the architect of his

philanthropic plan, Frederick Gates.?

John D. Rockefeller St. was no less convinced than Carnegie that industrial
capitalism was the engine driving social progress. His confidence in this position was
sustained by the combined influence of Chrstian and evolutionary thought. He revealed
both in an address to a Sunday-school audience:

The growth of a large business is merely a survival of the firtest....The

American Beauty rose can be produced in the splendour and fragrance which

bring cheer to its beholder only by sacrificing the early buds which grow up

around it. This is not an evil tendency in business. It is merely the working-

out of a law of nature and a law of God.*¢
Rockefeller, moreover, was convinced not only of the necessity, righteousness, and
inevitability of industrial capitalism, but also of his place in this natural and moral order. He
noted in 1905 that "my money is a gift from God," and that "it is my duty to make money
and still more money and to use the money...for the good of my fellow man according to the

dictates of my conscience."’

As was the case with Andrew Carnegie, Rockefeller's days as a philanthropist began

 Judith Sealander,
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when he received his first pay check. As a clerk in Cleveland earning $6 per month,
Rockefeller gave 6% of his income to his church. As his income grew so too did his
philanthropy. In 1865, at the age of 26, his annual philanthropic expenditures exceeded
$1,000, and by the close of the decade he was giving almost $6,000 annually.3® Reflecting his
religious motivations, most of his early giving was directed to Baptst interests.

Given his philanthropic record and his commitment to "building ladders" of his
own -- the most impressive of these being the University of Chicago, which he helped found
with a $600,000 grant in 1889 -- it was not surprsing that Rockefeller was one of the most
enthusiastic supporters of Carnegie's "Gospel." Writing Carnegie shortly after the
publicaton of "Wealth," Rockefeller noted, "the time will come when men of wealth will
more generally be willing to use it for the good of others."?? Writing much later, Rockefeller
applauded Carnegie's "enthusiasm for using his wealth for the benefit of his less fortunate
fellows," and noted that "his devodon to his adopted land's welfare has set a striking
example for all dme."*

The question for both men was not whether to give but, rather, how to give.
Echoing sentiments expressed by Carnegie in "Wealth," Rockefeller later noted that, by

1890, he had become frustrated with his own "haphazard fashion of giving here and there as

"*Raymond B. Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation (New York: Harper and Brothers,
Publishers, 1952), p. 4.

"Ibid., p. 6.

“John D. Rockefeller, "The Benevolent Trust—The Value of the Cooperative Principle in Giving," in
Random Reminiscences of Men and Events (New York: Doubleday, Page and Company, 1909), p. 166.
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appeals presented themselves."4! Proposing more coherent and rational strategies for
philanthropy, Rockefeller asserted that it was the philanthropist's duty to ignore "the
impulses of emotion..." and to approach his work "from a more scientific standpoint."+2
And like Camegie, he had little interest in simple charity. To Rockefeller, the "fundamental
thing" was education. "If the people can be educated to help themselves," he argued, "we
strike at the root of many of the evils of the world."+

In 1889, finding that the intense investigation he felt was tequired in the search for
causes worthy of his beneficence was consuming as much time and energy as was the growth
of his substantal business empire, Rockefeller hired Baptist minister Frederick T. Gates to
supervise his philanthropic interests. In the final decade of the nineteenth century Gates,
working with Rockefeller, developed what he referred to as his "principles of scientific
giving."+

Essential to Gates's and Rockefeller's philosophy of philanthropy was recognition of
the need for scientific research and for the type of structures required to support such
research. The goal of the philanthropist, as Gates and Rockefeller saw it, was to unearth the
"underlying conditions” responsible for society's problems.*> The types of scientific research

envisioned by Rockefeller and Gates required the development of research facilities,

#Rockefeller, "The Difficult Art of Giving,” in Random Reminiscences, p. 156.
*Ibid., p. 147.
¥1bid,, p. 152.
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organizations and institutions. The shining example of Rockefeller's early interest in
research and research institutions was the continued financial support he provided to the
University of Chicago in the years following its establishment.

To Gates and Rockefeller, moreover, it was imperative that both donors and
receivers be organized on a corporate scale. Scientific giving necessarily required more time,
energy and intelligence than an individual or even a small group of individuals possessed. As
Rockefeller questioned rhetorically, "if 2 combination to do business is effective in saving
waste and in getter better results, why is not combination far more important in
philanthropic work?"#

By the end of the nineteenth century the two men had settled on the idea of the
foundadon as the particular corporate form best suited to establish philanthropy on a
radonal and efficient basis. Writing in his memoirs, Gates later noted that, given the
"scandalous results” and the "powerful tendencies to social demoralization" that
accompanied the inheritance of other great estates, "I saw no other course but for Mr.
Rockefeller and his son to form a series of great philanthropies...philanthropies, if possible,
limitless in time and amount, broad in scope, and self-perpetuating."+’

Rockefeller, too, spoke of "Benevolent Trusts” -- organizations designed to "applaud
and sustain the effective workers and insttudons” and to lift "the intelligent standard of

good work in helping all the people chiefly to help themselves." The "directorates of these

*Rockefeller, "The Benevolent Trust--The Value of the Cooperative Principle in Giving," p. 165.
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trusts,” Rockefeller suggested to other wealthy Americans, would eventually be staffed by
"men who not only know how to make money, but who accept the great responsibility of
administering it wisely...." "Let us erect a foundation, a Trust," he exhorted, "and engage
directors who will make it a life work to manage, with our personal cooperation, this

business of benevolence properly and effectively."*

The Incorporation of Philanthropy

During the first decade of the twenteth-century both Andrew Carnegie and John D.
Rockefeller Sr. retired from active supervision of their business empires and devoted their
energies to philanthropy. Ushering in what Dwight Macdonald refers to as the "golden,
heroic age of American philanthropy" the two industrial giants established numerous trusts
and insdtutions bearing their names.* Reflecting his varied interests, Carnegie established
the Camnegie Institution of Washington (1902), the Carnegie Hero Fund Commission (1904),
the Camegie Foundaton for the Advancement of Teaching (1905), and the Camegie
Endowment for International Peace (1910). Concentrating his attention on areas he felt
most in need of support, including medical research, public health and higher education,
Rockefeller created the Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research (1901), The General
Educaton Board (1903), and the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission (1909).

Looking back over the history of the Rockefeller Foundation in 1951, Raymond

“Rockefeller, "The Benevoleat Trust—The Value of the Cooperative Principle in Giving,"” pp. 186-188.

“NMacdonald, The Ford Foundation, p. 45.
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Fosdick, president of the foundation from 1936 to 1948, observed that, for the
Rockefellers>® and Gates, this eatly trust-building phase was "in a certain sense
preparatory.”>! While Fosdick's reminiscences are open to the charge of reading the past
from the perspective of the present, there is no doubt that both Carnegie and Rockefeller
used these early organizations as testing grounds for various organizational structures and as
mechanisms for the recruitment of the sort of professional philanthropoids who could be
trusted to administrate their "business[es] of benevolence."32

Recruited from the highest echelons of American society for the purpose of
organizing Carnegie's and Rockefeller's first trusts were men such as Henry Pritchett, former
president of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) and Carnegie's appointee as
first President of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching; Elihu Root,
Secretary of War from 1899 to 1904, Secretary of State from 1905 to 1909, U.S. Senator
from 1909 to 1915 and Carnegie's personal lawyer and trustee for the Carnegie Endowment
for Internatonal Peace; Dr. Simon Flexner, professor of Pathology at the University of
Pennsylvania before being chosen as the Director of the Rockefeller Insttute for Medical
Research; Baptist clergyman Wallace Buttrick, first president of the General Education
Board; and Dr. Wickliffe Rose, professor of philosophy at Peabody College and the first
head of the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission. Collectively, these individuals formed a

leadership cadre -- an elite, private class of bureaucrats -- which at the beginning of the

YJohn D. Rockefeller Jr. joined his father's staff after graduating from Brown University in 1897.
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second decade of the twentieth century was called upon to help Carnegie and Rockefeller
give form to their greatest philanthropic ventures, the Carnegie Corporation and the
Rockefeller Foundation. By the early 1920s these men had shaped the two trusts as much,
and in some cases more, than had the original donors. Well situated in the political,
intellectual, and social power structures of the United States, these men also served as
models for future generations of philanthropic leaders.

For Camegie, Rockefeller, and the members of the managerial elite they were in the
process of creating, the end point in philanthropy's evolutionary cycle was the general-
purpose foundatdon — a fund, as Carnegie would have it, tied to no "fixed cause" and
administered by trustees "to meet the requirements of the time.">> The formations of the
Camegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation in 1911 and 1913 respectively,
however, marked only the beginning of this final evolutionary stage. The charters of the two
trusts provided only the vaguest of frameworks for the organizatons. The Caregie
Corporation was mandated to "promote the advancement and diffusion of knowledge and
understanding among the peoples of the United States."> The mandate of the Rockefeller
Foundation, drafted by Gates in the broadest and most inclusive terms, similarly offered few
solid guides to the trustees. The purpose of the Foundation, as stipulated in its charter, was
to "promote the well-being of mankind throughout the world."3 In both cases it would take

the donors and their hand-picked staffs a number of years to refine these trusts into the
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Stephen H. Stackpole, Carnegie Corporation Commeonwealth Program 1911-1961 (New York: Camegie
Corporation of New York, 1963), p. 3.

HFosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, p. 20.

43



models of scientific philanthropy they were later to become. The eatly years of the Carnegie
Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation were marked by false starts, changes in

direction, and internal debates over goals, strategies and operating procedures.

The Camegie Corporation: The Early Years

Ironically, the founding of the Carnegie Corporation initially had little qualitative
impact on the broader direction of Carnegie philanthropy. Henry Pritchett, who had
transformed the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching from a simple
professonal pension fund into an agency that, with Rockefeller's General Education Board,
virtually created a comprehensive national university system, later noted, "when Mr.
Carnegie formed the Camegie Corporaton, he simply incorporated himself."5 Under the
auspices of the Carnegie Corporaton, Camegie's community library program contnued, as
did support for the provision of church organs, technical education and medical educadon.
Moreover, most early Corporation grants were made to other Carnegie agencies -- not
surprisingly, considering its Board of Trustees was dominated by the heads of these
organizatons. As two of the leading authorities on American philanthropic foundations
have noted, Camegie and his trustees initially operated the Corporation "as a holding

company of sorts to manage and supply the others [Carnegie philanthropies], not as an

36Pritchett to Frederick P. Keppel, 4 January 1935, Camegie Corporation files, quoted in Lagemann, The
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independent fund with an independent set of purposes."’

Carnegie's failing health and then his death in 1919 provided opportunities for
Corporation trustees such as Pritchett and Elihu Root to alter the organization's course.
Pritchett, in particular, felt that the complexity of the social dilemmas faced by modern
industrial society required more scientific solutions than the simple self-help philosophy that
underpinned Carnegie's strategy for philanthropy.®® Simply put, the men who succeeded
Camegie as the Corporation's president during a short bur highly significant phase of its
history>? sought to position the trust as a primary force in what Ellen Condliffe Lagemann
calls "the Politics of Knowledge." As Progressive-era proponents of more rational and
assertive public administration -- scientific management applied to all fields, not the least
being the business of governing the nation -- Root, James Rowland Angell, Pritchett and
their supporters on the Corporation's Board of Trustees threw the full force of the Carnegie
Corporation behind individuals, agencies, and institutions that could provide the United
States with the scientfic expertise they felt was required for governing a complex modern
society.

The clearest indication of the Corporation's altered course was the demise of
Camegie's beloved community library program. Commissioned by Putchett to make a
report on the program in 1915, Alvin Johnson, a professor of economics at Cornell

University and a consultant, at the time, for the Carnegie Endowment for International
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Peace, recommended that the Corporation be more discriminating in its grant-making. In
contrast to Carnegie's open-ended approach, Johnson recommended that the Corporation
support only the most efficient models of library service. Johnson further advised the
trustees that training library personnel was of more value to the future of library services
than was the haphazard provision of buildings for community libraries.®

Johnson's findings were opposed vociferously by Carnegie Corporation trustee
James Bertram who felt, justifiably it would seem, that Johnson's recommendatons for a
more regulatory role for the Corporaton were not in keeping with Carnegie's desire that
communities be free to manage Carnegie libraries as they saw fit. In consequence, the report
was not immediately endorsed by the trustees. It was not long, however, before Johnson's
principal recommendations were enacted. Citing the emergency created by war as the
reason, the Corporation temporarily suspended all grants for library building projects in
1917.6

The end of the war did not bring with it the re-establishment of the library program.
When the Carnegie Corporation returned to the library field in 1926 it was in a manner
consistent with Johnson's views. Following prescriptions established in Johnson's report and
in subsequent Carnegie Corporation reports®? the Corporation embarked on a ten-year

program of grants totalling over $4 million to improve the training of library personnel, to
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support photographic reproductions of records and to increase the size of library collections
at the nation’s colleges and universities. The program's most noteworthy single achievement
was the creation of a new library school at the University of Chicago. By thus emphasizing
the training of elite personnel and future leaders in the library profession, and by enhancing
the research capacities of academic libraries, the Corporation was focusing on very different
social strata than Carnegie himself had targeted with his community library programs. The
professional intellectual (and not the honest craftsman or the worthy community) was the
beneficiary of this thoroughly modern program.6

The shift in the Corporation's library policy was symbolic of broader changes taking
place in its programs and policies. Around the time of James Rowland Angell's selection as
Corporation President in 1920, the trust made a series of grants to research institutions,
research-coordinating agencies and professional associations. Included in this program were
substantial grants to the National Academy of Sciences-National Research Council, the
National Bureau of Economic Research, Stanford University's Food Research Institute, the
American Law Insttute, and the Institute of Economics (which later merged with the
Insttute for Government Research and the Robert Brookings Graduate School of
Economics and Government to become the Brookings Insdtution).* In funding these
organizations, the Carnegie Corporation contributed to the creation of an infrastructure of

private insttutions which, by fostering research and training expert personnel, in tumn served,
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in Lagemann's words, to expand "the nation's governing capacities...without concentrating

power in the elected government."%3

The Rockefeller Foundation: The Early Years

Unlike Andrew Camegie, who sold his interest in U.S. Steel to J.P. Morgan in 1901,
members of the Rockefeller family were stll directly involved in the business of
accumulation when John D. Rockefeller Sr. embarked on his most substantial philanthropic
venture. Controversy over the relatdonship between the Rockefeller business and
philanthropic empires not only delayed the formal incorporation of the Rockefeller
Foundation and marred the early years of its existence, but also left an indelible print on the
long-term development of Foundation programs and policies.

The political debate was touched off in March, 1910 when a bill to incorporate The
Rockefeller Foundaton was introduced to the U.S. Senate. The Rockefellers may have been
expecting a relanvely safe passage for the bill. The charter for the Foundadon was, after all,
nearly identical to that of the General Education Board, which had received federal sanction
seven years earlier, and the bill, if passed, would have given Congress some jursdiction over
the activities of the Foundation.%

Progress was not as smooth for the Foundation. Ida Tarbell's "History of the

Standard Oil Company," seralized in McClure's Magazine from 1902 to 1904, both

5Politics of Kaowledge, p. 49.
%Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, pp. 16-17.
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contributed to and symbolized the public hostility towards economic concentration in
general and to the Rockefeller name in particular.6? At the time, the Rockefeller brain-trust
was seeking incorporation for the Foundation, the national government, reacting to public
pressure, was in the last phases of a legal campaign to dissolve Rockefeller's Standard Oil
trust. [n the minds of several influental congressmen and of key members of the Taft
administration, it was difficult to distinguish between the dangers attending concentratons
of weulth in business and those in philanthropy. Attorney General George W. Wickersham
artacked the idea of the Foundation as "an indefinite scheme for perpetuating vast wealth."
In reply to Wickersham's comments, President William Howard Taft himself referred to the
Rockefeller request as "the proposed act to incorporate John D. Rockefeller."®

After three years and several substantial attempts to make the Foundation's charter
more palatable to federal legislators, the Rockefeller group redirected its efforts and sought a
charter from the New York state legislature in Albany. Thus it was on 14 May 1913 the
Rockefeller Foundation was incorporated by the state of New York. Significandy, revisions
to its charter earlier proposed in attempts to woo congressional support and which would
have placed the Foundadon at least partially under public control were omitted in the state

charter.®

S"Brown, Rockefeller Medicine Men, p. 170.

%Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, p. 18. Also cited in Bremner, American Philanthropy,
p- 113.

%Howe, "The Emergence of Scientific Philanthropy, 1900-1920," p. 48.
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Raymond Fosdick, president of the Rockefeller Foundation from 1936 to 1948, later

noted that, during its first years, the Foundation was "groping its way towards a program."™
Indeed, its earliest grants were scattered amongst a diverse group of recipients which
included a bird refuge in Louisiana, the American Academy in Rome, the Palisades Interstate
Park, Wellesley College, and the Rockefeller Institute. While the outbreak of war in Europe
in 1914 almost immediately provided the Foundation with a temporary focus of activity
(from the beginning of the war to its end the Foundation spent over $22,000,000 on various
war relief measures) it did little to hasten the establishment of permanent programs and
policies. George E. Vincent, appointed president of the Foundation in 1917, later observed
that the war work, though essenual, came at the expense "of the creative job we could have
done with that money in a world of teason and sanity."”!

In keeping with the prnciples of scientfic philanthropy, the leaders of the
Foundaton were seeking strategies and focuses that would establish precedents for future
operations. In their quest to establish a role in society for the Foundation, the Rockefellers,
like Carnegie and his advisers, attempted to build on the strengths of previous philanthropic
ventures. Accordingly, the Foundatoa's first Board of Trustees was dominated by veterans
of Rockefeller philanthropy, including John D. Rockefeller Jr., the first president of the

Foundaton; Gates, sall the Rockefellers' chief lieutenant on philanthropy; Jerome D.

"The Story of the Rockefeller Foundadon, p. 25.

'bid., p. 28.
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Greene, a long-time Rockefeller adviser, trustee of the Rockefeller Institute, and the first
executive secretary of the Rockefeller Foundation; and Dr. Wickliffe Rose, the head of the
Rockefeller Sanitary Commission.

Not surprisingly, moreover, the Foundation's first programs represented expansions
of earlier Rockefeller projects. In an attempt to capitalize and expand on the success of the
Sanitary Commission's campaign to eradicate hookworm in the southern United States, the
trustees established the International Health Commission as a division of the new
Foundation. With Rose as its first Director, the commission was charged with the task of
extending "to other countries and peoples the work of eradicating hookworm disease." In
the interests of establishing long-term solutions, the new Health Commission established
agencies in other nations to promote sound public health policies and to disseminate
knowledge of sciendfic medicine. With similar intent, the trustees also established the China
Medical Board in order to promote and implement a "comprehensive system of modern
medicine” in China.”

The war was not the only obstacle to establishing long-term programs and policies
based on the principles of sciendfic philanthropy. The "groping" process Fosdick later
referred to could not end undl the leaders of the Foundation discovered procedures and
strategies that enhanced the Foundation's influence over society and, at the same time,
deflected public concern over that influence. While initiatives promoting international

public health moved the Foundation a long way in these directions, the trustees' next area of

?The China Medical Board, vol. 1, app. 2, p. 357. Cited in Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller
Foundaton, p. 25.
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focus, industrial relations, only exacerbated concerns about the relationship between the
Foundation and the Rockefeller family's financial empire. The international public health
policy not only aided capitalist accumulation by improving the health of workers, it was,
more importantly, used as an ideological "wedge" to integrate foreign populations into the
world of industrial capitalism.”® This motivation, however, was not immediately apparent to
members of the general public. A clarification of public perceptions of the particular social

agenda would await the Foundation's foray into industrial relations.

Philanthropy Under Fire: The Rockefeller Foundation,
Industrial Relatons and William Lyon Mackenzie King

The trustees’ decision in the summer of 1914 to use the machinery of the new
Rockefeller Foundation to conduct research in industrial relations was made in response to a
bitter labour dispute taking place in the coal fields of southern Colorado. In this dispute,
miners organized by the United Mine Workers squared off against mine operators led by the
managers of the Rockefeller-owned Colorado Fuel and Iron Company. The conflict peaked
on 20 Aprl 1914 when members of the state militia, acting in support of the mining
companies, set fire to the Ludlow tent colony, which was occupied by striking miners and
their families. In what became known as the "Ludlow Massacre," several men, women and

children were either shot or suffocated.’”

"Brown, Rockefeller Medicine Men, pp. 117-132.
*The most thorough discussion of the strike and "Ludlow Massacre” is H.M. Gitelman, Legacy of the

Ludlow Massacre: A Chapter in American [ndustral Relations (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1988).
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Throughout the strike and particularly in the aftermath of the "Massacre," the
Rockefellers were the focus of public criticism for their role in the conflict. Despite John D.
Rockefeller Jr.'s claim of innocence as an absentee landlord, it was well known that local
managers fesse Welbomn and Lamont Bowers were long-time Rockefeller agents and that
several Rockefeller insiders served on the Board of Trustees of the Colorado Fuel and Iron
Company. As the public later discovered when the U.S. Commission on Industrial
Relatons, chaired by Frank P. Walsh, released correspondence it had subpoenaed to the
press, Rockefeller officials in New York had been instrumental in developing the tactics
employed by management during the conflict.”

In an effort both to find a solution to the crisis in Colorado and to control the
damage inflicted on the Rockefeller reputation, the Rockefeller brain-trust turned to former
Canadian labour minister and future prime minister William Lyon Mackenzie King. King,
recommended by his former professor, Harvard President and Foundation trustee Charles
W. Eliot, had already developed a reputaton as a moderate labour reformer who favoured
mediadon of industral conflict and recognized the importance of collective bargaining, but
who also had contempt for strikes for union recognition.” King's ctowning achievement at

this point in his career, at least as far as most Americans were concerned, was his authorship

"3Sheila Slaughter and Edward T. Silva, "Looking Backwards: How Foundations Formulated Ideology in the
Progressive Period," in Amove, Philanthropy and Cultural Impetialism, pp. 71-73.

6For: a summary of I\.mg s record in the Canadmn Department of Labour see Paul Craven, 'An [mpartial

R (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1980),
pp- 208—240 and Davxd jay Betcuson, mtmducuon to Industry and Humanity, by William Lyon Mackenzie
King (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1973), p. x. Stephen Scheinberg dlscusscs Rockefe!lu interest in
King's work in "Rockefeller and King: The Capitalist and the Reformer,” in )V : Wi
Debate, eds. John English and J.O. Stubbs (Toronto: The MacMillan Company of Canada, 1977), p. 92.
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of the Canadian Industrial Disputes Investigation Act (IDIA) of 1907.77

In what, by later Foundation standards, would be considered an improper mingling
of resources and objectives, King was employed by both the Rockefeller family as a labour
consultant and by the Rockefeller Foundation to conduct a broad, scientific study of
"Industrial Relations to Promote Industrial Peace." The trustees believed that politicians and
public alike could be convinced that, in his capacity as director of this project, King was
returning to his academic roots as an independent and objective social scientst or, at very
least, that he would draw on his experience as a labour minister and mediator in Canada and
represent the public as an "impartial umpire” in this conflict between labour and capital.”

The result of King's employment as a company trouble-shooter was the Industrial
Representadon Plan of the Colorado Fuel and Iron Company. The scheme, accepted by
management in the summer of 1915, was endorsed by an employee vote in September 1915.

It included corporate welfare measures, codified grievance procedures, an employee bill of

rights, and called for the creaton of joint management-labour councils. As Canadian labour
historian David J. Bercuson observes, the Colorado Plan offered workers "an illusion of
democracy...unsupported by any substantial share in the process of making key decisions.""

The significance of King's plan stretched far beyond the coal fields of Colorado. By

T'For a thorough description of the IDLA see Craven, "An Impartial Umpite', pp. 279-317. Amersican
interest in the Canadian IDLA was such that King was asked in April 1914 to testify before the Walsh

Comtmsmon [\mg s tesumony appears in U.S. Congrcss, Senate, Indm_&ﬂangnijmﬂ_&m
- gress by dustrial Relations, S. Doc. 415, 64th Cong,, st

sess., 1916, vol 1, pp. 713-718 732-738

"8Slaughter and Silva, "Looking Backwards: How Foundations Formulated Ideology in the Progressive
Period,” p. 72.

™Introduction” to [ndustry and Humanity, p. xi.
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the end of the First World War politicians and capitalists, inconvenienced by a staggering
loss of man-days due to strikes, and fearful that the Bolshevik revolution might be repeated
on North American soil, saw in King's Colorado Plan a possible middle ground between the
iron-fisted labour management techniques of the nineteenth century and the type of
industrial democracy pursued by the more radical unions. The plan became a model for
company unionism and was, in various forms, endorsed by such corporations as General
Electric, Standard Oil, and International Harvester.3’ Historan Stephen Scheinberg notes
that King, more than a mere labour consultant, played the role of the reformer who in a
moment of crsis of capitalism helped reform an "older ideological structure [which had]
proved inadequate to provide either pragmatic solutions or [to] generate consent." Acting as
a "ruling class intellectual," Scheinberg contnues, King "worked within the limits of the
system, supplying ideas and criticism, making it more functional in a changing social context,
resulting in the exercise of corporate power becoming more generally acceptable."8!

The broadly-based scientific study King was commissioned to direct for the
Rockefeller Foundaton, on the other hand, was never conducted. Once the managers and
the miners endorsed his employee representation plan and peace was restored, King and his
employers in New York quickly lost interest in the study. Instead of producing a fully
developed scientific report, King concluded this phase of his work for the Rockefeller

Foundation with the publicadon of Industry and Humanity in 1918.32 Based, for the most

WScheinberg, "Rockefeller and King: The Capitalist and the Reformer,” p. 94; and Bercuson, introduction to
Industry and Humanity, pp. xi-xit.

""Rockefeller and King: The Capitalist and the Reformer," pp. 101-102.

2New York: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1918.
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part, on King's personal experiences, the volume was a highly idiosyncratic philosophical
statement on the causes and solutions of industrial conflict. Members of the Rockefeller
brain-trust uniformly damned King's work with faint praise.

In reality, the Rockefeller Foundation's retreat from research in industrial relations
had little to do with King or the nature of his study and had much to do with the public and
political hostility to Rockefeller power. The focus on industrial reladons, by early 1915, had
become an albatross around the Foundation's neck. Several federal inquiries, the most
noteworthy being the U.S. Commission on Industrial Reladons chaired by Senator Frank P.
Walsh, questioned the nature of Rockefeller Foundaton interest in the subject. Not
surposingly, crinics like Walsh suspected a collusion of business and philanthropic objectives
and publicly charged that King's work for the Rockefeller Foundation, far from being
objective and scientific, was an attempt to whitewash the Rockefellers' role in events in
Colorado.®

In January 1915, the Walsh Commission moved its hearings from Colorado to New
York City to conduct 2 special session on the "Centralization of Industrial Control and the
operaton of Philanthropic Foundatdons." Members of the general public, Walsh stated in
his announcement of the session, feared "the creation of the Rockefeller and other
foundations was the beginning of an effort to perpetuate the present position of predatory

wealth through the corruption of sources of public informaton."® Investgating all of the

YGitelman, Lagacy of the Ludlow Massacre, pp. 257-262.

#Slaughter and Silva, "Looking Backwards: How Foundations Formulated Ideology in the Progressive
Period," p. 68.

%New York Times, 2 December 1914, p. 12, quoted in Howe, "The Emergence of Scientific Philanthropy,
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major philanthropic organizations and interviewing most major donors, the Walsh
Commission quickly focused attention on the activities of the Rockefellers.

Walsh and his fellow commissioners were concemed, in particular, about the effect
on democracy if research on critical social issues -- such as King's study of industrial
relations - was funded by the nation's richest citizens. The possibility of objective social
science funded by the most powerful free market forces seemed, to many, to be remote at
best. After months of often bitter debate between the commissioners and representatives of
the foundadons, the Walsh Commission tabled its eleven-volume, 11,224 page report to
Congress. Included, along with its recommendations on labour-related issues, was a section
titled "the concentration of wealth and influence.” Labelling the large general-purpose
foundations, such as the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation, "menace([s]"
to American democracy, the report recommended that these institutions be strictly
monitored and regulated by Congress. To balance the power of the great foundations, the
commissioners further recommended that the state itself greatly increase expenditures on

social services and research.%

The Entrenchment of Corporate Philanthropy: The Carnegie
Corporation, the Rockefeller Foundation and Production of
Culrural Hegemony in the United States

In the aftermath of the Walsh Commission's report, no legal restrictions were placed

1900-1920," pp. 34-35.

%Howe, "The Emergence of Scientific Philanthropy, 1900-1920," pp. 46-47.
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on the power of philanthropic foundations, nor was state funding increased as a public
counterbalance to private power. In fact, shortly after the tabling of the report and because
of several factors related to American involvement in the First World War, public attitudes
towards the foundations began to shift. In addition to the $22 million provided by the
Rockefeller Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation gave almost $4 million for various
European emergency relief programs.8’ More significant, in terms of the future structure of
the national political culture and of the space foundations would soon come to occupy in
that culture, was the depth and breadth of the involvement of businessmen and their
associates in the war-time bureaucracies created to manage mobilization.®® Included in the
migration of members of the north-eastern social and business elite to government service
during the war were most, if not all, of the administrators and trustees of the foundations.
Occupying important positions in war-time boards and councils were such men as future
foundation leaders Raymond Fosdick; Fredenck P. Keppel, Carnegie Corporation President
from 1923 to 1941; and Beardsley Ruml, Director of the Laura Spelman Rockefeller
Memorial from 1922 to 1929. In serving their country, Fosdick, Keppel, Ruml and scores of
others also paved the way for the emergence in the 1920s of what historians have labelled
the "Associative State" -- a state that met the requirements, first, of the war effort and, later,

of governing a modern industrial nation by welcoming and, indeed, relying on the resources

$Emest Victor Hollis, Philanthropic Foundations and Higher Education (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1938), p. 33.

#Karl and Katz, "American Prvate Foundations 1890-1930 P 251 For r.he mvolvcmmt of American
businessmen in war administration see Robert Cuff, Th S

Reladons Dunng World War [ (Baltimore: Johas Hopkms UmvemtyPress 1973) o
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of private power.?

Thus, on the strength of the government service of key administrators and due to the
goodwill won by humanitarian relief programs — programs that stand out as anomalies in the
histories of the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundations -- the great
foundations survived their difficult infancies and emerged from the war virtually unscathed
and firmly entrenched in the power structures of the nation.* Early critiques did, however,
contribute to internal reforms within the trusts. For the leaders of the foundations, the
findings of the Walsh Commission and the public reaction to the Commission's hearings
made it abundantly clear that it was essential that the personal, financial, and ideological
interests of the donors and their associates be well hidden from public view.

In the case of the Carnegie Corporation this was not difficult. Andrew Camnegie had
long since made good on his early commitment to retire from the corporate world. And, as
was discussed earlier in this chapter, the Carnegie Corporation was, by the time the Walsh
Commission tabled its report, already undergoing a process of bureaucratization that was
distancing the organizadon from Carmnegie's personal interests and control.

For the Rockefeller brain-trust, the critique led, almost immediately, to revisions in
programs, policies, and modes of operation. Smarting from the backlash that had resulted
from the Foundation's foray into industrial relations, for the best part of the following

decade the trustees restricted the organization's activites to less controversial subjects such

% Lagemann, The Politics of Knowledge, pp. 29-30. See also James Weinstein, The Comporate Ideal and the
Liberal State, 1900-1918 (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968).

*Howe, "The Emergence of Scientific Philanthropy, 1900-1920," pp. 47-48.
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as medical education, public health, and agriculture.?! This did not mean, however, that the
Rockefellers and their advisers on philanthropy were leaving the field of social research.
Instead, support for this research was channelled through the Laura Spelman Rockefeller
Memonal (LSRM) which was created in October 1918 in memory of John D. Rockefeller
St's wife. The LSRM was designed to carry out its work with as little publicity as possible.
Annual reports were kept to a minimum and grants were deliberately not publicised.”?> The
Rockefeller Foundation only returned to a direct relationship with the social sciences when,
in January 1928, the LSRM was incorporated into the Foundation as its new Division of
Social Science.

[n another effort to distance Rockefeller philanthropy from the interests of the
family -- to create the appearance of disinterestedness -- the decision was made
fundamentally to alter the relationship between Rockefeller trusts and researchers.
Following the example set by the Carnegie Corporation, the trustees decided to dispense
funds to intermediary organizations which in turn developed policies to foster research.

Thus, by the 1920s, the wransformation from private giving to corporate philanthropy
was more or less complete. Haphazard giving had been replaced by the type of scieatfic
philanthropy both Andrew Camnegie and John Rockefeller Sr. had been descrbing and
prescrbing since the turn of the century. As historian E. Richard Brown observes, although

Camegie and Rockefeller thought "they understood the need to take more control over

7Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundaton, p. 27. Fisher, "The Role of Philanthropic Foundations
in the Reproduction and Production of Hegemony," p. 209.

72Martin and joan Bulmer, "Philanthropy and Social Science in the 1920s: Beardsley Ruml and the Laura
Spelman Rockefeller Memoral, 1922-29," Minerva 19 (Aurumn 1981): pp. 381-382.
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social institutions, they did not understand how."%* Where the donors and their small bands
of advisers once directed the flow of grants to favoured individuals, causes and institutions,
complex bureaucracies staffed by professional administrators now reconciled the interests of
the philanthropists with those of recipients.* Members of the new managerial elite, who by
the 1920s controlled corporate philanthropy, shared the original donors' concern for
maintaining the present social relations of production and were distanced enough from the
day-to-day concerns of accumulation to pursue this goal over the long term. Scattered

philanthropy had truly been transformed into the "Business of Benevolence.”

Although by no means the only field to receive foundation support, higher educaton
was the principal target for foundation attention in the years following the First World
War.% From the war's end to the beginning of the Great Depression, the Carnegie
Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation, along with such other Carnegie and
Rockefeller philanthropies such as the General Education Board, the Laura Spelman
Rockefeller Memorial, and the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, were
involved in a massive campaign to reform the structure of higher education in the United

States. Of the over $800,000,000 existing in college and university endowment funds in the

"Rockefeller Medicine Men, p. 52.

Karl and Karz, "The American Private Philanthropic Foundations and the Public Sphere,” p. 251; and
Karl, "Philanthropy, Policy Planning, and the Bureaucratization of the Democratic Ideal,” p. 140.

%Hollis, Philanthropic Foundations and Higher Education, pp- 122-126; and Eduard C. Lindeman, Wealth
and Culruze, pp. 24-28.
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United States in 1937, about two-thirds, or an estimated $660,000,000, was generated by
foundation grants.” In the words of Frederick T. Gates, the goal of this campaign was "not
merely to encourage higher educaton in the United States, but...mainly to contribute, as far
as may be, toward reducing our higher education to something like an orderly and
comprehensive system."?’

In keeping with the principles of sciendfic philanthropy, and following the policies
established by the General Education Board and the Camegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching in the first two decades of the twentieth century, Carnegie and
Rockefeller philanthropies concentrated support in a small network of insttutions.
Although foundaton support from 1902 to 1934 was dispersed among 310 institutions (of
approximately 1000 in the United States) almost 75% of this funding was directed to just
twenty elite schools.”

Early preference was shown to such private institutions as the University of Chicago,
Johns Hopkins, Columbia, Harvard, Yale, Princeton and Stanford. With general strategies

of promoting the creation of an integrated national netwotk, however, both Carnegie and

%Hollis, Philanthropic Foundations and Higher Educatioq, p- 287.
"Quoted in Barrow, Universities and the Capitalist State, p. 82.

8Hollis, Philanthropic Foundations and Higher Educaton, pp. 44, 275. Hollis's figures represent all
foundation support, not merely support from Camegie and Rockefeller sources. Hollis (p. 204) also states,
however, that Rockefeller and Carnegie philanthropies, including the General Education Board, the Camegie
Foundaton for the Advancement of Teaching, the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial, the Camegie
Corporation, and the Rockefeller Foundation were, by far, the largest contributors, estimating that these
organizations provided about three-quariers of foundation support for higher education in the United States
during these years. Citing Palmer O. Johnson, "Educational Research and Statistics: The Benefactions of
Philanthropic Foundations and Who Receive Them,” School and Socicty, 45 (1937), pp. 661-664, Curt and
Nash note that 86% of the foundation grants from the five largest foundations went to thirty-six schools. See

Philanthropy in the Shaping of Higher Education, p- 222.
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Rockefeller programs were expanded to include support of regional centers, including such
public schools as the University of North Carolina and the University of [owa.

Initally, foundation support came in the form of large bloc grants to the general
endowment funds of the recipient insdtutions. This approach extended the influence of the
foundations in a2 number of ways. Large grants to "model” institutions - "centers of
excellence" - influenced developments not only at the recipient institution, but also at other
institutions where administrators attempted to emulate the successful candidates in hope of
winning the foundadons' support. Endowment grants had the added advantage of
appearing to be "without strings," though this fiction only thinly disguised the efforts made
by university administrators to win favour and thus grants from the foundations.”

Also in the interests of building American research infrastructure Rockefeller and
Carnegie philanthropies — principally the Rockefeller Foundation, the Carnegie Corporaton,
and the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memonal -- underwrote the creation and long-term
operating costs of research councils in a range of academic disciplines. Such organizadons
as the Nadonal Research Council, the American Council of Leamed Sociedes, the Natonal
Bureau of Economic Research, and the Social Science Research Council -- all founded after
1915 - relied almost solely on foundation support both for the costs of basic operation and
for aid-to-scholarship programs. For individual American scholars — particulatly for those in
the humanities and the social sciences -- research council subsidies for graduate fellowships,

publication, scholarly journals, and conferences were the first of their kind and

*Barrow. Universities and the Capitalist State, pp. 82-88.
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revolutionized professional scholarship.!® On a broader level, it was also these think-tanks,
along with the elite universities which, in the 1930s, provided the New Deal state with the

personal and intellectual resources to design public policy to confront the Great

Depression.!!

Did this massive outpouring of foundation funds to the nation's colleges,
universides, and research councils constitute "both the production and reproduction of
cultural hegemony," as sociologist Donald Fisher, among others, has argued? It is beyond
the scope of this dissertation -- a study primarily focused on the influence exerted by these
foundations on the Canadian cultural and intellectual landscapes in 1930s, 40s and 50s -- to
answer this question.'> Examination of the hegemony issue can be useful to this discussion,
however, if we approach it by asking two questions: Were the professional intellectuals who
operated in the system of higher educaton funded heavily by private foundatons truly

autonomous? And if not, what class forces infringed upon that autonomy?

Silva and Slaughter,"Looking Backwards: How Foundations Formulated Ideology in the Progressive
Penod,” pp. 74-75; and Hollis, Philanthropic Foundations and Higher Education, pp. 249-250.

101G, William Domboff, "How the Rockefeller Network Shaped Social Security, " in State Autonomy or

Class Dominance? Case Studies on Policy Making in America (New York: Aldine de Gruyter, Inc., 1996), pp.
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1027 complex discussion of the debate about foundations and cultural hegemony in the United States is
found in Barry D. Karl and Stanley N. Kaez, "Foundations and Ruling Class Elites,” Daedalus 1 (Winter, 1987):
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These questions bring to light an issue that is the source of much scholarly debate.
On the one hand, formal insttutional guarantees of academic freedom, faculty self-
government, and peer review for hiring, promotion, and publication appear to make
professional intellectuals members of an autonomous and classless social group. On the
other hand, the heavy hand of big capital on university boards of trustees and on the
professional and scholarly associations that control access to funding and professional
advancement would seem to call the former conclusion into question.!® As sociologist
Clyde Barrow observes, "research grants, stipends, and consultantships in turn play a
significant role in the opportunities for publication, promotion, and tenure that influence
individual positions within the university."'*™ An "unequal system of rewards and
incendves," Barrow continues, may not formally prevent radical research and teaching, but
does serve to authorize the ideas of individuals who choose to "play the game."% In
extolling the virtues of intellectual freedom in a liberal society we would do well to heed one
Canadian historian's recent reminder that "not all 'discourses' circulate equally...." 1%

Barrow's warnings about the limited parameters of intellectual activity sanctioned by
the foundatons inform my discussion of the Canadian case studies later in this dissertation.
[ take the position that within the academy there existed what Barrow refers to as a

"negotiated range of theoretical free space berween absolute autonomy and totalitarian

"%Barrow, Universities and the Capitalist State, pp. 250-251.
Mbid., p. 252

l(lS‘[bid_

1%6an McKay, "Introduction: All that is Solid Melts into Air," in The Challenge of Modemity: A Readeron
Post-Confederation Canada, ed. McKay (Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson Ltd., 1992), p. xxiii.
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control [that] is real and substantial."!%7 Scholars existing in the environment created in large
part by the big foundations laboured in this "theoretical free space” and were thus "relatively
autonomous.” They were not, however, free to pursue the full range of intellectual curiosity.
And all ideas, moreover, did not receive equal support and sanction.

What is even clearer is that "private” foundation funding bought influence in an area
all agree is in the "public" domain. In doing so, the private foundations provided leadership
in what Raymond Williams refers to as a "central system of practices, meanings and values,
which we can properly call dominant and effective."'®® In the process, the foundations were
exerting power over cultural expression that at least equalled that contained within the
formal political structures of the state at the time. Insttutions struggled to conform to
standards established by the staffs of the foundations. The success or failure of cultural
institutions depended on the ability of administrators to win the favour of the foundadons.
“There can be no doubt,” it was noted in a Carnegie Corporation report,

that the wholesale college giving and the consequent wholesale college

begging of the last twenty years have gone far to transform the American

college president into a soliciting agent....No men feel this position more

keenly than the college presidents themselves, many of whom find

themselves crcumstanced very much as the ass with the bundle of oats held

just far enough in advance of his nose to keep him perpetually seeking to

reach it.!%?

Similarly, the financing of the research councils bought the foundations the right to

""Universities aad the Capitalist State, p. 252.
“’"‘Base and Sup:rstmcturc in Marxist Cultural Theory,” in
, eds. Chandra Mukerji and Michael Schudson (Berkeley: Umvemty of
California Press, 1991), p. 413.

"“Report of the Acting President: For the Year Ended Seprember 30, 1922 (New York, Camegie
Corporation of New York, 1922), p. 18.
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influence the course of entire disciplines, giving foundation advisers strong voices in
deciding which individuals and institutions were privileged with support and which ones
were not. As Ernest Hollis noted in Philanthropic Foundations and Higher Education
(1938), "The director of...[a] learned association has stated that by the time a given project is
ready to recommend to the foundation he cannot tell how much of it was the planning of
his own staff and how much of it came from staff members of the three foundations who
constantly work with his organization.!!9

The preceding statements are exceptional only for their blunmess. By the end of the
1920s, foundation advisers -- often leading academics in their own right -- held key positions
on the execuuve councils that, in fact, directed scholarly associations such as the Social
Science Research Council, the National Research Council, and the American Council of
Learned Societies.!!! By funding these intermediary institutions and organizations, the
foundations exerted influence over them, but at the same time were insulated from the
inevitable controversies they generated. The philanthropoids sought, through expert
investigation, to discover, and indeed to define, the best individuals, methods and
organizadons in specified fields. The "winners," who rated highly, were then established and
subsidized as elite, nadonal models to be emulated by the less worthy. It followed, of
course, that while grants were ostensibly made to foster and develop certain models of

practice and behaviour, grant-making had the intended result of suppressing alternative and

!"Philanthropic Foundations and Higher Educaton, p. 317, n. 65.

‘'Lagemann, The Politics of Knowledge, pp. 33-70. See also Fisher, "Philanthropic Foundations and the
Social Sciences: A Response to Martin Bulmer," pp. 584-585.
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competing models. Thus, Carnegie Corporation preference for professional training in
library service at elite centers of higher education came at the expense of commuaity library
initatives. Likewise, the legiimation of the academic social sciences was accompanied by a
rejection of social settlements as appropriate centers for social research.!?

It was not, of course, a coincidence that there were clear gender, class, and ethnic
patterns to foundation preferences. Such organizatons as the Carnegie Corporation and the
Rockefeller Foundation supported professionalised, nationally incorporated, academic
centers administered almost endrely by men -- insdtutions whose bureaucratic structures
closely resembled those of the foundations. Locally-based, preprofessional organizations
such as local libraries and social settlements which, at very least, included women within
institutdonal power structures, were among the losers in the rush for foundaton millions.!'3

What is of significance here is that in funding the creation and operation of
intellectual infrastructure in the United States in the 1920s and beyond, foundadons brought
power and influence into collaborative relatonships with a large segment of the naton's
intellectual elite. As Kathleen McCarthy notes, universities, research councils and
philanthropic foundations -- all products of the intermingling of economic and intellectual
elites -- were "part of a network of institutions that helped to choreograph the bureaucratic
organization of American society after the turn of the century." These institutions,

according to McCarthy, "lay at the heart of what would later be termed the ‘American

WL agemann, The Politics of Knowledge, pp. 30-31, 67-68.

'3Tbid., pp- 27, 67; and Kathleen D. McCarthy, Wome Jture: A
1930 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), pp. 113- 114
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Establishment,’ part and parcel of a network of 'institutional hierarchies' over which political,
professional, and corporate leaders presided."!!*

That the foundations were no longer governed solely by donors — that philanthropy
had undergone, as Althea K. Nagai, Robert Lerner, and Stanley Rothman put it, a
"separation of ownership from control [that] paralleled that of the corporate world" !> —
diversified the social compositon of the philanthropic elite only marginally. The
bureaucratzaton of philanthropy placed authority in the hands of 2 small group of
economically-privileged, white, Protestant males, educated — almost without excepton — at
the same north-eastern private colleges and universities that, in the 1920s, received the lion's
share of foundation grants.!!'® When American philanthropy later became a factor in the
development of Canadian culture it represented a continental extension of this group's
power -- an extension of the influence of men who were clearly members of what some have
referred to as the "American ruling class."!'” The penetraton of the foundations into the
Amercan economic, political, and intellectual power structures in the 1920s served, in the

following decades, as a model for actvity on Canadian soil.

Women's Culture, p. 114. See also C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite (New York: Oxford University Press,
1956); and Leonard Silk and Mark Silk, The Americag Establishment (New York: Basic Books, 1980).

Connecticut: Pmcget Pubhshcrs, 1994), p- 20.
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" For a discussion of the social compositon of the foundation elite, its relztionship to political and

economic power, and the ide2 of an American ruling class see Nagat, Lemer, and Rothman, Giving For Social
Change, pp. 41-43.
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Chapter 2: The Early Years of American
Philanthropy in Canada: Building Schools, Building

Canada

In a society consisting of those races that inhabit the Maritime Provinces one
would expect a high degree of educational development. The "stock" is as
good as can be found. Where and to the extent that education occurs, this
excellence is plainly reflected in the product, but as a system of education,
calculated to maintain a high level of intelligence among all the people, the
arrangements in the Maritime Provinces are open to criticism.!

-- William S. Learned and Kenneth C.M. Sills (1922).

The Canadian people are our near neighbors. They are closely bound to us
by ties of race, language and international friendship, and they have without
sunt sacrificed themselves - their youth and their resources - to the end that

democracy might be saved and extended.”

— John D. Rockefeller Sr. (1919).

Differences in institutional focuses, styles and strategies make it impossible to speak
of a common program or of specific objectives shared by the leaders of the Carnegie
Corporaton and the Rockefeller Foundation. As John G. Reid argues in his study of the
trusts’ activides in the Canadian Mariime provinces in the 1920s and 1930s, however,
differences in detail were overshadowed by broad similarities in purpose and philosophy.
The foundations shared a fundamental commitment to social progress -- 2 "progress,” of

course, directed by their formal and informal advisers, achieved without class conflict and

'Education in the Mantime Provinces of Canada (New York: Camegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 1922), p. 6.

L etter to The Rockefeller Foundation, 18 December 1919, cited in "Rockefeller Foundation History Source

Material” (uapublished internal review), vol. 21, pp. 5314-5315, The Rockefeller Foundaton Papers (hereafter
RF), Rockefeller Archive Center (hereafter RAC).
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defined by the systemic requirements of industrial capitalism.> Corporate philanthropy's
purpose, argued the leaders of the trusts, was to act as a caralyst for reform -- to transform
social insatutions and to re-structure and rationalize society just as the original
phiianthropists had reformed and radonalized American industry in the late nineteenth
century. AAs the chosen representatives of the capitalist class, the managers of corporate
philanthropy had unquestioned confidence in their ability and duty to lead.

Canada, in the second and third decades of the twentieth century, represented a
receptive environment for the American foundatons. The Canadian state lagged behind
even the American state in both its capacity for and politcal vision of national
administration. In the aftermath of the First World War, however, there was emerging what
histonan Mary Vipond refers to as the English-Canadian "nationalist network." Individuals
who were part of this emerging elite were tied together by an emotional sense of nationalism
fostered, in many instances, by Canada's participation in the war and by the pursuit of social
and economic reform. They also sha:ec;'l a confidence, not ualike that exhibited by the
foundation leaders, in their ability and duty to speak for the nation. Operating, for the most
part, outside the formal structures of the state, this self-selected group of intellectual and
cultural authorides created a web of formal associations, including the Canadian Historical
Association, the Canadian Radio League, the Association of Canadian Clubs, and the
Canadian Institute of International Affaits. Also representative of the impulse to organize,

to conceptualize Canadian cultural and intellectual life, and to augment the group's power

3John G. Reid, "Health, Education, Economy: Philanthropic Foundations in the Atantic Region in the
1920s and 1930s,” Acadiensis 14 (Autumn 1984): pp. 67, 76. See also E. Richard Brown, Rockefeller Medicine
Men: Medicine and Capiralism in America (Betkeley: University of Califoria Press, 1979).
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was the creation of such magazines and academic journals as the Dalhousie Review, Queen's

Quarterly, and the Canadian Forum*

Far from representing a radical fringe on the edges of society, on the one hand, or a
broadly-based populist upsurge, on the other, this group of intellectuals was drawn from the
same narrow class base as were Canadian business and polirical leaders. This intelligentsia
was, in fact, as Vipond points out, "an integral part of a broader English-Canadian elite,
formed by both birth and ment, but still an elite of education and position, almost entirely
Britsh Canadian and resident in major urban centres.”> Functioning as what Gramsci
referred to as "the dominant groups' deputies,"® members of the intelligentsia did not seek to
alter existing social relatons fundamentally but, like the foundations, aimed to pursue reform
in order to adapt Canada's social, economic and political structures to the rapidly changing
modern environment.’

In short, members of the English-Canadian intelligentsia came from the same
segment of their society as did the managers of American philanthropy in American society.
They shared with the Americans some basic assumputons about the need for and nature of

reform. Despite the distnctly Batsh style of the Canadian elite, nes between the two

“Mary Vipond, "The Nadonalist Network: English Canada's Intellecruals in the 1920s," Canadian Review of
Studies in Natonalism 7 (Spring, 1980): pp. 36-37; and John Herd Thompson and Allen Seager, "The
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groups, particularly through education and family, were numerous. Despite close ties to
business and political leadership, the Canadians were only beginning to pool their resources
and formalize their associatons. It was not undl the mid-1930s that the Canadian
intellectuals forced their way into what Douglas Owram refers to as the "inner councils” of
federal political parties and into the Dominion bureaucracy.? It is not so surprising that at
least some members of this emerging Canadian elite were willing to work with the
foundadons to pursue shared agendas.

While the attention of foundations in the early stages of their development was
focused on reforming American society, both organizations had Canadian programs from
the start. Combinations of personal, professional, familial, and academic tes between the
leaders of the foundations and the emerging secular network of reform-minded urban
intellectuals in Canada made the border between Canada and the United States, if not
invisible, at least extremely permeable. Equipped with an overwhelming confidence in the
correctness of their ideology, in their duty to lead, and in the necessity of integrating
Canadian society into the North American mainstreamn, foundation leaders extended
Amencan programs into Canada. Focusing particularly on higher education in this early
phase, the foundadons made significant contributions to the general endowment funds of
Canadian universities and colleges. As was the case in the American context, the goal of this

financial outlay was not merely to support individual institutions, but also to forge what

45 (Toronto: University of
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Frederick Gates referred to as an "orderly and comprehensive system."” In many respects
adapting American models to fit the existing regional and cultural conditions of Canadian
society, and by concentrating support to 2 strategically-selected network of elite institutions,
the foundations reinforced, where they did not themselves impose, a hierarchical network of
insdtutions on the Canadian educatonal landscape. Faced with a federal state which had
limited constitutional authority over education, was bureaucratically ill-equipped, and was
directed by a political leadership with little appetite for taking the lead in the reformation of
Canadian social and economic institutions, Canadian educational administrators were only
too happy to entertain the support of American private foundations.

The discussion that follows documents the early Canadian activities of the Carnegie
Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation. In this period of limited contact American
philanthropy played a small but significant part in a far broader campaign to reform
Canadian culture. The initial forays of the foundations onto Canadian soil, however,
provided the Americans with access to like-minded Canadians and thus set the stage for the
more extensive and more substannal collaboratons of the 1930s, 1940s and 1950s. While
neither foundation focused exclusively or even primarily on development in the arts and
letters in the early period, it was in this era that both trusts began to gain footholds in the
power structures and institutional networks of Canadian society. Looked at from the other
side, it was in these years that members of the Canadian elite learned to look to New York

for support in building the institutions of a national culture. In short, it was in this early
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phase of interaction that the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation became

significant factors in the making of modern Canada.

The Camegie Corporation British

Dominions and Colonies Fund

Shortly after founding the Camnegie Corporation in November 1911, Andrew
Carnegie discovered the terms of its charter limited him in using the trust for philanthropic
purposes outside of the United States. In consequence, Carnegie followed his original gift to
the Corporaton with a second gift of $75 mullion and instructed the trustees that $20 million
of that sum should be used to fund "the continuance of gifts for libraries and church organs,
as heretofore made by me in Canada and in the United Kingdom and Brtish Colonies."
Two years later, Carnegie narrowed the scope of what became known in Corporation circles
as the Special Fund by creating a separate philanthropic trust - the Carnegie United
Kingdom Trust for Great Britain and Ireland."

In fact, in its first two decades, use of the Special Fund!! was restricted almost
entirely to support for Canadian projects. It was not unal 1921, when a grant was awarded
to the Grenfell Mission in Labrador, that the Fund was used outside of Canada. Even after
the Carnegie Corporation expanded its British Dominions and Colonies program in 1927 to

include projects in Africa, Australia, New Zealand and the West Indies, Canada maintained a

WStephen H. Stackpole, Carnegi
Corporadon of New York, 1963), pp- 3,4-
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favoured status.!? Of the total of §9,948,909 granted under the fund between 1911 and
1935, $6,241,216 (or 63%) went to Canadian recipients.'

For the most part, use of the Special Fund in Canada followed the broader patterns
of Carnegie philanthropy. Indeed, it was not undl 1945, when Whitney H. Shepardson
became Director of the British Dominions and Colonies Fund, that it was administrated as a
separate program. In the first years -- years marked by Carnegie's personal influence -- the
fund supported community library projects and gifts of church organs.!* With the cessation
of the library program in 1917 and the turn to more strategic, scientific philanthropy, the
trustees and the officers who were by then firmly in control of Corporation policy began to
direct their attention to higher educadon and research.!

In funding the development of higher education in Canada, Carnegie Corporaton
officers worked from the same blueprint as that used by the various Rockefeller and
Camegie philanthropies in the building of 2 nadonal educational system in the United States.

As was the case in the United States, the foundations not only filled a financial void when it
came to support for higher education, but were also among the very few forces acting in the
direction of national or even regional coordination of activity in the area. Although most

provincial governments funded, to varying degrees, provincial universities, the Dominion

1Stackpole, Camegie Corporation Commounwealth Program, p. 8.
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government did not systematically fund or direct higher education.!¢ This vacuum of central
power made the activities of the foundations all the more influential.

To initiate its program, the Corporation concentrated support in the form of large
grants to the general endowment funds of what were judged to be the strongest and most
prestgious institutions in the Domunion. Favoured centres included McGill University,
which received a grant of §1 million for its general endowment fund in 1918; Dalhousie
University, recipient of a $500,000 grant in 1920 endowing its school of medicine; Queen's
University, which benefitted from a $100,000 gift in 1913 and a further $250,000 grant in
1919; and the University of Toronto, which received numerous grants in the 1920s.!

In addition to strengthening these centres, the Corporation also focused on shoring
up and even creating complementary regional infrastructure. Most striking, in this regard,
was the special interest Corporation officers showed in higher education in Canada's
Maritime region. In this region, the Carnegie Corporation attempted fundamentally to alter
the existing balance of power and prestige that existed between what the Corporaton's
Acting-President from 1921 to 1923, Heary S. Pritchett, referred to as the "group of small
colleges scattered over the coast provinces...."!8

In response to requests for financial assistance from all the major colleges and

universities in the region, and to an invitation by provincial officials in Nova Scotia to survey

1$Robin S. Harxis, A History of Higher Education in Canada, 1663-1960 (Toronto: University of Toroato
Press, 1976), pp- 204-233.
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higher educadon in their province, the officers and trustees of the Carnegie Corporation
decided to conduct a general investigation of education in Prince Edward Island, Nova
Scotia and New Brunswick. In the fall of 1921, William S. Learned, an official with the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, and Kenneth C.M. Sills, the
Canadian-born president of Bowdoin College in Maine, were dispatched to the Maritimes to
meet with provincial authorities and school representatives.

Learned and Sills were charged with more than merely ascertaining and evaluating
the wants and needs of individual institutions. Following the already well-established parttern
of the Carnegie educatdon survey, the investigators aimed their observatons and
recommendations at forging the loose collection of existing institutions into a centralized,
integrated, and efficient regional system of higher education. Even more broadly, Learned
and Sills sought, ultimately, to "fit" Maritime institutions into the national hierarchy of
institutions the Corporation was helping to create. Both goals were made viable by promises
of large Carnegie grants to willing participants.

Leamned and Sills began their reporr to the trustees of the Carnegie Corporation by
applauding the exceptional levels of scholarship achieved by individuals at Maritime colleges
and universities. Using post-graduate success at prestigious American graduate schools as
their standard, the authors approvingly noted that students from Acadia, Dalhousie, Mount
Allison and the University of New Brunswick had excelled in graduate programs at Yale and
Harvard."? Many, indeed, had proceeded to prestigious careers in institutions across North

America. In addition to the quality of students produced by the schools, it was noted that

""Learned and Sills, Education in the Maritime Provinces of Canada, pp. 12-13.
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the "best thing about the existing organizations is the relatively high character of their
personnel..."®

While recognizing the record of outstanding individual achievement, a record the
authors attributed to a great extent to the above-average British "stock” that made up the
majority of the population of the Maritimes,* Learned and Sills described the institutions
they surveyed as "scattered and comparatively ineffective...."2 "To seek to perpetuate
present arrangements,” they suggested, "is foregone defeat. The tendencies to concentration
because of large capital outlay and high expenditure for personnel are inherent, and there is
no indication of a return to the old type of colleges.">

The source of the problem as far as the Americans were concerned lay in the
division of scant resources among too many fledgling and small institutions, which
contradicted the principles of scientific management the foundations were then in the
process of applying to North American higher educadon. "Six small colleges doing
identically the same work," Learned and Sills observed, "are effectually dissipating their
energies and sacrificing the chief opportunity which the region possesses for contributing in
a distinguished manner to the life of the Dominion."* With its population of over 7.5

million people, New England, the authors elaborated, could afford its system of strong small
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colleges. The Canadian Maritime provinces, populated by just over one million and "walled
off to the west by a different race and language,"® could not. As a result, each of the
institutions -~ including Dalhousie University, which Learned and Sills found to be "the
largest, best equipped and most important institution for higher education in the Maritime
Provinces"% -- lacked what were defined by the Carnegie Corporation as the "Modem
Requirements of Good Higher Education."”

Chief among these requirements was a sound financial base. If the American model
was used as the standard for evaluation the existng arrangement of Maritime colleges and
universities was, indeed, financially untenable. At the time of the Carnegie survey King's
College, Mount Allison University, St. Francis Xavier University and the University of New
Brunswick each had general endowment funds of less than $500,000. Even relatively well-
off Acadia and Dalhousie had less than $1,000,000 to support undergraduate instruction.
The combined endowment of all six institutions was marginally over $2,500,000 for about
1000 students. "Small" New England colleges such as Bowdoin, Amherst, or Williams,
boasted of endowment funds well in excess of $3,000,000 dollars for about half the number
of students. This lack of a sound financial base, crucial in the eyes of the business-minded
officers of the foundadons, was reflected in inadequate salares and poor library and

laboratory facilides.?
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The solution proposed by Learned and Sills spoke not only to creating an integrated
systemn of higher education in the Maritimes, but also more broadly of the functon the
region's institutions might come to play in 2 Dominion-wide network. The Maritime
provinces should, it was suggested, emulate New England and its "remarkable collegiate and
university life." Dalhousie, with its medical school, professional programs and strong college
of arts and science, struck the Americans as the only institution with "the proportions and
scale of a true university."? The Halifax school was, accordingly, at the heart of any plans
the Carnegie Corporation had for regional educational development in the Maritimes.
Leamned and Sills noted that if "the educational efforts of Nova Scotia, not to mention the
other provinces, (had] been concentrated at Halifax, a Scotan Harvard might have arisen
that to-day would be drawing students from Winnipeg and Vancouver."*

The critical question to officers of the Carnegie Corporadon was how to redirect the
efforts of educators to the end of producing this "Scotian Harvard." One option was for the
Corporation to simply select Dalhousie as "the best-located, most promising institution" and
to develop it "thru every possible aid and assistance to the exclusion of all others.">! Both
the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation had, in fact, been informally
practising this policy for some time. Dalhousie was already recognized by both foundations
as the Maritime provinces' regional representative in the Dominion's developing system of

educaton. The largest metropolitan center in the region, Halifax, Learned and Sills noted,
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was "known the world over, and is...the focal point commercially and politically, of all
eastern Canada." Apprehensions concerning its location were raised and conveniently
dismissed in the survey. Although the investigators noted that Sackville, New Brunswick,
home of Mount Allison University, might seem "more generally convenient” to all three of
the Maritime provinces, it was noted that if Newfoundland were taken into consideration,
Halifax could be described once again as the more central location for the English-speaking
populadon. Concerns raised about the "evils of a considerable maritime city as a home for
college youth...." were dismissed as no more approprate than moral questions which could
be raised about universities in Boston, Montreal, New York, New Haven, Providence or
Toronto.??

The Carnegie Corporation, one can be sure, would no more shy away from selectng
Dalhousie as its focus instituton at the expense of the other institutions than U.S. Steel
would hesitate before closing inefficient steel mills. Concerns for efficiency and the
principles of scientfic management always dicrated the approaches Carnegie and Rockefeller
philanthropies employed in reforming and/or creating educational infrastructure. Learned
and Sills feared that existing provincial, denominational, and institutional loyalties would lead
to wasteful and inefficient competton, which, in turn, would impede the emergence of
Dalhousie as the Maritime centre. For the plan to work it had to lead to the pooling, not the
destruction, of resources.*®

As an alternative, Learned and Sills recommended that the Carnegie Corporation

Tbid., p. 34.
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fund a "confederation” of the existing colleges. Each of the institutions would move to
Halifax and be transformed into residential colleges within a larger federated university
centred at Dalhousie. Under this thinly-veiled plan to select Dalhousie as the one truly elite
institution - the fittest that should eventually survive and prosper -- appropriate economies
of scale, efficiency, and standardization would prevail. While each college would keep its
own endowment fund, the financial security of the new university would be secured by a
$2.5 million Carnegie Corporation grant to its general endowment fund. Learned and Sills
were also confident that the new focus institution would attract other private support as well
as provincial and federal subsidies.** "If undertaken and successfully carried thru," the
authors observed, "the plan would indeed resolve in brilliant manner the last of Canada's
difficult situations in higher educadon."3

Upon receipt of the report the Carnegie Corporation pledged $3 million to facilitate
the proposals. Opposition to the centralizing aspects of the scheme, however, eventually
squelched the creation of the federadon. In the end only King's College, which had lost
much of its campus at Windsor, Nova Scoua, to fire, merged with Dalhousie. The

Camegie Corporation, nonetheless, followed the spirit of Learned and Sill's report and made

¥ At the time, the Dominion government did not provide financial support for higher education in Canada.
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Dalhousie the focus of the foundation's Maritime program. As the only two institutions
participating in the Carnegie scheme, Dalhousie and King's College also received the bulk of
Corporadon grants. Between 1922 and 1933 the schools received grants in excess of one
and half million dollars. The Carnegie grants were, moreover, part of a broader wave of
support by American philanthropy in the 1920s and 1930s for Dalhousie -- support that
facilitated the creation of several new departments, programs and faculties and truly
solidified the institution's position as the center of higher education for the Maritimes.*

At the same time, other Maritime instututions were not entirely neglected. Acadia
University, Mount Allison University, the University of New Brunswick, St. Francis Xavier
University and Prince of Wales College all benefitted from Carnegie Corporation support in
the 1920s and 1930s. With an ininal grant of $75,000 to Memorial University College in St.
John's, Newfoundland, in 1924, and with contnued support for the institudon during the
school's infancy, the Corporation also made good on its commitment to support education
in Newfoundland.®

While the officers of the Carnegie Corporaton viewed the failure of the proposed
Maritime university union with some disappointment, they were convinced that the
numerous formal and informal discussions prompted by the plan had compelled scholars

and academic administrators in the Maritimes "to think regionally rather than locally."¥ The
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plan's failure was also recognized as an opportunity to diversify the use of the Special Fund.
Because of the number, size and duration of commitments made between 1919 and 1925 in
the United States, the financial resources of the Carnegie Corporation had been stretched to
the limit. To meet this crisis, a seven-year austerity program was enacted in 1925. During
this phase the Corporation continued grants already pledged in the previous program but
limited its new grants to smaller and less expensive projects.®® As a result, the Corporation
reduced its net load of committed funds from $29,540,011.03 to $17,074,823.68 by the end
of the 1920s.*! With the failure of the Corporation's plans for a federated university in the
Maritimes, however, the separately-endowed Special Fund enjoyed a substantial surplus.
"The cancelling of this tentative obligation," noted Corporation President Frederick J.
Keppel in his annual report of 1929, "releases for other purposes two million dollars, or the
entire income of the Special Fund for Canada and the British Colonies for a period of four
years.” "The Corporation,” he continued, "is now in a position to consider...a aumber of
opportunities that have been brought to its atrention elsewhere in Canada and in other parts
of the Bridsh Emptre."+?

As Keppel directed, the surplus funds were put to use in a vadety of ways. Seeking

to internationalize the program, the officers of the Camegie Corporation began to initiate

! 5 (Carnegie
Corpomnon of New York, 1925) pp- 3-5 md mm@mmmmmm
September 30, 1926 (Camegie Corporation of New York, 1926), p. 27.

Corporadon of New York, 1929) p- 20.
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projects in other British colonies and Dominions.** Back in Canada, the Camegie program
was expanded to reach a broader range of recipients. About $200,000, in the form of
emergency grants, was distnbuted among the four provincial universites in the west.* In
1933, a library purchasing program, designed to allow institutions to maintain up-to-date
collections during the Depression, reached virtually every post-secondary education
institution in the country.* At the same time the Corporation's commitment to the elite
institutions of central Canada never wavered. Thus, mirroring the 1926 dedision to establish
2 new library school at the University of Chicago, a state-of-the-art training center for
Canadian library personnel was established at McGill University in 1927.% The University of
Toronto received several more Corporation grants supporting, among other projects,
educational research, library purchases, language studies and a fellowship program for
students in medieval studies at St. Michael's College.*

With the institutional cornerstones of a continental education system firmly in place
by the late 1920s the leaders of the Carnegie Corporation increasingly adjusted their focus
both in Canada and the United States to include methods and projects that facilitated the

diffusion of knowledge from centers of learing and research to the broader public.

#Stackpole, Camegie Corporation Commonwealth Program, pp. 8-14.

“Report of the President and of the Treasurer for the Year Ended September 30, 1934 (Camnegie
Corporation of New York, 1934), pp. 17, 162-167.

(Camegie

Corporation of \Icw Yo:k, 1928), p- 27.

“'Stackpole, Camegie Corporation Commonwealth Program, p. 48.
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Accordingly, the officers were also sympathetic and responsive to Canadian projects that
sought to extend the reach of formal education beyond the narrow and elite confines of the
academy. Of partcular interest were projects that fell within two areas of traditional interest
to Carnegie philanthropy: community library service and adult education.

Putung a new twist on to an old Carnegie theme, the Corporation contributed over
$100,000 to the Brinsh Columbia Library Commission and another $60,000 to a regional
library development program in Prince Edward Island.#® In contrast to Carnegie's eatlier
library building program, in which public libraries were funded on an individual and
somewhat haphazard basis, the Corporation now supported centralized planning
associations that were attempung to establish regional library services. Keppel articulated
the Corporauon's keen understanding of the unique demographic and geographic obstacles
to the diffusion of knowledge in the Canadian hinterland: "The attempt to distribute books
in the sparsely settled and inaccessible regions of the Province [of British Columbia| creates
a technical situation of unusual interest and the success of the Commission in dealing with it
will be watched with interest throughout the English-speaking world."+?

In this period the Corporation also began to fund extension services at several
Canadian colleges and universides, including Acadia University, Fronder College, McGill

University, the University of Manitoba, the University of Saskatchewan, the University of

- Presi asurer for the Y, (Camegie
Corponation of New York, 1933), p. 30.

4 i £ I 1 for the Year (Camegie
Corporaton of New York, 1929}, p. 14.
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Alberta and St. Francis Xavier University.*® Reporting on St. Francis Xavier's renowned
Antigonish experiment in 1934, Keppel observed that the program was "of the most original
and promising experiments in adult education with which the Corporation is concerned..."3!
Writing, more generally, of the success of Canadian programs in the early 1930s, Keppel
noted, "Canada...has furnished some of our most striking demonstrations of other types of
adult education, notably in the community work directed by St. Francis Xavier's College in
Nova Scotia, in the extension work of the University of Alberta, and in regional library
programs.">>
While efforts to facilitate the diffusion of knowledge beyond the walls of the
academy were substantial and presaged greater Corporation initiatives to create a general
Canadian cultural infrastructure, the bulk of Carnegte funds, in this early period, were
nonetheless targeted for institutions of higher learning. In this way, the Corporation's
Canadian program followed the general contours of its American activites. After a short
period marked by Andrew Carnegie's personal propensity for the haphazard provision of
community libraries and church organs, the trust turned to a more systematic and strategic

brand of giving. The concentrated and uneven pattern of grant distribution — a replicated

version of the one established in the United States -- helped shape a Dominion-wide

¥Stackpole, Camegie Corporation Commonwealth Program 1911-1961, pp. 39-47.

5'Report of the President and of the Treasurcer for the Year Ended September 30, 1934 (Carnegie
Corporation of New York, 1934), p. 32. Berween 1931 and 1937 the Camegie Corporation provided the
majority of the revenue required to operate the extension program at St. Francis Xavier. See Reid, "Health,
Education, Economy,” p. 75.
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hierarchically-structured network of institutions of higher learning. The "winning" colleges
and universities - schools selected because of location in the Dominion's major

metropolitan centers and/or because they had the most promising financial and intellectual
resources -- received the largest shares of Carnegie support. These centers, in turn, became
key outposts in a broader continental system -- a system in which philanthropic foundations

were key players.

Rockefeller "Medicine Men'"53

As Robin Harris notes in his voluminous study, A History of Higher Education in
Canada 1863-1960, the Rockefeller Foundaton more than matched the Carnegie
Corporation's efforts during this period.> As was the case with the Carnegie Corporation,
Rockefeller Foundation involvement in Canada began on a small scale soon after the
creadon of the trust and, by the end of the First World War, blossomed into a major interest.

Examples of early Rockefeller actvities in Canada include John D. Rockefeller St.'s personal
donation to a relief fund following the 1914 Newfoundland sealing disaster and the
Foundation's involvement in the creation of the Massachusetts-Halifax Health Commission

after the Halifax Explosion of 1917.3 The real story of the Rockefeller Foundation's role in

5¥Taken from the title of E. Richard Brown's, Rockefeller Medicine Men: M
Amegca, (Betkeley: University of California Press, 1979).

Hp. 344.
%Reid, "Health, Educaton, Economy,” p. 68. For a detziled discussion of the Foundation's role in relief

and public health efforts following the Halifax Explosion, see William J. Buxton, "Private Wealth and Public
Health: Rockefeller Philanthropy and the Massachusetts-Halifax Relief Commirtee/Health Commission,” in
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the making of modern Canada began, however, with Rockefeller's decision late in 1919 to
create a fund within the trust to support the development of medical education in Canada.
Indeed, unul well into the 1930s, the Foundation's Canadian program was focused almost
exclusively on the then-favoured Rockefeller interests of medical education and public
health administradon. Operating within this limited sphere, the Rockefeller Foundation,
nonetheless, had a significant impact on the patterns of power and wealth in the world of
Canadian colleges and universites.

Since late in the nineteenth century scienufic medicine and medical education had
been at or near the top of the Rockefeller empire's agenda for reform. Support for the
medical field served the classes in charge of corporate philanthropy in a variety of ways.
Advances in health care not only aided the processes of accumulation by improving the
health and productivity of individual workers, but also provided evidence legitimizing the
capitalist mode of productdon. In both respects support for medical research stood the
Foundation in much better stead than acuvites in more problematic areas such as industrial
reladons. As E. Richard Brown points out in Rockefeller Medicine Men: Medicine and
Capitalism in America, "scientific medicine” was a powerful "ideological weapon in...[the]
struggle to formulate a new culture appropriate to and supportive of industrial capitalism."
Medical theory appealed to the corporate philanthropists, Brown explains, because it

"exonerated capitalism's vast inequities and its reckless practices that shortened the lives of

Ground Zero: A Reassessment of the 1917 Exploston i Halifax Harbour, eds. Alan Ruffman and Colin D.
Howell (Halifax: Nimbus Publishing Ltd. and Gorsebrook Research Institute for Atlantic Canada Studies at
Saint Mary's University, 1994), pp. 183-194.
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members of the working class."36

The Rockefeller role in the development of scientific medicine dates back to 1897
when Fredenck Gates read William Osler's lengthy medical text Principles and Practice of
Medicine. Gates was attracted to the book for its literary merits, but greatly disturbed by
Osler's assessment of "the value of medicine as currently practised."> According to Gates,
Osler's book was a remarkable demonstration of both the potential and the existing
inadequacy of scientific medicine. Despite great advances in understanding health, it
appeared to Gates that with the excepton of four or five diseases, medicine had no answer
for most serious ailments.38

Gates quickly became convinced that the root of the problem was not in the science
of medicine but in the way it was taught and practsed at the tme. Unlike other sciences,
such as chemistry, physics, astronomy, and geology which all found supportive homes in
universities, medicine was being taught and researched, for the most part, at small,
inadequately-endowed commercial institutons. [n consequence, teachers and administrators
were overly reliant on income earned in private practice and thus often had little time to
devote to teaching and research.’ Because of overriding commercial considerations,
entrance standards and facilities were also woefully inadequate. These conclusions led Gates

first to advise John D. Rockefeller Sr. to create the Rockefeller Institute for Medical

%pp. 10-11.
5'Frederick Gates, Chapters in My Life (New York: The Free Press, 1977), p. 181.
*Ibid.

Pbid., p. 182-
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Research in 1901 as a2 model institution for full-ume medical research and later to lead a
broader campaign through the General Education Board to endow medical schools at some
of the naton's leading universites.

The initiation of the General Education Board's program in 1913 was also influenced
by the publication of a survey conducted for the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching, Medical Education in the United States and Canada, by Abraham Flexner.®
Flexner's conclusions confirmed Gates's suspicions concerning medical education. Of the
155 medical schools he visited, Flexner found that only a handful were capable of providing
what he deemed adequate medical educadon. The others were impeded by poor
laboratoties, clinical facilities, low entrance requirements, and staffs of individuals more
interested in profits than in medical educaton.t! Flexner's thoughts, consistent with Gates's,
were given more weight when he joined the staff of the General Education Board in 1913.
To Gates, Flexner and their colleagues at the General Education Board, the answer to the
problem of medical education in the United States was to support the development of a
number of elite schools that would pursue research and teaching of medicine on a full-time
basis.5

From 1913 to 1919 the General Educaton Board funded the development of full-

ame clinical programs at several strategically-selected institutions in the United States

dmm (\lew York: Camcgu: Foundauon for the -\dv:mccmem of Teachmg 1910)

'Raymond B. Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation (New York: Harper and Brothers,
Publishers, 1952), p. 94.

?Brown, Rockefeller Medicine Men, pp. 138-161.
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including Johns Hopkins, Washington University, Yale, the University of Chicago, and
Vanderbilt. Between 1919 and 1921 John D. Rockefeller Sr. gave the Board $45,000,000,
thereby enabling it to expand the program from this small base to a far broader network of
institutions throughout all regions of the United States. The inclusion of several state-
funded universities, though opposed vehemently by Gates, represented the new and more
comfortable relationship between corporate philanthropy and the state 5

In addition to expanding the American medical education program in 1919, the
Rockefeller brain-trust decided to extend the program beyond the borders of the United
States. Because the General Educaton Board was chartered only for activities in the United
States this expansion was placed under the authority of the Rockefeller Foundation.®* In late
December 1919, two weeks after presenting the Board with a sizable gift for its medical
program, John D. Rockefeller St. gave $50,000,000 to the Rockefeller Foundation.
Although no formal terms accompanied the gift, Rockefeller suggested that a large portion
of it be reserved for the support of “the improvement of medical education in Canada."
On Christmas day, Rockefeller Foundatuon President George Vincent, in accordance with
Rockefeller's wishes, announced that $5,000,000 of the donation was to be used to support

"the improvement and development of the leading medical schools in the Dominion."%

%Ibid., p. 185.

#Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, p. 105.

85"Rockefeller Foundation History Source Material,” vol. 21, p. 5315, RF, RAC; and Fosdick, The Story of
the Rockefeller Foundation, p. 114.

®"Rockefeller Foundaton History Source Material,” vol. 21, p. 5315, RF, RAC; and Annual Report for 1920
(New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 1920), pp. 276-277.
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In making his bequest to the Rockefeller Foundation, the senior Rockefeller noted
that his attention had "been recently called to the needs of some of the medical schools in
Canada."é” R. MacGregor Dawson, William Lyon Mackenzie King's official biographer,
confidently credits requests made by King on behalf of Canadian institutions to his friend
John D. Rockefeller Jr. earlier that year for Rockefeller support for Canadian medical
schools. Indeed, a Foundation official advised King that "our regard for you was not
without its influence in causing the gift to be made."® Although King's earlier service to the
Rockefeller Foundadon and to the Rockefeller family may, ultimately, have been responsible
for Rockefeller's gift, other influendal voices spoke for Canada as well. William Osler,
whose medical text had so impressed Gates, was a graduate of McGill University and had,
that same year, requested Rockefeller support for McGill's medical school.9® Lewellys
Barker of the University of Chicago, the man who convinced Gates of the necessity of full-
tme medical faculties, was just one of 2 number of prominent physicians who had graduated
from the University of Toronto before taking prestigious positions in the United States.™
George Vincent may even have received requests from his cousin Vincent Massey.

Whatever the immediate impetus for the interest in Canadian medical educadon, it is clear

9Cited in William B. Spaulding, "Why Rockefeller Supported Medical Education in Canada: The William

Lyon Mackenzie King Connection,” Canadian Bulletin of Medi 10 (1993): p. 75.
%Quoted in R. MacGregor Dawson, William Lyon Mackenzie King: A Political Biography, 1874-1923

(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1958), p. 331.
“Brown, Rockefeller Medicige Men, p. 165.
™Sandra Frances McRae, "The 'Scientific Spidt’ in Medicine at the University of Toronto, 1880-1910" (Ph.D

Thesis, University of Toronto, 1987), p. 221. See Spaulding, "Why Rockefeller Supported Medical Education in
Canada,” p. 73.
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that, by the end of the second decade of the rwentieth century, there existed a high degree of
integration of Canadian and American elite circles. Given the nature, and extent of the
personal and professional connections between Canadians and Americans, it is not
surprising that when the Rockefeller Foundation looked to extend its activities outside the

United States 1t looked to nearby Canada.

In approaching what was later referred to by a Foundation staffer as "the Canadian
Problem" of medical education, the Rockefeller brain-trust once again encountered a varant
of the central paradox of incorporated philanthropy. In Universities and the Capitalist State:
Corporate Liberalism and the Reconstruction of American Higher Fducation, sociologist
Clyde Barrow discusses the issue in the context of American educational development. "The
problem [facing the foundadons)," according to Barrow, "was how to influence educatonal
politics without appearing political. The larger aspect of this problem was how to exert that
influence toward the goal of a nadonally integrated, socially efficient higher educational
system.""!

In the case of medical eduction in Canada, the situation was complicated by the
international boundary. How could the Foundartion encourage development of Canadian
medical education in a manner consistent with broader Foundation principles and agendas
without, at the same time, appearing to compromise Canadian autonomy? As Vincent noted

in a letter to his cousin Vincent Massey -- later the first Canadian Minister in Washington

1p. 97.
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and later still the Chairman of the Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts,
Letters and Sciences — "for an outside agency to come in and assume standardizing
functions may well be resented."”?

The problem was exacerbated by the constitutional division of rights and
responsibilities among levels of government in Canada. Under the terms of the British
North America Act education was under provincial jurisdiction. Since one of the primary
pre-conditions of Rockefeller involvement in Canadian medical education was, according to
Vincent, that a "Dominion-wide strategy would have to be worked out for the country as a
whole,"” the lack of a national deparmment of education was a2 major stumbling block.
Without a central agency to work with or through, it was difficult to argue that the impetus
for national reform was coming from within Canada.™

In the absence of a federal department of education and not wishing to appear to be
imposing a plan on Canada, the Rockefeller Foundation relied, instead, on less formal
networks of influence. Shortly after the announcement of Rockefeller's gift to the
Foundaton, Vincent wrote to Massey and former Rockefeller Foundation consultant and

close Rockefeller family friend William Lyon Mackenzie King, and asked them to suggest

2George E. Vincent to Vincent Massey, 30 December 1919 quoted in "Rockefeller Foundaton History
Source Materal," vol. 21, pp. 5323-5324, RF, RAC.

“Ibid., p. 5320.

“Carnegie and Rockefeller philanthropies had overcome a similar impediment in the United States by
funding and colonizing the U.S. Bureau of Educatdon. Formed in 1867 to supervise land-grant colleges and
empowered only to collect and distribute statistics on educadon, the Bureau had by the 1920s taken a
leadership role in American education. It could do so enly because of direct support from the foundations, by
drawing on data produced in studies conducted by private foundatons, and by working with experts on
foundation payrolls. In short, the Bureau owed its position and intellectual authority as an official central
coordinating agency more to the efforts of the foundations than to the support of the public sector. See
Barrow, Universities and the Capitalist State, pp. 101-110.
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others who might be consulted on the matter. Pethaps more importantly, he also asked the
two men to suggest procedures that would enable the Foundation "to throw the
responsibility upon a group of Canadians."™ The Foundaton, Massey and King were
advised, was looking for men who had expertise in the field, but were not directly connected
to any insttution. In addidon, Vincent noted that the Foundation also valued "the advice of
persons of outstanding position who, similarly, were interested in education generally but
not committed to any one university or locality."”

Reflecting, perhaps, how they respectively proritized the Foundation's interests and
Canadian autonomy, Massey and King recommended opposing courses of action. Arguing
“that the responsibility of allocating funds must, subject to the general policy which you lay
down, be delegated to a group of Canadians,” Massey advocated the formation of a formal
Canadian committee. "This,” Massey continued, "will relieve The Rockefeller Foundation of
inevitable criticism from sectional interests and will throw the onus of making difficult
decisions on a local body."™

Better acquainted with Foundation procedures and priorities and more alert to the
political dangers of leaving the "difficult decisions" to a group of Canadians, King suggested
an alternative. The individuals Vincent had suggested might administer the endowment in

Canada were, King observed, "all citizens of Toronto and all prominent members of the

“Vincent to Massey, 30 December 1919, quoted in "Rockefeller Foundaton History Source Material," vol.
21, p. 5324, RF, RAC.

“SIbid.

Massey to Vincent, 3 January 1920, quoted in "Rockefeller Foundation History Source Material,” vol. 21,
pp- 5324-5325, RF, RAC.
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Unionist party..." Although "everyone of them is an individual for whom personally I have
a very high regard," King felt sure thar "the count is certain to suggest to the minds of men
of all parties or no party an effort on the part of a small unionist group in Toronto to control
the endowment...."”™ No doubt confident of his own privileged position at the top of the
Rockefeller Foundation's informal network of Canadian advisers, King suggested that "a
conference personally with outstanding individuals would in every way be preferable to
formal constitution of an advisory group...."™ Accordingly, King also suggested that the
Foundation determine "upon its own[,] plans in the light of a general survey...."%

The procedure suggested by King was, in fact, one well known to Rockefeller
officials. By 1919 the educadonal survey had been a pomary tool of Carnegie and
Rockefeller trusts for at least ten years. The Carnegie Foundadon for the Advancement of
Teaching, the General Educaton Board, the Camegie Corporation, and the Rockefeller
Foundation had all made extensive use of the survey method as a means not only to gather
educational informadon, but also to introduce their standards and their agendas for
institutional reform to universitdes and colleges throughout the United States. While the
surveys and the investigators who conducted them suggested the trusts' reform agendas, the

promise of financial support to those individuals and institutions who fared well under

William Lyon Mackenzie King to Vincent, 9 January 1920, quoted in "Rockefeller Foundadon History
Source Matedal,"” vol. 21, p. 5328, RF, RAC.

MKing to Vincent, 8 January 1920, quoted in "Rockefeller Foundaton History Source Matesal,” vol. 21, p.
5325, RF, RAC.

%King to Vincent, 21 January 1920, quoted in "Rockefeller Foundation History Source Matedal," vol. 21, p.
5326, RF, RAC.
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scrutiny was a carrot that few academic administrators could resist.?! One early and
particularly effective example of the educadonal survey was Flexner's Medical Educatdon in
the United States and Canada.

By the early 1920s the foundatons had so completely infiltrated the American
academic elite that it was always possible to find "experts” like Flexner or Camegie
investigators William Learned and Kenneth Sills, who could be relied upon to understand
and reflect the interests and agendas of the trusts in carrying out surveys. In the Canadian
context the officers of the Rockefeller Foundation were much less sure of the ground on
which they walked. Finding Canadian advisers who were trustworthy, who had knowledge
of the issues at hand, and who had no direct connections to the principal institutions was, at
this early date, a daunung task. Not willing to create and legitimize an intermediary
organization made up of individuals who could not be trusted to have the interests of the
Foundation close at heart, Rockefeller officials instead opted to follow King's advice and
conduct their own survey out of the Foundation's New Yotk City offices.

So it was that in the spring and summer of 1920 Vincent and Dr. Richard M. Pearce,
the Director of the Rockefeller Foundanon's Division of Medical Sciences, engaged in a
series of informal fact-finding visits to Canadian universites, including the University of
Toronto, McGill, Dalhousie, Queen's, the University of Western Ontaro, the Université de
Montréal, Laval, the University of Manitoba, the University of Alberta, and the University of
British Columbia. In additon to meeting representatives of these institutions, and with

leading citizens who were interested in educaional development, Pearce and Vinceat, acting

'Barrow, Universities and the Capiralist State, pp. 97-101.
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again on King's advice, made courtesy calls to municipal, provincial and federal officials as
well as to opposition leaders at every level.

As a result of their survey of the Canadian scene, Pearce and Vincent concluded that
the Foundation should throw its support behind medical faculties at McGill, the University
of Toronto, Dalhousie, the Université de Montréal, the University of Manitoba, the
University of Alberta and the University of British Columbia. The rationale for the selection
of these insttutons reflected more than a technical interest in the Canadian situation.
Pearce and Vincent chose these schools in the hope that together in a national system they
would address regional, linguistic, cultural and religious, as well as medical, considerations.®
As the "two major, class-A, university medical schools," the University of Toronto and
McGill were singled out for grants of $1,000,000 each. Dalhousie, the Maritime centre,
received $500,000; the University of Manitoba and the University of Alberta were granted
$750,000 and $500,000 respecuvely to meet needs of western Canadians, while support for
the Université de Montréal "cared for the French problem.” The remaining funds were held
for the future development of a medical faculty at the University of British Columbia and
also as a fund from which universites which were making the most efficient use of initial
grants could draw upon at later dates.**

The Rockefeller Foundation program for medical education in Canada reptesented

more than a collection of separate aid packages to several fledgling Canadian medical

$2'Rockefeller Foundation History Source Maredal,"” vol. 21, pp. 5323, 5330, and 5333, RF, RAC.
“ilbid., p. 5321.

%Ibid., pp. 5334-3335.
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schools. The program was an example of central management not only for medical
educadon, but also for Canadian culture. In addressing cultural, social, and political issues,
as well as purely medical ones, the Canadian program essentially replicated the scheme
already being implemented by the General Educadon Board in the United States. Both
Rockefeller trusts selected institutions strategically to act as national and regional centers of
excellence. In consequence, university medical faculdes complete with state-of-the-art
facilides, full-time teaching and research staffs, and the financial security afforded by
philanthropic support, became models to be emulated by the less fortunate. Just as the
General Educaton Board's support established Johns Hopkins as a national center for
medical education in the United States, the Rockefeller Foundation's endowment of
programs at the University of Toronto and at McGill solidified those institutions' status as
the Canadian leaders in the field. In the same way the General Education Board addressed
regional and racial issues in the United States by selecting Washington University in St. Louis
to represent the mid-western states and, in the American South, Vanderbilt to train white
medical students while Meharry Medical College instructed black students, the Rockefeller
Foundadon selected Dalhousie, the University of Manitoba, the University of Alberta and
the Université de Montréal to meet what the authors thought were Canada's unique regional
and cultural needs.%

The significance of this early foray onto Canadian soil reaches beyond the 1920s and

outside the sphere of medicine. In summarnzing the conclusions drawn from his survey of

%For an institutional history of the General Education Board's medical education program written by a loyal

and life-long Rockefeller official, see Fosdick, Th fth fe jon, pp. 96-104. A more
crtical assessment is Brown, Rockefeller Medicine Men, pp. 156-166.
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Canadian medical education, Vincent revealed an understanding of the geo-politics of the
Canadian scene and the difficultes the Dominion presented for those interested in the
scientific management of culture. Vincent's assessment, with minor variations, was shared
by most Rockefeller and Carnegie officials who were involved in Canadian programs from
the 1920s to the 1950s. "One saw that the country fell," Vincent noted,

into more or less distinct areas each of which has a certain self-contained

unity: the Pacific Coast, the Western Provinces, Ontario, French Quebec,

and the Mariume Provinces. Capitals for these regions have been

established. Medically these capirals are Edmonton, Winnipeg, Toronto,

Montreal-Quebec, and Halifax.36
And noting the disparity between the ratios of doctors to population that existed between
provinces -- ratios ranged from a low of | to 800 in Ontario, to a high of 1 to 1,400 for the
Yukon -- Vincent foreshadowed the concerns of others, both Canadians and Americans,
who sought to build nauonal infrastructure and thus extend the reach of the administrative
state: "the Dominion must find a way to distribute its physicians more widely and to bring
preventve medicine, hospital care, and medical and nursing service within the reach of the
too generally neglected rural populaton."’

The record is clear on another issue. In establishing policy for Canadian medical
education, the officers of the Rockefeller Foundation were fully aware, when they chose
their roster of institutions, that they were wading through the murky waters of Canadian

social, cultural, and educational politics. Despite Foundation assurances that "comparson

[of grants] is practcally impossible” and that the levels of support were determined only by

%\ nnual Report for 1920 (New York: Rockefeller Foundadon, 1920), p. 14.

Ibid., p. 15.
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the desire to "bring about the maximum amount of good for the school under
consideration,” it was obvious and inevitable that the program would be considered a
ranking of Canadian universities.® The Chancellor of Queen's University, whose institution
along with the University of Western Ontario was left out of the program because
Rockefeller officers felt that it was better to concentrate its support on one Ontario school
instead of scattering smaller grants among three, wrote the Foundation to note that the
action was a "serious blow...to the University."® Even the big "winners" of the day, McGill
and the University of Toronto, took issue with the relative size of the awards.
Representatives of McGill, focusing on the support the University of Toronto received as a
provincially-funded institution, felt that their school deserved a larger grant.?
Administrators in Toronto, not surprsingly, saw matters in a different light. Perhaps
reflecting on McGill's recent receipt of a large Carnegie grant, a representative for the

University of Toronto commented that as "a private corporation [McGill]...has a great

®R.M. Pearce to A.B. Macallum, 4 August 1922, quoted in "Rockefeiler Foundation History Source
Matenal,” vol. 21, 5323, RF, RAC.

¥E.W. Beatty to Vincent, 23 October 1920, quoted 1n "Rockefeller Foundation History Source Materal,"
vol. 21, 5322, RF, RAC.

"Macallum to Pearce, 31 July 1922, quoted in "Rockefeller Foundaton History Source Materal," vol. 21,
5321, RF, RAC. Ironically, it had long been Rockefeller policy to limit support to nonsectarian private
institutions. Frederick Gates, the creator of incorporated Rockefeller philanthropy, maintained supporr for
state-funded institutions was "needless and gratuitous.” Younger officers and trustees who were taking charge
of Camegie and Rockefeller philanthropies by the 1920s were more willing to work with the state. Since state
universitics were predominant in all regions of the United States except for the northeast, the development of a
truly national educadonal system required cooperation berween corporate philanthropy and the state. The spirit
of cooperation tecame policy at the General Education Board when in 1923, at the urging of Abraham Flexner
and against the wishes of Gates, the trust funded the building of a new medical center at the University of

Iowa. Gates, Chapters in My Life, pp. 249-252,; see also Brown, R £ Medicine Men, pp. 177-184.
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advantage over a state institution in such matters."?! An obviously concerned Vincent
Massey noted that if Toronto were to receive a smaller grant than McGill, "not only will the
Medical school be stamped as inferior, but the University as whole will unquestionably

suffer."??

The medical education survey and the resulting appropriations set the pattern for
early Foundaton acavity in Canada. Throughout the 1920s and 1930s the Rockefeller
program remained focused on the designated natonal and regional "capitals.” Subsequent
grants were awarded to these medical centers -- the size and frequency of awards reflecting
the hierarchy established in the original survey. As was the case with the General Educaton
Board's American program, the promise of condnued support also enhanced the
Foundaton's influence. Even outside the medical field the insttutions cited in Pearce and
Vincent's survey became the bases for the Canadian programs of the Rockefeller
Foundation.

With the excepton of the University of British Columbia, which despite the promise
of Rockefeller support did not develop a medical faculty in the 1920s, the regional centers all
benefitted from the condnued support of the Foundadon. The University of Alberta and

Dalhousie University fared particularly well. After receiving two annual grants of $25,000,

" Rockefeller Foundaton History Source Matedal,” vol. 21, p. 5321, RF, RAC.

Massey to Vincent, 6 October 1920, quoted in "Rockefeller Foundation History Source Materal," vol 21,
pp- 5321-22, RF,RAC.
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the University of Alberta's medical program progressed sufficiently by 1923 to warranta
Foundation award of $500,000 for the endowment of a clinical teaching program.”® In 1921,
Dalhousie University won a second grant of $500,000 to improve facilities at the Salvaton
Army Hospital in Halifax.”* Later in the decade, the school's public health and preventative
medicine program also received a boost from the Foundation.”

As was the case with the original appropriatons to Canadian medical schools,
however, it was the two designated "natdonal centers” that received the majorty of
Rockefeller support. Shortly after receiving the last instalment of the initial $1,000,000
endowment the University of Toronto was the recipient of another major Foundaton
award. That award came, tn 1924, from the Foundation's Interational Health Division's
program of support for institutes of public health and hygiene, a program that began when
the Foundanon built and endowed the School of Hygiene and Public Health at Johns
Hopkins in 1918.% Amountng to $650,000, the grant was used to fund the construction of

the University of Toronto's public health and hygiene program's main building. It was

Anaual Report for 1923 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundauon, 1923), p. 294.
*Angual Report for 1922 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 1922), p. 353.
» Annual Report for 1935 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundaton, 1935), pp. 362-363.

9%This program also included substantial grants to insututions throughout the world including the School of
Hygiene and Public Health at Harvard, the Insttute of Hygiene of Sao Paulo, Brazil, the London School of
Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, the State Serum Insttute in Copenhagen and the Institute of Hygjene in
Budapest. See Annual Report for 1924 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 1924), p. 29. For an extensive
list of institutions receiving grants under the Foundauon's public health program see George E. Vincent
(President of the Foundanon), The Rockefeller Foundaton: A Review for 1925 (New York, 1926), p. 23. Fora
crtical analysis of the ideological underpinnings of Rockefeller public health policy see E. Richard Brown,
"Public Health in Impenalism: Early Rockefeller Programs at Home and Abroad,” American Journal of Public
Health, 66 (September 1976): pp. 897-9G3.
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followed in 1931 by an award of $600,000 to that department's general endowment fund.”’
In total the University of Toronto's School of Hygiene and Public Health received a total of
$1,287,500 for building, equipment and endowment between 1924 and 1931.%

Establishing a pattern that remained in place untl well into the 1930s, and which had
implications extending far beyond the medical sciences, Rockefeller Foundation support for
medical education at McGill in these early years exceeded even the levels of support enjoyed
by the University of Toronto. Like Dalhousie, the University of Toronto, and the University
of Alberta, McGill was the beneficiary of a second large Rockefeller award in the early
1920s. In 1923 the Foundadon gave the university $500,000 to assist with the institution's
plans to "develop [the department of medicine] along the lines of a true university clinic."%
This grant, along with the original endowment, added $1.5 million to university coffers and
contributed greatly to the constructon of teaching and clinical facilities on the McGill
campus. As substandal as Foundation support for medical education at McGill was in the
1920s, it was almost doubled in 1932 by a single grant of $1,282,652. This award, the largest
Foundation appropration in the medical sciences in that year, was made in support of the
creation of McGill's neurological institute. In additon to funding the construction of
laboratory facilites at McGill's Royal Victona Hospital, the grant provided for the

endowment of new departments in neurosurgery, neurophysiology, neuropathology and

77 Annual Report for 1931 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundadon, 1931), pp. 156-157.
%Tbid.

Annual Report for 1924 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundadon, 1924), pp. 329-331.



clinical neurology.!®

While the Rockefeller Foundation's Canadian program in the 1920s and early 1930s
was focused on a relatively small number of instrunons and was concentrated on medical
educaton, members of the Foundation leadership were interested not oaly in the production
of scientfic knowledge at the major centers of learning but also 1n its dissemination to
peripheral areas. If scientfic medicine was to be, as one historian puts it, "useful in bringing
rural and technologically and industrally naive North Americans to accept the domination
of their lives by science and technology..." it would have to reach beyond the metropolitan
centers.'™ As a result, in addition to supporting medical education and the growth of public
health and hygiene programs at major educauonal institutnons, the Foundaton began to
work with provincial and local governments in Canada to establish public health services in
areas previously out of the reach of modern medicine.

Interest in the provision of health services followed naturally from work conducted
by the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission in the first decade of the century. In attempting to
eradicate the hookworm from the southern states in their own country, the doctors and
scientists who directed the campaign became entangled in the broader crisis of rural public

health.!92 Of particular concem to the officers was the disparity in mortality rates and

" 3pnual Report for 1932 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundaton, 1932), p. 212,
I01Brown, feller Medicine Men, p. 127.

WVincent, jon: A Review for 1926 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 1927),
p. 3L
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sanitary standards between urban and rural areas. As Vincent noted in his review of
Foundation activities for 1922, "Comparisons of relatve declines in urban and country
death-rates in recent years, the contrast disclosed by physical examination of city and
country children, and studies of sanitary conditions on farms, all revealed disquieting
tendencies."!% Directly confronting the mythology of the healthy rural existence — "the
pure water of the old oaken bucket, the salubrious country air, [and] the invigorating exercise
of bucksaw, spade, and the hoe" - Vincent also suggested that prevailing assumptons "had
to be rudely revised in the light of facts."!*

Shortly after the formation of the Rockefeller Foundation in 1913 the Sanitary
Commission was absorbed into the new organizaton as its [nternational Health Division.
Under the leadership of Director Wickififfe Rose, the new division's program was expanded
to operate outside of the United States and to address a broader range of diseases and public
health concerns. By the mid-1920s the Foundaton was funding the training of public health
personnel and providing on-going financial support to public health units in 52 countries. 1%

In 1926 the provincial government of Quebec passed legislation enabling countes in
the province to tax residents for the purpose of funding local public health infrastructure.
That same year, as part of the global campaign to bring public health facilities to rural
regions, the Rockefeller Foundation funded the establishment of three county health

projects in the province. In addition to paying 50% of the costs of operating the units, the

13Vincent, The Rockefeller Foundation: A Review for 1922 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 1923),
p- 43.

W Tbid.

WFosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, pp. 30-45.
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Foundation funded the education of the personnel - a medical director and two public
health nurses at each unit -- at a public health training center in Ohio.!% In keeping with the
vision of the Foundation as a catalyst for reform but not a2 permanent source of support, it
was understood that the Foundation's role was only a temporary one and would diminish as
local and provincial governments gradually took over the entire costs of training and
operation.'?’

By 1928 new units had been established not only in the province of Quebec but also
in rural districts in Saskatchewan and Brnush Columbia. Already Rockefeller officials noted
the decline of mortality rates -- particularly for infants —- in the three countes served by the
original Canadian projects.!® Indicatuve of the success of the program was the selection of
Beauce County, Quebec -- the site of the first Canadian county health unit -- as a training

center for public health officials throughout North America.'"?

Despite these efforts in rural Quebec, the leaders of the Rockefeller Foundation, like
their counterparts at the Carnegie Corporation, were committed to the belief that the path of
social progress in North America must run through institutions of higher education.

Accordingly, leaders of both foundations devoted their efforts to building these institutions

16 3nnual Report for 1926 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 1926), pp. 96-97.
WVincent, The Rockefeller Foundation: A Review for 1926, p. 32.
%8 Annual Report for 1928 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 1928), p. 210.

9 Angual Report for 1931 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundation, 1931), p. 114.
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to function collectively as components of a rational and efficient system to produce research
and to educate future leaders. At the same time, of course, the foundations were building
nerworks of Canadian advisors and of influence. Thus programs of large grants to the
endowment funds of elite American colleges and universides such as Harvard, Johns
Hopkins, Columbia, the University of Chicago, Princeton and Yale were extended to reach
the leading Canadian institutions as well. In addition, lesser but stll substanual assistance
was provided to supporting regional networks of insdtudons. By 1939 the two trusts had
given a total of $12,000,000 to Canadian universities and colleges -- 30% of the total value of
these insttutions' general endowment funds.!'"

Ironically, while the leaders of the two trusts were including Canada in their plans for
contnental social progress and often pattemning their Canadian programs on American
models, they were also, in the process, aiding in the creaton of Canadian regional and
natonal infrastructure. In designing and implementng a "Dominion-wide" plan for the
reformation of medical education in Canada, in concoctng a scheme to unite universites
and colleges in the Canadian Mariume region, in supportng the extension of library services
to rural British Columbia and Prince Edward [sland, and in helping to provide public health
facilites to rural Quebec, the foundadons were confronting what Canadian geographer R.
Cole Harrtis refers to as "the profound structural localism of which this country is

composed."!!! In doing so, they were contributing to a process of institutionalizing "a

10Car] Berger, The Wniti ;
2nd ed. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1986), p. 151.

1I"Regionalism and the Canadian Archipelago,” in [nterpreting Canada's Past: After Confederation, ed. J.M
Bumsted (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1986), p. 468.
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political space...across the archipelago” which was Canada.!?

Of course American foundations were not the only forces influencing this national
reformulation. Moreover, they operated only in limited spheres and were not explicitly
concerned with the political aspects of nation-building. The foundations were, nonetheless,
part of a broader movement to structure and rationalize Canadian society. Often, as was the
case with the Carnegie Corporation's planned federaton of Maritime educadon, the
Americans did not get their way -- at least not in the precise manner they had planned. In
other areas, such as regional library extension and university extension services, it was the
Canadian programs that were identified by foundation officials as models for emulaton. In
all cases "progress," initated or supported by the Americans, was shaped and mediated by
members of emerging local, regional, and natonal elites who shared with Carnegie and
Rockefeller officials a zeal for institution and system-building. In fact, the formation of
relatonships between like-minded Canadians and Americans in this era was the principal
collective accomplishment of the early forays onto Canadian soil by the Carnegie
Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation. What started as a small network of personal
and professional contacts had, by the mid-1920s, expanded to include polidcians and public
officials from every level of government, representatives of most Canadian colleges and
universities and, perhaps most importantly, an ever-growing number of what George

Vincent referred to as "persons of outstanding positon"!!3 and individuals who "would be

"2Tbid., p. 467.

3Vincent to Massey, 30 December 1919, quoted in "Rockefeller Foundation History Source Material," vol.
21, p. 5324, RF, RAC.
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recognized throughout Canada as men who have the welfare of the whole Dominion at

heart."114

4Vincent to King, 5 January 1920, quoted in "Rockefeller Foundatuon History Source Material,” vol. 21, p.
5325, RF, RAC.
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Part II: Amercan Philanthropy, Imagining Communities,
and the Structuring of the Arts in Canada, 1927-1952



Chapter 3. Rockefeller Philanthropy, "Cultural
Interpretadon” and Imagined

Communities in Canada

Introducton

We are immensely indebted to such insttudons as the Carnegie Corporation

for their services to culture and to art....Philanthropic individuals and

foundadons have acted as patrons in a ime when there was no other to call

upon. Yet, as Dr. Keppel, the President of the Carnegie Corporadon,

himself has said, " As believers in democracy we are bound to look forward

to the ume when the community will take over the functons now performed

by the foundadons."!

These words were spoken by Walter Abell, professor of Art at Acadia University and
the founder of the Marntme Art Associaton, at the Conference of Canadian Artsts in
Kingston, Ontano, in June 1941. Ostensibly a forum in which professional ardsts from
every region in Canada could freely discuss technical aspects of painting and the position of
arasts in soclety, the Kingston Conference was to Abell a "spiritual milestone...pethaps...a
spiritual mountain top.” Portraying the proceedings at Kingston as a victory for "cultural
democracy,” Abell told readers of Maritime Art that at this first national gathering of artists
in Canada "something in the atmosphere of the group seemed to lift it above sectionalism
and divisionism, [and] bind the members together in the experience of a large and liberating
unity."?

The Kingston Conference was, no doubt, an important "mulestone” but not one, as

'Walter Abell, "Art and Democracy,” in The Kingston Conference Proceedings: A Reprint of the
Proceedings of the 1941 Kingston Artists’ Conference (Kingston: Agnes Etherington Art Centre, 1991), p. 30.

*Abell, "The Conference of Canadian Art—An Editoral,” Martime Art 2 (October-November, 1941): p. 3.
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Abell claimed in his presentaton, on the road to establishing a unified "culture of
democracy" for Canada.> The conference, in reality, reflected the desires of a small group of
arusts, art bureaucrats, and their backers at the Carnegie Corporation to organize and lead a
Canadian artisuc consatuency. [ts success marked a victory, indeed, for the
professionalisation and the bureaucratizaton of the Canadian cultural sphere. Conference
partcipants -- about 150 arasts and supporters of the arts from across Canada -- listened to a
varety of invited speakers ranging from American muralist Thomas Hart Benton and art
admumistrator Edward Rowan, who spoke of Amerncan New Deal public art projects, to
Rutherford J. Ghettons of Harvard's Fogg Museum, who discussed technical aspects of
paintng and preservadon. The real business of the conference, however, was to serve as a
planning session in which self-appointed leaders, including conference organizer André
Biéler, Vancouver arust Jack Shadboldt, Lawren Harris* and Abell, among others, citng
Amernican New Deal precedents, suggested, gained tacit approval for, and began to
implement strategies to bring about a permanent relanonship berween Canadian artsts and
the state.

The Kingston Conference thus represents an important moment in the history of the
fine arts in Canada. [t marked the unificaton of 2 powerful nanonal lobby for the arts.
Pardcipants in the conference at Kingston emerged from the proceedings as founding

members of the Federaton of Canadian Arusts (FCA). When Abell moved to Ottawa to

*Abell, "Art and Democracy,” p. 29.

*Hards was not in attendance, but participated with a highly influental letter suggesnng the formaton of a
federation. His letter was read to the conference as the primary moton of business before the participants. See

The Kingston Conference Proceedings, p. 103.
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take up a post at the Nanonal Gallery's Art Centre in 1943, his journal, Maritime Art, was
transformed into a national journal appropriately ttled Canadian Art.> Over the next eight
years the FCA's execuunve, hand-picked by the conference organizers and endorsed by a
general vote at the meetng, was seen as the leginumate representative of the arts community.
As one of the key member associations in the Canadian Arts Council, which was founded in
1944, the FCA was a primary contnbutor to a series of briefs to the federal government
culminanng in recommendations to the Royal Commission on National Development of
Ares, Lerters and Sciences in 1949. In making this contribution, the FCA and its leading
members helped shape a dnve for public patronage of the arts that would lead in 1957 to the
creaton of the Canada Council.®

In literarure relaong to Canadian cultural history, the events at Kingston have been
recognized, appropriately, as an important stage on the journey to a natonal arts policy. The
extent and implicatons of the Carnegie Corporation's involvement and the centrality of the
New Deal art projects to discussions at the conference, however, have received little
sustained attenuon. George Woodcock in Strange Bedfellows: The State and Atts in Canada

and Bernard Ostry in Cultural Connection: An Essay on Culture and Government Policy in

Canada both suggest that the pnmary influences that led to the conference and the

formation of the FCA were Briash ones.” While Maria Tippett and Paul Lite recognize the

SMadtime Art, the National Art Centre, and Canadian Art were funded by the Carnegie Corporaton, as was
Abell's salary in his new post in Ottawa.

®Mana Tippert, Makin ture: English-Canadian Insututons and the Arts Before the ) mmission
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990}, pp. 136-185; and Francis K. Smith, Andre Biéler An Arnst's Life
and Times (Toronto: Merntt Publishing Company Ltd., 1980), pp. 97-107.

“Woodcock, Strange Bedfellows: The State and Arts in Canada (Vancouver: Douglas and Melntyre, 1985),
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Corporation's participation, neither explore the depths of the influence that accompanied
financial support.8

In facr, as will be discussed in greater detail later in chapter 4, the Carnegie
Corporation's involvement in the conference was extensive and formative in nature.
Corporation officials underwrote the costs of travel and accommodaton for participants
(thereby leginmizing the claim of "narional” scope), provided themes for discussion,
successfully recommended a roster of speakers, and influenced the shape of the conference's
resolutons. After the Kingston Conference, the Carnegie Corporation gave valuable
financial support to the FCA. [ suggest in this secton of the thesis that this level of
influence is indicauve of the broader involvement of American foundations -- the Carnegie
Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation -- in the structuring of artdstic and cultural life
in Canada dunng the 1930s and 1940s. The Kingston Conference was just one of many
gatherings of Canadian intellectuals initated, organized, and funded by Amencan corporate
philanthropy. Thus, in addition to symbolizing the efforts of Canadian artists and art
organizers in this era, the Kingston Conference can also be viewed as evidence of Canadian
reverberations of the fundamental shifts in Carnegie Corporation and Rockefeller
Foundation programs and policies of the 1920s. Indeed, efforts to structure, organize and

bring about state support for culture in Canada cannot properly be considered in isolation

pp- 42-43; and Ostry, Culrural Connecnon: An Essay on Culture and Govemment Policy in Canada (Toronto:
McClelland and Stewart, 1978}, p. 54.

*Tippets, Making Culture, pp. 164-166; and Lite, The Muses, the Masses, and the Massey Commission

(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990), pp. 22-23. The most thorough descrption of the conference
proceedings is Andrew Nurse, " A Confusion of Values': Artists and Artistic Ideologies in Modem Canada,
1927-1952." (M.A. thesis, Queen's University, {991), pp. 112-118.
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from the tumn to cultural philanthropy by the two American trusts and from their cultural

policies.

In this and the following chapter [ explore case studies of American philanthropic
involvement in the development of Canadian cultural institutions and associatons and in the
conceprualization of idendtes in the Dominion. Through these case studies of Rockefeller
and Camege involvement in the cultural life of Canada, I argue, as does Canadian film
histonian Charles Acland in his work on film and educaton in the 1930s and 1940s, that
American foundatons were essenual actors in what was an important transitional moment in
Canadian cultural history. During this era, Acland states, "new networks of cultural
authorides" operating "outside the state” made support of culture a natonal prionty.” The
inclusion of members of the Amencan philanthropic elite in these nerworks, and the support
American foundadons provided individuals and professional and voluntary associanons were
essential in making such men as Walter Abell, Andre Biéler, Vincent Massey, N.A.M.
Mackenzie, Brooke Claxton, Georges-Henn Lévesque, H.O. McCurry, and Sydnev Smuth,
among others, "cultural authorties” in the fullest sense. Canadian individuals and
associadons depended on the American foundatons to support the establishment of
"national” headquarters, to fund studies, to publish journals and newsletters, and perhaps

most crucially for organizations claiming natonal consttuencies, to fund travel to meeungs

""Mapping the Serious and the Dangerous: Film and the Natonal Coundil of Education, 1920-1939,"
Cinema(s) 3 (Fall 1993): p. 115. See also Acland, "National Dreams, International Encounters: The Formaton
of Canadian Film Culture in the 1930s,” Canadian Journal of Fi tudies 3 (Spang 1994): p. 8.
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and conferences. [ argue, in short, that the foundations played a significant supporting role
in forging and moulding cultural institutions, unifying traditions, cultural styles and
preoccupatons which, in turn, contributed to the making of the "imagined communiry” that
is Canada.!

Financial hardship was just one of the reasons the Canadians rurned to American
foundatons. In additon to cultvating relatdonships with American foundatons for the
purposes of winning financial awards, they also turned to the foundations for strategic
advice. The early actvides of the foundadons in Canada -- activides such as those discussed
in chapter 2 -- had taught Canadians that the extent to which they shaped their plans and
agendas around the general policies of the foundatons was a crucial determinant of the
success of subsequent grant applicadons. Short-term financial gain and the prospect of
long-term financial security, however, were not the only factors that motivated Canadian
cultural leaders to look to New York City for advice. American foundations, their founders,
and the men who, by the 1930s, were in charge of their cultural programs, collectvely had
been slowly learning the business of organizing culture for over half a century. Men like
Carnegie Corporation president Fredenck Keppel, Rockefeller Foundation's Humanides
Division Director David Stevens and Associate Director John Marshall were, in effect,

technical experts in ransforming wealth into structures of cultural authorty. In the eyes of

“Benedict Anderson's concept of "imagined commumudes” is at once extremely simple and insightful. All
communites, Anderson suggests, no matter how large or small, are "imagined” if they exist in consclousness
bevond the level of face-to-face contact. Communites are imagined through a variety of methods and media
mcludmg the popul:u' ptess oml traditions, culrum.l insgtutions and scholnxshxp See Benedict Anderson,

- , revised ed. (London: Verso,
1991), pp- 1-8. A useﬁﬂ recent discussion of the concept is Tony Bennertt, The Birth of the Museum: History,
Theory, Polincs (London: Roudedge, 1995), pp. 141-142, 148.
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elite Canadians (who, after all, shared class, racial, gender and educational backgrounds with
the leaders of American philanthropy) these were "men of culture" concerned with what
they collectively agreed was "cultural quality.” Together, this collection of like-minded
members of the North American cultural elite self-consciously conspired to build strucrures
that not only worked to secure federal support of the arts and culture in Canada bur which
also helped give form to government patronage when it finally arrived.

Emphasis on the role of American philanthropy in the creation of Canadian culture
is not meant to deny Brinsh influences on the imagining of Canada -- these are, more than
adequately, documented elsewhere.!’ Nor is it meant to call into quesdon the "genuineness"
of the Canadian community. What [ am suggesung, following Benedict Anderson, is that
communites must be assessed and understood not in terms of "falsity/genuineness, but...{in

"2

reference to] the style in which they are imagined."!? I argue through the following case
studies that American philanthropy was an important factor in shaping the "stylefs]" in
which Canada was imagined in the second quarter of the rwenueth cenrury. Assessing and
evaluating the American philanthropic factor serves to move us away from narrow, parochial
and unselfconsciously patriotic myths of origins that recognize only Britsh contribugons. [n

consequence, Canadian development can be placed in the broader context of the social and

political repercussions of the transformation from entrepreneurial capitalism to modern

See, for instance, Claude Bissell, The Imperial Canadian: Vincent Massey in Office (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1986); Carl Berger, The Sense of Power: Studies in the Ideas of Canadian Impenalism (Toronto:
Umniversity of Toronto Press, 1971); Ostry, Cultural Connecuton; and Tippert, Making Culmre.

Plmagined Communities, p. 6.



corporate capitalism.!?

Antmodemism, Canadian Culture and Amercan Foundatons

In the mythology pervading discussions of the politcal cultures and of the essendal

often than not, reigned supreme. One once-fashionable narrative posits the American
Revoluton as the defining and onginating moment in the histories of both natons. From
this starting point, Amercan historian Lows Hartz argues, the United States has developed
as the "archerype” of unchallenged Lockean liberalism, disunguished by an egalitarian social
structure and unending commitments to individualism and to the free market of goods and
ideas.!* The Revoludon's legacy to Canada, on the other hand, was a "tory touch" brought
north by the waves of Loyalists who fled the forming Republic, and subsequenty nurtured
by continued economic, political, and cultural tdes to Great Britain.!> This "touch” of tory
paternalism is apparently responsible for a "statst” tradidon, and a greater respect for
authority and acceptance for social hierarchy.'® "The American Revolution," Seymour

Martn Lipset neatly summanzes, "produced two countries which developed distnct

BLynda Jessup makes a similar potnt in "Bushwhackers i the Gallery: Anumodermism and the Group of

Seven," in Policing the ndaries of Modemity - Antmodernism an xpenence, ed. Jessup
(forthcomungy}, p. 3.

HSee The Liberal Tradition in America: An Interpretation of American Political Thought Since the
Revoluton (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanich, 1955); and Gad Horowiz, Canadian Labour in Polines
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1968), p. 7.

5Harez, The Founding of New Socienes (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1964), p. 3+4.

16Seymour Martn Lipser, American Excepdonalism: A Dquble-Edged Sword (New York: W.W. Norton and
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cultures. The United States is the country of revoludon, Canada of the counter-
revolution."!’

Canada's tory fragment and supposed stadst tradition have been employed to explain
such seemingly unrelated phenomena as the dominance of the Family Compact in Upper
Canada during the first half of the nineteenth century and the rise of the Co-operatve
Commonwealth Federation during the middle decades of the twenteth century.'® More
significant in the context of this discussion, the Britsh inflecton or afflicdon (depending on
one's perspectve) has also been credited with the suspicion with which members of the
Canadian cultural elite viewed Amencan mass culture and for the mechanisms established by
the federal state in the 1950s and 1960s to protect Canadian culture. This suspicion and the
response it spawned have, in turn, been placed by cultural commentators in the past and
present at the very core of an essennal Canadian idenaty.

The consciousness of difference that pervaded the upper levels of Canadian society
in the first half of the twendeth century was, to be sure, fuelled with negative stereotypes of
American culwure, on the one hand, and by a sense of moral superiority due to inherited

"Briushness,” on the other. Wrtng in the late 1930s, H.F. Angus noted in Canada and Her

Company, 1996), pp. 91-93.

¥Ibid., p. 91. An &:cellem recent dhcussmn of rhe rnvthologm su.rroundmg the United Empue Lovalists 1s
Noman Knowles, [av ‘
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1‘)‘)") Dcspm: being somewhat dated, the analysis of Amedcan-
Canadian difference based on supposed founding principles has not been completely superseded by more
complex analysis. [ssues of nadonal idendry and navonal difference, in general, have been telegated to the
background in the social history revoluttion. See Michael Bliss, "Privadzing the Mind: The Sundenng of
Canadian History, the Sundenng of Canada," Journal of Canadian Studies 26 (Winter, 1991-92): pp- 5-17; and
Carl N. Degler, "In Pursuit of American History,” Amencan Historical Review 92 (February, 1987): pp. 1-12.

"*Horowitz, Canadian Labour in Politics, pp. 3-37.
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Great Neighbour that "it is in regarding the United States as 2 source of undesirable cultural
and social influences that there is most unaminity in Canada."'? In the same collection, a
young S.D. Clark summarized a particularly self-congratulatory noton of Canadian naton --
a naton that had somehow managed to combine the best aspects of both the new world and
of the old:

Canadian life 1s simpler, more honest, more moral and more religious than

life in the United States....[T]t lies closer to the rural virtues and has achieved

urbanization without giving the same scope to corrupting influences which

has been afforded them in the United States.™
In attempting to maintain this sense of the moral and spiritual superiority of Canadian
culture as the basis for a distnct "natdonal existence,” Clark noted, Canadians found it "a
great help to be able to count Britsh virtues as well as Canadian."?!

On the surface, the ant-American sentiment and rhetoric Angus and Clark describe
seem to support essenualizing theses of nadonal difference. The tendency of members of
the Anglo-Canadian cultural elite to cling passionately to the Briash connection and to fear
the United States as the breeding ground of corruption, materialism and immorality can, and
should, be examined, however, in the broader context of tensions and reactons associated

with the rtse of industrial capitalism in the western world. As one Canadian historian puts i,

"members of the old elite feared that as Canadian society 'Americanized,’ they would lose

Umged States (I'oronto The Rverson Press, 1938) p- 12 Consxdenng the opiruons and ammdes which
were documented in this volume it is 1ronic that it was published as part of the Camnegie Endowment for
[ntemanonal Peace sentes on relanons berween Canada and the United States.

*"The Postuve Content of Canadian Nadonal Life,” in Angus, Canada and Her Great Neighbour, p. 245.

!Tbid., p. 248. See also John Herd Thompson with Allen Seager, Canada 1922-1939: Decades of Discord
{Toronto: McClelland and Stewart Ltd., 1985), p. 191.
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their status, prestige, and authority."> In this respect, the strident anglophilia of "cultured”
Anglo-Canadians -- their longing for the "old country” - paralleled the yearnings for
premodern existence that cultural historian T.]. Jackson Lears descrbes in his work on
American antimodemism.= Defined by Lears as "the recoil from an 'overcivilized' modern
existence to more intense forms of physical or spiritual experience,"? antimodernism
encompassed 2 variety of reactions in Europe and North America to the transformation to a
modern culture daven by the development of industrial capitalism. At the hearrt of the
Canadians' artitude to the United States was a deep-seated ambivalence with respect to an
emerging mass culture that seemed to overwhelm traditional values and notions of
community and replace them with something akin to a civic religion based on individualism,
material progress, technical ranonality and science.™ In the same way as the discontent with
modernity experienced by members of the north-eastern American elite around the turn of
the century, which Lears describes in No Place of Grace, should not be treated simply as a
localized artempt to resurrect a republican morality, these anxieties of the Anglo-Canadian

elite in the 1930s, 1940s and 1950s should not dismissed as mere senumental attachments to

the "old country.” Nor should nadonal passions and idenudes be analydcally separated from

ZAllan Sauth, Canadian Culture, the Canadian Statg, and the New Continentalism (Orono: University of
Mamne Press, 1990), p. 13.

1920, 2nd ed.
(Chlcago Unuversity of Chlcago Press, 1994) Tan McKay alerts his readers to this similarty in Quest of the
Folk: Anumodernism and Culrural Selecuon in Twentieth-Cenrury Nova Scotia (Kingston: McGill-Queen's
University Press, 1994), pp. 63-66.

Lears, No Place of Grace, p. xv.

3lbid., p. +
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the cold, hard class and power concerns that underpin them.

Although historians have much to learn about the relatonship between
anumodernism and the invendon of Canada in the first half of the twendeth century, there is
a small but developing body of literature focused on this phenomenon. The search for
innocence, authenticity and for simpler, safer premodern spaces within the broader borders
ot the modem world led to a great vanety of personal and collecave quests. This
anomodern impulse, we now know, was expressed in the rhetoric surrounding the Group of
Seven's collecave quest to create a nadonal school of Canadian art. In Nova Scotia, cultural
producers and the provincial state combined images and tdeas of the rural past and of "the
traditional" to invent a cultural idendty designed to sadsfy the need for collective self-
defininon and to feed outsiders’ tounstic lust for the premodetn "other." The andmodernist
inflection also mouavated W.D. Lighthall and David Ross McCord in the development of
McCord's Nadonal Museum collection. Perhaps most suggestive of the antimodern
moonngs of Anglo-Canadian natonalism is preliminary work documenting the andmodern
styles and ideologies of the Arts and Letters Club in Toronto -- the leading men's social club
of the central-Canadian English-speaking elite.>

In each of these cases, antimodemist thought, action, and rhetoric represented

attempts to come to terms with modernity not by rejecting it wholesale, but by moderanng it

*Jessup,"Bushwhackers in the Gallery: Antimodernism and the Group of Seven"; McKay, Quest of the
Folk; McKay, "Among the Fisherfolk: |.F.B. Livesay and the Inventon of Peggy's Cove,” Joumnal of Canadian
Swdies 23 (Sprng 1988): pp. 23-45; McKay, "Twilight at Peggy's Cove: Toward a Genealogy of Maritimicity,”
Border/Lines (Summer 1988): pp. 28-37; Donald A. Wrght, "W.D. Lighthall and David Ross McCord:
Antimodernism and English-Canadian Impenalism, 1880s-1918," Journal of Canadian Studies 32 (Summer
1997): pp. 22-48; and Karen L. Knutson, " Absolute Escape from all the Otherwise Made Toronto":
Antimodernism at the Arts and Letters Club, 1908-1920" (MLA. thesis, Queen's University, 1993).

124



by inclusion of premodern physical and psychological zones of retreat. Members of the Arts
and Letters Club such as Vincent Massey and Sir Edmund Walker thus had litte trouble
moving from the club's medieval-styled headquarters on Elm Street to the boardrooms of
national business corporatons. Likewise, club members Eric Brown, Charles T. Currelly
and George Reid reconciled their passions for the past with their acceptance of moderniry
by building such modern, professionalised and bureaucratcally-strucrured cultural
insdtudons as the Nadonal Gallery, the Royal Ontario Museum, and the Art Gallery of
Toronto.”” Despite charges made by Group of Seven member J.E.H. MacDonald against
overly commercialized and therefore "unauthennc” art in Canada, MacDonald and other
members of the Group saw nothing compromusing in their partnerships with major
corporatons or cultural insturutions. As art histonan Lynda Jessup observes in review of the
most recent retrospective exhibiton of the arasts' work, the artsts "were astute
businessmen, in the business of art to be sure, but in business nonetheless."*® Nodng the
inherent contradictions contained in an ultmately "modernizing antimodernism,"* lan
McKay reminds readers of his The Quest of the Folk: "It was and is possible to believe on
one level in the golden age, the simple life, and the stolid Folk while extolling the virtues of
progress, urban sophistcation, and the risk-taking entrepreneur."®

And-Americanism and anglophilia were two related manifestanons of a somedmes

TKnutson, " Absolute Escape from all that Otherwise Made Toronto',” pp. 7-8.

3"Art for a Nanon?" Fuse 19 (Summer 1996): p. 14.

PJessup, "Bushwhackers in the Gallery: Andmodernism and the Group of Seven,” p. 18.

¥The Quest of the Folk, p. 216. See also Lears, No Place of Grace, p. xv.



desperate, but ultimately successful, attempt by members of the Anglo-Canadian elite to
maintain and, indeed, to reformulate their economic, political, and cultural dominance in a
changing environment. The condition of modernity -- defined by McKay as "the lived
experience of...[an] unremitting process of rapid change” fuelled by the advent and advance
of industrial capitalism?! -- challenged all traditional social, economic and political hierarchies
of power. While ulumately committed to the culture of capitalism, this segment of the
leadership class provided what Lears descrbes in the American context as the "eloquent
edge of protest"3 necessary to moderate the new mass culture.

More than explanatons based on inherited natonal character and hinged on "in-the-
blood Brishness," this ambivalence with regard to progress -- this desire to stand both
outside and within modernity -- sheds light on the pursuit by members of the Canadian
cultural elite for strong federal support for culture and on the collecuve quest to cultivate
naoonal and regional idenades in Canada. It also helps explain how it was that pro-Briash,
and often apparenty anu-American, Anglo-Canadians could comfortably collaborate with
representatives of American corporate philanthropy in pursuit of these causes. Just as these
individuals did not reject all aspects of modern existence, they did not reject all American
influence. "Thinking Americans,” Vincent Massey noted in 1948, "are fighting gallantly
against spiritual dangers which both they and we face: a distorted sense of values, the

standardizadon of life, the worship of mere bulk for its own sake, the uncritcal acceptance

"ntroducton: All That is Solid Melts into Air,"” in The Challenge of Modemity: A Reader on Post-
Confederation History ed. McKay (Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson, 1992), p. x.

¥No Place of Grace, p. XlIl. See also Jessup, "Bushwhackers in the Gallery,” p. 18.



of the second-rate."* The individuals Massey referred to were not perceived to be merely
" Americans,” but more accurately members of an enlightened class who understood the
importance of mainmaining standards and cultural qualiry, and who shared with Canadians
like himself concerns for the fate of western liberal democracy confronted by an

international mass culture governed solely by the logic of supply and demand.**

At first glance corporate philanthropy and anomodernism seem to have little in
common. The very existence of the foundatons, after all, was possible only because of the
unprecedented accumulation of wealth by robber-baron donors in the latter years of the
nineteenth century. C. Wright Mills expressed the thoughts of many "thinking Americans"
when he targeted the entrenched wealth responsible for the large foundadons as the enemy
of democracy.*® Furthermore, the short history of American philanthropy to the mid-1920s
was 2 history of acuvity devoted to the expansion of the culture of industrial capitalism and

to broad and successful attempts to harness a broad range of human acuvity and, indeed, to

$On Being Cianadian (Toronto: Dent, 1948), p. 124.

WPaul Lirt suggests that the Canadian cntique of modern mass culture was influenced by the thought of
such "thinking Americans” as Dawid Riesman, Dwight Macdonald and William Whyte. The critque, according
to Litt, was thus as much a cultural import as was the mass culture. See Litt, "The Massev Commission,
Amencanization, and Canadian Cultural Natonalism,” Queen's Quarterly 98 (Summer 1991): p. 383. Litt may
have overstated his interesting and revisionist case. As Richard Pells points out, Amencans by no means held a
monopoly on cultural criticism. European intellecruals had often attacked what they perceived to be the
standardization and matenalism of Amencan society. See Pells, Not Like Us: How Europeans Have Loved,

Hated, and Transformed Amencan Culture Since World War [T (New York: Basic Books, 1997), pp. 172-177.
3*The Power Elite New York: Oxford University Press, 1956). See also TJ. Jackson Lears, "\ Matter of

Taste: Corporate Cultural Hegemony in a Mass-Consumption Sociery," in Recasting America: Culture and
Politics in the Age of Cold War, ed. Lary May (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989), p. 47.
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control the natural order. Broad commitments had been made to structure and rationalize
higher educaton, to further scientfic research, and to advance scientfic medicine and public
health on an interatonal scale. Unquestoned commitments to science, technology and
bureaucranc ratonality made the foundatons both the products of and the catalysts for
modernity. [n both respects the foundatons were clearly ideological apparatuses of the
modern order.

By the 1920s, however, the Rockefeller Foundation and the Carnegie Corporation,
though sull relanvely young, had evolved into complex corporate entdes that reflected, in
both cases, a diversity of ideological goals and positons. [n addition to representing the
views and perspecuves of the orginal donors and their class, the foundadons also contained
the broader class interests and preoccupadons of the emerging corporate, liberal elite. While
both organizatons maintained focus in the early 1920s on technological and scientfic
advances, there were strong voices within each expressing concern for the social implications
of the forward march of industral capitalism. Material "progress,” it was feared, had been
gained at the expense of moral and spiritual health. While it would be a vast overstatement
to label these reactions as "antmodern” in nature they, nonetheless, reflected an
ambivalence to modernity and a desire to regulate and moderate the excesses of capitalist
modernity.

In response to these voices both foundatons turned, to varying degrees, to matters
of "culture” in the 1920s. For the Carnegte Corporadon the turn to the cultural sphere
marked, in realiry, a rerurn to an area that had been a primary concern of Andrew Carnegie's

when he wrote his "Gospel of Wealth." With the selection of Frederick Keppel as president



in 1923 the Corporation embarked on a series of cultural programs designed to introduce the
tastes, standards, and values of traditional "high culture” to the citizenry. While the focus of
these programs would have pleased Carnegie, they were administered in the method of
scientific philanthropy, through professional networks of expertise.’ Less concerned with
"culcha" and more concerned with "culture," the brain-trust of Rockefeller philanthropy
expanded the scope of Rockefeller Foundadon acavines with the creaton of the Social
Science and the Humanites Divisions in 1928. Working partcularly through the Humanines
Division, Foundadon officers grappled with modern mass culture by funding research and
developing programs in the educauonal use of both new and old media.

The impulse to provide moral and cultural leadership -- to ensure that something
other than the logic of supply and demand and the short-term material interests of
entrepreneurs dictated public tastes and opinions -- drew members of the American
philanthropic elite together with like-minded Canadians. Although there were broad
ideological differences berween members of the nauonal elites, these differences do not
neaty conform to the Tory-statist/ Lockean ana-statst stereotypes of Canadian-American
difference. On both sides of the border, the interest was not merely in art for art's sake (or
culture for culture's sake), but more profoundly in maintaining and reformulating cultural
authority and in creadng a thinking public that would subscribe to and perpetuate 2 common
sense that legiimared the leadership of the existung polidcal and cultural elites. In the period

preceding the advent of large-scale federal support for the arts and letters, this shared goal,

%Ellen Condliffe Lagemann, The Poliucs of Knowledge: The Carnegie Corporation, Phulanthropy, and
Public Policy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989), p. 97.
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and the shared sense of social hierarchy it represented, proved greater than supposed

inhented natonal differences.

Rockefeller Philanthropy and the Turn to Culture

The worlds of fine arts and high culture were nor, in the earlv vears, the stomping
grounds of the Rockefeller Foundation and its otficers. Although the fine arts were part of
the Foundadon's orginal program in 1913, public health and medical sciences were the
dominant interests of the Foundaton in its early years.’” In the philanthropic division of
labour and influence the arts were Carnegie turf -- parucularly after Fredenck Keppel's
selection as head of the Corporation in 1923. It was not undl the mid-1930s that the
Foundation began to develop a cultural program in the United States and later sull before
this program had a significant impact in Canada. And unlike the Carnegie program of
cultural philanthropy, which will be discussed in chapter 4, interest in the development of
argstic organization and production was secondary to the concern for the communications
potendal of certain artistic media.

Rockefeller interest in the arts and culrure was first manifested, if only tangenually, in
the programs and policies of two other Rockefeller organizatons, the General Education
Board and the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial in the mid-1920s. Raymond Fosdick
later attribured this diversificaton to the growing interest in the upper echelons of

Rockefeller philanthropy in "those who fashion ideas, concepts, and forms that give

¥"Raymond B. Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundadon (New York: Harper and Brothers,
Publishers, 1932), p. 238.
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meaning and value to life and furnish the patterns of conduct."*® Without those patterns,
Fosdick argued, science could just as easily prove to be as destructive as it was
constructive.’? Warning of the dangers of focusing solely on public health and medicine,
leading Foundadon officer Edwin R. Embree asked a joint meeting of the trustees of the
General Educaton Board and the Rockefeller Foundanon in January 1924, "[o]f what good
is it to keep people alive and healthy if their lives are not to be touched increasingly with
something of beaury?"¥

[n order to provide a counterweight to the scientific emphasis in Rockefeller
philanthropy, and to begin to address what they perceived to be moral and spiritual health,
the officers of the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial inidated a grant program to support
individual scholars in the humanides.*! In 1926 officers of the General Educaton Board
also turned to the humanides with a strategy borrowed from the organization's campaign to
reform medical educadon in the United States. After convening a natonal conference
attended by representatives from university departments of Art, Archaeology, Languages,
Lirerature, Religion, History and Philosophy, the General Educanon Board distnbuted a
series of large block grants to Harvard, Yale, Columbia, Princeton, johns Hopkins, the

University of Michigan, the University of Chicago, and the University of Virginia. The

#Tbid., p. 237.
“Ibid., p. 28.

W7\ [emorandum on the Conference at Gedney Farms,” 18-19 January 1924, the Rockefeller Foundanon

files, cited in Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundation, p. 238.

1\ finutes of the General Education Board, 10-11 October 1924, p. 108, ated in Fosdick, The Story ot the
Rockefeller Foundauon, p. 238.
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grants came with few reserictions and were to be used by the recipient institutions, at their
discretion, to build departments, and to support faculty research and publicadon in the
humanities.*> As had been the case with the medical program, the goal was to establish
recipient institutions as natonal models to be emulated by less fortunate schools. True
progress, in the eyes of the men who managed corporate philanthropy, always followed from
the building of strong "natonal" programs.

This program of term grants to major centres of learning and a related General
Educanon Board initaave to strengthen the posigon of the American Council of Leamned
Societes by funding its fellowship programs, and by supporting large research projects
endorsed by its commuttees, had the combined and desired effect of entrenching the
humanities in these elite insotutions. Between 1925 and 1933 almost $12 million dollars was
given by various Rockefeller philanthropies to promote studies in the humanites in the
United States.¥ Looking back over this initial Rockefeller humanities program, a
Foundadon officer later noted that it encouraged and invigorated studies in the humanities
to the extent that it "made possible such major projects as other countries develop only
under state support.”*

These programs remained in force even after the 1928 reorganization of Rockefeller

philanthropy. At that dme, the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial was absorbed into the

*?"Humanities - Program and Policy: Past Program and Proposed Furure Program: Extract from Agenda for
Special Trustees Meeting, Apal 11, 1933," pp. 533-60, RG 3, Series 911, Box 2, Folder 9, Papers of the
Rockefeller Foundanon (hereafter RF), Rockefeller Archive Center (hereafter RAC).

Slbid.

+#"The Humanities Program of the Rockefeller Foundaton: A Review of the Perod 1934-1939," p. 14, RG
3, Sedes 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC.

132



structure of the Rockefeller Foundaton with the creation of new Social Science and
Humanides Divisions. In addition, the General Education Board's program in the
humanities was integrated with the Rockefeller Foundation's new Humanides Division's
program - a situation facilitated by John Marshall's appointment as the Assistant Director of
both organizations.*> This consolidation formally marked the beginning of Foundauon
involvement in the humanides. It was not untl 1932, however, when Marshall and new
Humanities Division Director David Stevens took charge, that the Foundation began to
depart from the programs and policies established by the directors of the General Education

Board and of the Laura Spelman Memonal.

The Rockefeller Foundanon Humanites
Division and Cultural [nterpretation

Soon after taking control of the Humanides Division, Stevens, Marshall and several
other Rockefeller officers began expressing dissatisfaction with the program they had
inherited and with the way in which American universities approached the humanities.
While clearly placing the humanites on firm footing in the academy, the program did litde,
the men argued, to bring the "humanities from books, seminars and museums into the
currents of modern life."* Rockefeller philanthropy, it was felt, had placed millions of

dollars into the hands of the "elder statesmen” who dominated the traditonal fields of

$William |. Buxton, "The Emergence of the Humanites Division's Program in Communicatons, 1930-

1936," Research Repotts from the Rockefeller Archive Center (Spring 1996): p. +.

*"Humanides - Program and Policy: Extract from DR 486, Report of Committee on Appraisai and Plan,
December 11, 1934," p. 72, RG 3, Series 911, Box 2, Folder 9, RF, RAC.
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humanistic study. "While advancing human knowledge,” noted a2 Rockefeller officer later,
"we were strengthening the aristocracy of scholasticism."¥’ And of Abraham Flexner, the
architect of the General Education Board's strategy for the humanities, David Stevens, the
new director of the Humanities Division, frankly observed, "I like his faith in excellence and
in first-rate men, but he asked nothing openly of them beyond a refinement of the scholarly
traditions of Europe."#

As a result of this dissatisfaction, a "Committee of Plan and Appraisal” was created
by the trustees of the Rockefeller Foundaton in 1934 to review former programs and
policies and to make recommendations on future actvities in the humanides. In making
their recommendatons to this commirttee, officers repeatedly expressed the feeling thart the
earlier program had supported only a small number of senior scholars, focused too narrowly
on studies of European culture and, in consequence, had spoken not at all to the issues of
the day. The old program, it was noted in one bref, "is getting us facts but not necessarly
followers. We have more detailed informadon about a great number of rather abstruse
subjects, but that does not logically mean that the level of artstic and aesthetic appreciation
has been measurably raised."* Long-ume Rockefeller officer Jerome D. Greene went
further, questoning the udlity of the very tradinonal approaches to the humanities which

had been privileged by the early program of support: "put in its crudest form, a common

¥"The Humanites Program of the Rockefeller Foundation: A Review of the Pedod 1934-1939," p. 14, RG
3, Series 911, Box 2, Foider 10, RF, RAC.

®David H. Stevens, “The Humanides in Theory and Policy,” 31 March 1937, p. 3, RG 3, Series 911, Box 2,
Folder 10, RF, RAC.

""New Program in the Humanines,” 10 Apnl 1935, RG 3, Senes 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC.
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knowledge of classical and mythological allusion has been used as a shibboleth for admission
to intellectual genality rather than a means of enlarging the common stock of ideas, {and] the
vocabulary of enlightened human intercourse.">

What the officers were looking to do with their new program in the humanites was
to reach deeper into American society -- not to operate "above" the emerging mass culture,
but rather to engage with it and bring the Foundadon's considerable influence to it. The
officers saw as their target nothing less than a reformulation of the humanistc tradition that
would allow it to speak to Depression-era America. As cultural leaders who wanted to
maintain the existung social hierarchy, men like Marshall and Stevens saw humanism as a way
of thought that could be used to combar the sense of rootessness and the accompanying
crisis of authonrty which were brought on by the boom-and-bust thythm of unregulated
capitalism. In an effort to bring the Foundation's work in the humanities "more directly into
contact with daily living" and to gain a clearer idea of "the ways in which the American
public now gains its culture” the trustees committee commissioned a series of surveys of
experts in broadcasting, motion pictures, music, drama and handicrafts, museums and
libraries, and adult education.?! As a result of these investigations, the emphasis of the
Foundaton's program in the humanides was shifted from simply searching for "ways to
increase knowledge" to finding "better use of means to dissemninate knowledge...." Officers

like John Marshall and David Stevens pledged their support to "those men and methods able

Wjerome D. Greene, "The Place of the Humanines in a Program of Human Welfare” (report made at
request of Appraisal Commurtee, 1934), p. 5, RG 3, Senes 911, Box 2, Folder 9, RF, RAC.

S"New Program in the Humanines,” 10 Apnl 1935, pp. i-it, RG 3, Seres 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC.
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to influence contemporary tastes in large masses of population.
Discussing the transformation of the Foundation's humanites program in the mid-
1930s, David Stevens revealed the extent to which it was predicated on the fear on the part
of Foundation leaders that they and the class they represented were losing 2 compeddon in
the free market of ideas. In words that would not at all seem foreign or out of place in the
Massey report, Stevens described what he perceived to be the devastatng effects of mass
culrure: "Art all levels we are assailed by masses of print, sound, film, broadcast, and
adverusing that strive to mechanize our emotional responses each as capable of establishing
within us its own brand of syndicated emotion as a special variety of syndicated opinion.">}
The unregulated, unopposed mass production of information -- particularly at a dme
of extreme economic crisis -- represented a grave challenge to the authority of what men like
Stevens saw as properly consttuted knowledge, and thus to the structures of knowledge the
Foundation was building. Able to provide leadership in the development of public health,
medical educauon and of scienufic knowledge, Rockefeller managers had come to the
startling realization thart their humanities program was helping to train an intellectual
leadership that nobody outside the academy understood or even had the opportunity to
listen to. While the old program had had great impact in the narrow circles of America's

soctal and cultural elite, it had little resonance for most Americans. Noting that "vou and [

3"Humarutes Program of the Rockefeller Foundanon: A Review of the Penod 1934-1939," p. 15, RG 3,
Senes 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC. For a baef, but informauave discussion of the Rockefeller Foundation's
nterest in communucatons see Buxton, "The Emergence of the Humanines Division's Program in
Communicanons, 1930-1936," pp. 3-3.

BDavid H. Stevens, "The Humanities in Theory and Policy,” 31 March 1937, p. 2, RG 3, Sedes 911, Box 2,
Folder 10, RF, RAC.
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require more than informed critics and known resources within and without, to brng us
spiritual freedom,..." Stevens suggested Americans "must develop a real power of resistance
and of selection if we are to feel and to believe This instead of That.">*

With the new program in the humanities, Stevens and Marshall sought to establish
the Rockefeller Foundation as a major presence in the world of communicatons and thus
influence how Americans created their "own forms of mental, emotional and spiritual
freedom."> Content that the raditonal humanites disciplines were safely and firmly
established in the curricula of major insarunons of higher educanon, the Foundaton
gradually brought the term-grant program to an end.’¢ To replace these grants Foundanon
officers were authorized to ininate and support projects in drama, film, radio, and in the
collecdon of local and regional history and folklore.>” Using new and old media alike -- from
the airwaves to the stages of community theatre projects -- intellectuals supported by the
new regime attempted to bring educational and cultural matenal, and thus their own
authority and that of the Rockefeller Foundaton, to broader audiences. Combatung the
assumption that "culture” was something foreign, they attempted to foster "a larger
appreciaton of those elements in American life that consutute our natonal heritage..." and

to promote "cultural understanding amongst natdons."*® The primary concern was for the
p g p )

Hbid.
3lbid., p. L.
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survival (or indeed the re-creation) of a cultural identity at a ime when older notons of
community were being challenged by great social, economic, and technological change. In
taking measures to create or re-create local, regional and national heritages, of course, the
intellectuals and the Foundanon were engaging in the selection and ordering of the
"elements" of that heritage. Discovery of "the various means of reaching minds, {of] how
communications succeeds and how by interpretaton understanding becomes humane,”
became the "recognized task of the Foundation in the Humanities.">

Thus, under the new program, building the natonal heritage became a central goal
for the Foundadon. Accordingly, Humaniues Division grants to the Library of Congress
were designed to support activities related to the institution's collectons of folklore and
regional history material. With the help of the Foundation, the Library was able to develop
and make available to the public unique collectons. These included the over 20,000
recordings collected by Alan Lomax and his staff for the Archives of American Folk Song,
as well as the collection of folklore materials compiled by the Federal Writers' Project. Ina
related move, the Foundaton provided the Library of Congress a $100,000 grant that
enabled it, in turn, to support researchers who wished to use the collecuons.®

In another effort to move further from the "antquarianism" and "scholasdcism” of
the earlier humanites program, and to influence a broader consutuency, the Rockefeller

Foundaton moved tentauvely into the mass communicadons fields of radio and film.

#¥"The Humanities Program of the Rockefeller Foundanon: A Review of the Penod 1934-1939," p. 25, RG
3, Series 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC.

#Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundaton, p. 246.
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Seeking to bring "informed public opinion...into constructive relatons with the industry,..."%!
and thus to increase the volume of educational content on the airwaves and in film, the
Foundadon supported a number of projects in the two fields. Noting that it was the
function of intellectuals working out of regional centres to interpret and disseminate
informaton about "their section of the country for the rest, or even, as internatonal
broadcasung develops, for the world at I:J.rgc,""2 the Foundanon funded the establishment of
experimental educatonal radio organizations such as the Chicago Broadcasang Council, the
Rocky Mountain Radio Council and the World Wide Broadcasting Foundadon of Boston.%
Perhaps the most innovative work supported under the new humanines program in the later
1930s was supervised by Paul Lazarsfeld at Princeton University and later at Columbia.
Bringing together experts in public opinion and social psychology, Lazarsfeld's project
explored "the entire field of listener response and listener interest” in an attempt to discover
"the genuine interests of radio listeners and [to evaluate|...the possibilines of cultural

broadcasts under present circumstances.”®

81"New Program in the Humanites," 10 Aprl 1933, p. 13, RG 3, Senes 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC.
“Ibid., p. 22.

SFosdick, The Stocy ller Foundation, pp. 245-246. See also The Humanides Budger (Extract
from Director's Report on Program), Trustees Meeting, 11 December 1935, RG 3, Sentes 911, Box 2, Folder
10, RF, RAC.

#"The Humanites Program of the Rockefeller Foundaton: A Review of the Period 1934-1939," p. 49, RG
3, Series 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC. Lazarsfeld, previously a member of the Frankfurr Insarute for Social
Research, was one of an extraordinary group of intellectuals who fled Nazi Germany in the 1930s. Many
European intellectuals were aided by the Rockefeller Foundation’s Emergency Committee in Aid of Displaced
German Scholars which was formed in 1933 and funded the employment of European intellectuals at
American universities. Lazarsfeld's former Frankfurt School colleague, Theodor Adomo, joined the Paonceton
Radio Research Project in 1938 before leaving for California in 1941, See Pells, Not Like Us: How Europeans

Have Loved, Harted, and Transformed American Culture Since World War IT (New York: Basic Books, 1997),
pp. 22-26, 179.
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Although reluctant to get involved in film production, the Foundation did support
efforts to coordinate the activites of educators and producers and to facilitate the collection
and distibuton of non-commercial films. In 1935 a Foundaton grant helped establish the
American Film Center, an organizatgon which was to serve as a clearinghouse for
educational film distributon. Another Foundation grant went to the Museum of Modern
Art's Film Library, which became the repository for an impressive collecton of non-
commercial film and for published works on the history of the medium.%3

While much of the new program was devoted to experimental projects in the use of
new media, the officers of the Humanites Division were partcularly interested in innovaave
use of a very old medium. Even before the formal reonientauon of the Foundaton's
humanities policy, community drama programs -- often but not always centered ata
universities or colleges -- caught the interest of the officers. Providing valuable training for
personnel, projects at the University of North Carolina, Cornell Universirty, the State
University of lowa, Western Reserve University, the Cleveland Play House, Yale and
Stanford University were also selected for Rockefeller support "for the...constructve reason
that they were centers having a contnuing influence in the cultural Life of large sectors of the
country."% Offering greater potental for audience participation than anything in film or
radio, community drama projects brought together young writers, actors, producers and used

local history and folklore as source material. In addition to making grants directly to the

$5Ibid., pp. H45. See also "The Humanites Budget (Extract from Director's Report on Program), Trustees
Meetdng,” 11 December 1935, RG 3, Senes 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC.

%"New Program in the Humanities," 10 Apal 1935, pp. 10-11, RG 3, Sedes 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF,

RAC. See also "The Humanities Budget (Extract from Director's Report on Program), Trustees Meeting," 11
December 1935, RG 3, Senes 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC.
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programs mentioned above, the Foundaton encouraged this non-traditional mixture of
scholarly training in art, history and literature by funding students to train at both the
undergraduate and graduate levels at these centers. Drama, it was ironically noted in an
internal Foundaton report, was "perhaps the strongest force for giving a modern spirit to
humanisdc studies."s’

By funding these various cultural projects the Humanities Division officers had by
the late 1930s established the Rockefeller Foundaton as an important factor in the Amercan
cultural arena. What had started in the mid-1920s as a program to reinforce the stature of
the humanides at strategically-selected elite universites had been transformed into an
ambitous effort to intervene in the politics of mass culture and identty formaton. The shift
to culture was predicated on the officers' concern for what they perceived to be a moral and
spiritual void in American life that accompanied matenal and economic progress and their
fear of the threat this void might pose to the exisung social order. The advent of the Great
Depression only made these efforts by corporate philanthropy and the state to fill this void
and to provide cultural leadership all the more urgent.

With its emphasis on "cultural interpretaton,” the Rockefeller Foundation and the
intellectuals it funded experimented in the use of a variety of media to create and to
propagate a consciousness of what president Raymond Fosdick later described as "cultural
inheritance."® Balancing, to some extent at least, purely commercial forces, the Foundaton

engaged in a complex process of cultural selection, selecting those intellectuals whom the

#""New Program in the Humanities," 10 April 1935, p. 11, RG 3, Series 911, Box 2, Folder 10, RF, RAC.

®Fosdick, The Story of the Rockefeller Foundaton, p. 253.
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officers perceived to be "the best" to engage in quests to uncover "authentic" American
traditons and histories.

In these projects, it is significant to note, the Rockefeller Foundation often worked
in conjuncton with the state. What once had been a bitter adversanal relatonship between
the state and corporate philanthropy -- a relatonship best exemplified by the proceedings of
the Walsh Commission in 1916 -- had been transformed into one of cooperadon. The
Foundaton's program of "cultural interpretaton” did not simply parallel the state's culrural
New Deal in the 1930s, but intersected with it. In the same way as the Foundanon began to
support medical education in public instrutions in the early 1920s, it could, in the 1930s,
complement government programs such as the Works Progress Adminstravon Federal
Writers' Project and the Federal Theatre Project or work through such permanent public
instututions as the Library of Congress. When it came to discovering, as Fosdick purt 1t, "who
we are and where and what we came from, [and creatng]| a fuller interpretadon of American

life,...""? the border separating the public from the private was blurred at best.

The Humanities Division and Canada: Cultural

Interpretation and the Idea of
North American Regionalism

Two primary objectives of the new program in the humanities paradoxically led to its
exportaton to Canada. On the one hand, in Marshall's and Stevens's eves, American culture

and Amercan ideals were not bounded by the borders of the nation-state. As Marshall later

9Tbid., p. 256.
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observed, "[i]f the cultural history of the United States were to be studied, the basis had to
be not polincal units, not the nation, but the human regions that made up North America,
the United States and Canada."™ On the other hand, Canada's status as an independent
nadon made it -- particularly after the start of the Second World War and the advent of
closer and more coordinated relations between Canada and the United States -- an object of
the Rockefeller Foundadon's desire to improve "cultural understanding amongst nations."
As had been the case earlier when the Rockefeller Foundation had first extended its public
health and medical education programs north of the border, Canada was thus peculiarly and
contradictorily treated both as 2 collecton of northern regions of the American culture and
as a foreign nation. Consequently, the Foundation's Canadian programs were, at ames,
merely regional extensions of pre-existing American policy, while at other ames, Rockefeller
officers displaved acute sensiavity to Canadian nanonal leadership. The tension associated
with this contradicton was present in every phase of Foundation's Canadian acuvities

through to the 1950s.

Berween September 1941 and November 1942, John Marshall, the Associate
Director of the Rockefeller Foundaton's Humanites Division, toured Canadian centers

engaging in what he later described in his formal diary as a "general exploration."™ In facr,

“Quoted in Charles R. Acland and William §. Buxton, "Continentalism and Philanthropy: A Rockefeller
Officer's Impressions of the Humanities in the Maritimes,” Acadiensis 23 (Spring 1994): p. 75.

“fohn Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "First Part: Quebec and Ontardo, September 29 - October 3,
1941," p. 1A, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.
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Marshall was surveying the Canadian intellectual and cultural scenes for opportunides for
Rockefeller Foundation's humanities program, and searching the landscape for individuals
and instirutions whose ideas and ambirions meshed well with the programs and policies
developed in the United States during the later 1930s.

During his cross-Canada tour Marshall searched for individuals and insdtutons
which could, with the helping hand of the Rockefeller Foundation, conuibute to "a better
interpretadon of Canadian tradidon."” The focus of the Foundation's program in the
humanides, he explained to the Canadians he met, lay somewhere berween the levels of
purely academic investigadon and of mass diffusion. The Foundaton was interested in
"actvides which aimed at formulatng the findings of investgators and at interpreting them
in ways which made them available for purposes of general diffusion."”™ What Marshall and
the Foundaton were, in fact, looking to do in Canada was to contribute to a process of
organizing the raw material on which a set of unifying tradigons could be based -- to
effecavely strucrure the past for the purpose of idenaty-formaton in the present. Of course,
in making such a contnbuton, the Foundaton was also influencing the nature of the
finished product.

As was the case for those searching for American traditions, the building blocks of a
Canadian national tradition, Raymond Fosdick later noted, were thought to be "the rich

regional cultures” of North America.™ In keeping with the metropolitanism that infused all

“Thid.
Slbd,, p. 2A.

“"The Story of the Rockefeller Foundaton, p. 256.
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Rockefeller philanthropy, each of these "human regions" was seen to emanate from a
metropolitan base which served as the center of overlapping transportation, economic, and
educatnonal systems. Within the Rockefeller Foundaton's framework, cultural
consciousness, like medical education and public health, was to be organized and distributed
from a system of regional centers. Culture in the age of mass communicatons, in this
definidon, was not only inherted from the indeterminate past, but was the product of
modern organizing and structuring forces. Paradoxically, these regional cultures -- the
components of North American "natonal” cultures -- were not necessarily bounded by the
politcal border that formally separated Canada and the United Srates. [n Marshall's eves, at
least betore his fact-finding mission, it was not at all clear that the principal metropolitan
forces acting on cultures in Canada were or should be located north of the border.

Not surprisingly, Marshall's proposal for regional interpretatons of North America
provoked a variety of responses from the leading Canadian intellectuals he met. Perhaps
more surprising from today's perspective, and considering the present status of many of the
intellectuals involved in the discussions as founding fathers of modern Canada, is the fact
that, in general, Marshall's arguments were taken very sertously. While nort all his Canadian
hosts accepted all the implicanons of the approach -- although some seemed to -- Marshall's
ideas had general resonance among the men he encountered.

Of course, this was no accident. As was the case with all surveys conducted by
Carnegie and Rockefeller philanthropies, the process of cultural selection began long before
the officer actually set foot in Canada. Following the pattern earlier employed by

representatives of American foundadons in Canada, Marshall established his itinerary in a
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manner which would ensure that he would speak with men who would listen. In short,
Marshall's Canadian hosts were individuals who in the most basic respects were very much
like himself. Within the extremely limited parameters Marshall set for selection, his list of
Canadian contacts represented a diversity of political and ideological perspectives. But if we
adjust our perspective and assess the composition of the group against an unlimited range of
possibilities, it is easy to see that Marshall's contacts were drawn from an extremely narrow
segment of Canadian society. With very few exceptions, all of Marshall's contacts were
men.”> All, moreover, were members of an urban-based natonal elite which had been
coalescing since the early 1920s. Employed, for the most part, at major Canadian
universites or cultural insdrudons, members of this elite, like the managers of Amenican
philanthropy in their own country, enjoyed firm connections to the state and business elites.
They, like Marshall, assumed that it was their duty to provide leadership.

Litde was left to chance. Almost every one of Marshall's contacts had some previous
exposure, however indirect, to American corporate philanthropy. Most were employed at
insatutions that had received major contributons from one or both of the large American
foundatons in the 1920s and 1930s. Many had been the recipients of Carnegie, Rockefeller,
ot Guggenheim fellowships while at graduate school in the United States or as distinguished
senior scholars visiing American campuses and research facilides during sabbatcals. Many

more had been involved in one or more of the special research projects sponsored by

“Charles Acland and William Buxton correctly attnbute this to the "largely unstated masculinist
assumptions that underpinned the philanthropic and academic practices of the period.” See Acland and Buxton,
"Conanentalism and Philanthropy,” p. 84, n. 63.
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American foundations in the 1930s.76

In addition to the social composition of the group and the previous contacts its
members had had with American corporate philanthropy, there were other compelling
explanations for the generally warm reception Marshall received on his mission. Canadian
intellectuals may have been suspicious of Marshall's sense of the precise sources and
parameters of North American regional cultures, but most shared the Rockefeller officer's
zeal for imagining, defining and structuring cultural spaces in North America. In a rapidly
changing modern environment altered by continual waves of immigration, by urbanization,
by economic depression and by war, many intellectuals in Canada were also struggling to
maintain or reformulate the foundatons of community and identity. The idea, moreover, of
cultural regions within North America was not new to Canadians. In an artcle he wrote for
the American Journal of Sociology in 1927, Carl Dawson, a sociologist at McGill University,
had theonzed regional boundaries similar to the ones Marshall had in mind. Far from
minimizing the differences between the United States and Canada, Dawson had argued that
the existence of a greater number of these regions in Canada contributed to the country's
unique natonal character. He also argued that although topographical barriers largely
defined regions, systems of communication and transportadon also contributed to regional
formatnon. Canada, he asserted, was held together by the dominant social, economic, and

political forces of the central region in a system he described as "decentralized

““Three of these special projects -- The Canadian Frontiers of Settlement Series, the Camegie Endowment
tor [nternadonal Peace text and conference senes on Canadian-American relatons, and McGill University's
Soaial Science Research Project — will be discussed in depth in Chapter 5.
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centralizaton."”

The men Marshall met and spoke with on his tour included many members of what
could be termed a natnonalist vanguard. Members of this group were connected loosely by
membership in a complex web of professional, intellectual and cultural associatons formed
n the 1920s and 1930s. These men were also intricately involved in building what they
hoped would be the insttudonal cornerstones of a natonal culture -- universities throughout
Canada, and culrural insatutons, including the Nadonal Gallery of Canada, the Nanonal
Museum, the Art Gallery of Toronto, and the Royal Ontario Museum. With the social and
economic upheaval of the Great Depression followed immediately by the outbreak of war
again in Europe, an increasing number of these intellectuals became involved in the state
either on a permanent basis as civil servants or temporanly as members of or researchers for
government commissions. A\ large number of Marshall's hosts as he toured Canada in 1941
and 1942, for instance, had been involved in the Roval Commission on Domunion-Provincial
Relations of 1937 (the Rowell-Sirois Commission) or were currently involved in the
Advisory Committee on Reconstruction chaired by McGill University Pancipal Cyril James.
Involved in this flurry of acuvity related to the conceptualizadon of and the relationship
berween local, regional and natonal communities and, indeed, in the remaking of the nadon,
members of this vanguard did not necessarily perceive Marshall's preoccupaton with issues

of community consciousness and identity as at all "foreign.”

""Population Areas and Physiographic Regions in Canada,” American Journal of Seciology 33 (July 1927):
p- 50. For other early discussions of regions in Canada see W.N. Sage, "Geographical and Cultural :\spects of
thevaeCanadas ian Historical Associanon: R f the Annual Meeung Held ar McM
7 (Toroato: University of Toronto Press, 1937): pp. 28-35; and Regmald

G. Trotter, "The .-\ppalachmn Barder in Canadian History,” The Canadian Historical Assodation: Report of the
Annual Meeting Held at Montreal May 25-26, 1939 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1939): pp. 5-21.
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In his survey trip to western Canadian cides in October 1941, Marshall found
considerable interest on the part of Canadians for the idea of making regions both the
subject of research as well as the organizadonal base for scholarly inquiry in North America.

After his meeung with John W. Dafoe, the publisher of the Winnipeg Free Press, and
George Ferguson, the newspaper's editor, Marshall noted in his diary that "Winnipeg is the
center of...a most enlightened Canadian nadonalism."” "Ferguson sees and states clearly,"
Marshall ironically elaborated,

the cultural disunity of Canada. Itis, in his words, not vet a nadon at all. It

is, in fact, committed still to a kind of cultural pluralism, which speaks

habitually of the peoples of Canada rather than of the Canadian people.”™
Dafoe, for his part, impressed Marshall with his remark that Confederation was a "miracle”
which could not have occurred either ten vears before or ten vears after 1867.%

Where he did not find a parncularly strong sense of nation on the prairie, Marshall
did discover, to his delight, an eagerness in the academic community to organize on a

regional basis. University of Saskatchewan President James S. Thomson, "a Glasgow man"

whom Marshall described as "a somewhat older and somewhar more sententious version of

“Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "Second Part: Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and Vancouver,
October 20 - 30, 1941," p. 4, RG 1.1, Series 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

“bid.
Ybid., p. 5. Upon repeating Dafoe’s comment to a group of scholars at Saskatoon, Marshall was asked in
retum "if the same might be true of the adoption of the U.S. consttuton.” See Marshall, "Canada: Diasy of

Visit,” "Second Part: Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and Vancouver, October 20 - 30, 1941," p. 7, RG 1.1,
Senes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.
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[Government Film Commissioner] John Grierson,..."8! suggested his desire for regional
organizaton to Marshall during his stay in Saskatoon. Thomson had, Marshall later
recollected, "for some ume been considering what his university and those of Manitoba and
Alberta could do toward a better interpretaton of the Canadian West."%? Even more
encouraging was Thomson's assessment that the University of Alberta, the University of
Manitoba and his own insttuton could "readily and congenially cooperate in such
matters."®? [n subsequent conversadons with members of the faculty of the University of
Saskatchewan, Marshall uncovered a willingness to extend that spirit of cooperation beyond
the border. "Emphasis," Marshall later recalled in apparent delight, "was laid on forgettng
the border -- which, after all, hardly existed unul recent umes in the study of the Canadian
West."® Historian W.M. Whitelaw in particular caught Marshall's attentdon with his
discussion of factors of development common to the western states and provinces, including
innovauons in agricultural technique and the mechamzadon of agricultural producton.®® In
response to Whitelaw's asserton that, despite rich common ground, western Canadian
scholars had "difficulty...making contacts with scholars working in this field across the

line,"* Marshall suggested that the Rockefeller Foundatdon might be persuaded by the right

M arshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "Second Part: Mamtoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and Vancouver,
October 20 - 30, 1941." p. 5, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

ibid., p. 12.
Hbid.
HTbid., p. 14
51bid.

%1bid.
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proposal to fund a conference of scholars from western Canadian and American universites
to discuss furure possibilities for joint research. In addinon, Marshall observed that
Rockefeller support for student and faculty exchanges berween American and Canadian
insttutions could ensure that "the next generadon of scholarship would see the common
factors on both sides of the line."¥’

Once formulated at Saskatoon, the idea of a conference on the Great Plains region
met with substanaal support at the other provincial universities. At Edmonton, George
Smith, head of the Department of History and Dean of the Faculty of Arts at the University
of Alberta, expressed his keen interest in both the conference and the fellowship proposals.
To tlustrate the need for such cross-border interaction, Smith noted that at the ame it would
be very unlikely that even an "able student” studying the populist movement in Minnesota
would investgate parallel developments in western Canada. While "in the normal course of
things" this shortcoming might be highlighted in reviews and subsequently "dealt with
properly when the subject was next treated,” Smith felt the deficiency could more efficiendy
be eliminated by freer exchanges berween Canadian and American universites.’

Marshall completed his survey of the Canadian west secure in his assessment that the
"possibility of such joint studies...is real and promising."* He came away from his
discussions in Winnipeg, Saskatoon, and Edmonton with the strong feeling that "there is

clear recognition of the problem of Canadian natonality - or lack of it,” and that "the time

"bid.
#Ibid., p. 15.

¥Tbid., p. +2-
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is ope for helping Canada to a better interpretadon of herself."? Not surpdsingly,
considening the ready interest Marshall perceived for his idea and approaches, he antcipated
"that requests which may come in from the prairie universites may offer the RF a chance to
help 1n developments which can build on an unusually solid foundanon."”!

Marshall's next stop in his Canadian journey was the province of Quebec, which he
visited in January of 1942. There he met with French-speaking intellectuals in Quebec City
and Montreal including Georges-Henri Lévesque, the Director of the School of Social
Sciences at Laval University, and Université de Montréal Secretary Edouard Montpett.
Marshall decided that "French Canada" (loosely equated in his mind with Quebec) must be
treated as a region in its own right and was deeply impressed by the potenual opportunities
the province provided for the Rockefeller Foundadon Humanites program. He, in fact,
considered French Canada as somewhat of a model for his nodon of a cultural region.
"There is among [French Canadians]," Marshall noted,

sull something of 18th century cultural wradidon m which every scholar

remained tn part a humanist. Their own voluminous literature about

themselves, though perhaps diffuse and impressionisuc in many instances,

manifests this bias. More than any other group in Canada, they have

interpreted themselves and as a result have a self-consciousness of their own

life and the problems it involves, which proves a good base at least for

creating understanding of them elsewhere.”

At the suggestion of Manne Leland of the Department of French Language and

Literature at Smith College in Northampron, Massachusetts, Marshall decided ininally to

lbid., p. 1.
NIbid., p. H-

"Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "Third Part: French Canada - Montreal and Quebec, January 19 - 23,
1942," p. 25, RG 1.1, Sertes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.
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channel Foundadon Humaniues Division interest in French Canada through the newly
established North American French section of the Rockefeller-sponsored Modern Language
Associadon (MLA).? Leland and Marshall smugly agreed that French-Canadian literature
was superior to anything produced in English Canada. Stemming from a "tradition
[that]...dates back to colonial days," Leland noted in a letter to Marshall, "it has shown
tremendous improvement in the last ten years."™

As this last remark suggested, Leland believed that traditons could be altered and
improved. In much the same way as Marshall and his colleagues in the Humanites Division
of the Rockefeller Foundation believed that the western liberal tradition was in need of
reformulaton, there was a sense that the tradinon of French Canada was ripe for
refurbishment. Bringing "French Canada” into the condnental mainstream, Leland felt, was
necessary to eliminanng the obstacle of isoladgon: "If only French Canadians writers can get
some means of coming in contact with other Americans who are interested in this continent,
they will get greater confidence in themselves and produce more solid works."”> To that end
and, as Marshall put i, to "help American scholars in this section of the ML\, through
discussion, to get at some of the fundamental realities of French Canadian life,"% the
Foundaton sponsored a conference in March 1942 in New York. Notng that the study of

"North American French" was obviously one area in which Canadian scholars were far in

"Marine Leland to John Marshall, 20 December 1941. RG 2, Senes 427R, Box 222, Folder 1543, RF, RAC.
Hbid.
5Tbid.

*Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "Third Part: French Canada - Montreal and Quebec, January 12 - 16,
1942," p. 10, RG 1.1, Series 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.
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advance of their American colleagues, Marshall observed that "the section for the study of
North American French in the Modern Language Association will make a grave mistake if it
does not give full recognition to the studies of the Canadian French which have been carried
on in Canada over forty years."?

Where Marshall had perceived the fragility of national feeling in the prairie provinces
to be ar the root of interest in regional analysis of North American culture, he encountered
in Montreal a group of Anglo-Canadians who saw both contnentalism and regionalism as
essendal components of post-war Canadian natonalism. [n consequence, after meeting with
C.A. Dawson, professor of Sociology at McGill University and the Chairman of the
Canadian Social Science Research Council; F.R. Scott, McGill professor and a founding
member of the League for Social Reconstructon; and Raleigh Parkin, Vincent Massey's
brother-in-law, an executve of the Sun Life Assurance Company, and a key advisor to the
Carnegie Corporaton, Marshall termed "the possibilides for North American regional
studies...most encouraging."”

In discussions with Marshall, moreover, the group quickly went bevond mere
acceprance of the concept to the task of defining the parameters of the potendal regions. All
agreed that three regions were clearly established: the northern Pacific coast region, which
included Oregon, Washington, Brdsh Columbia, and Alaska; the Plains region; and a north-

eastern Appalachian region which encompassed the New England states and the Maritime

7" Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "Third Part: French Canada - Montreal and Quebec, january 19 - 23,
1942 p. 25, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

*Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "Third Part: French Canada - Montreal and Quebec, January 12 - 16,

1942, p. 11, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC. Parkin was also a trustee of the Crane
Foundation of New York.
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provinces.” Dawson further recommended that Marshall discuss with University of
Toronto economist Harold Innis the feasibility of studies of a Great Lakes region.!™ In
response to Marshall's suggestion that a regional study supported by the Foundadon's
Humanites Division should 2im to put "together...basic data in something aimed at a total
cultural interpretaton...[and that] such interpretation...might be so organized as to be readily
useful for purposes of mass communication, in prnt, radio and film," Dawson agreed that it
would be useful to have the participation of Canadian Film Board Commissioner John
Gaoerson in planning sessions.!™

Scott, for his part, was intrigued by the potental Marshall's approach had for raising
awareness "of the geo-physical organization of the North American conanent."'"? A year
carlier Scott, who at that dme was holding a Guggenheim Fellowship and conducting
research at the Harvard Law School, had published a short book, Canada and the United
States, in the World Peace Foundadon series "America Looks Ahead." In this book Scott
discussed liberal democradc values and the "unity of historical origin and purpose" shared by

the two nations.!” Scott, according to Marshall, was "convinced that some North American

"Dawson, most likely, was responsible for outlining the boundanes of the regions. Thev conformed to the
ones he postulated in 1927 in his arnicle, "Population Areas and Physiographic Regions in Canada.”

"™Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "Third Part: French Canada - Montreal and Quebec, Jaauary 19 - 23,
1942 p. 11, RG 1.1, Senies 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

UThid., p. 12,

2\ farshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "Third Part: French Canada - Montreal and Quebec, January 12 - 16,
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or North Atlantic organizaton should prevail in post-war reconstructon."'™ Indeed, in his
book, Scott theorized how military cooperation and the coordination of continental defence
strategies might profitably lead to a greater level of political and economic integration
following the war. Under the surface of discussions of defense, Scott noted, there was "a
more fundamental process at work":

Mass producton, the industrializadon of warfare, the perfecton of the

internal combustion engine, the science of planning -- these basic factors

have rendered obsolete the anarchic world of small natonal sovereigndes in

which we used to live. A supra-nationalism, a higher federalism, seems to be

developing.'%
Scott even queried his readers whether the defense agreement between Canada and the
Unuted States announced at Ogdensburg, New York, in August {940 might prove to be "the
first clause of 2 North American consatuton."!% In his discussions with Marshall, Scotr
expressed his desire that nauonal cooperation in North America serve as an example for
international relations for the world. Revealing his deeper agenda, Marshall stated that
although Rockefeller Foundaton support for regional study was not intended to have that
result, "it could hardly be neglected if one let his mind follow the natural implications of

such studies." 197

Parkin liked what he saw as the "realism" of the regional approach and the effects he

"\Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "Third Part: French Canada - Montreal and Quebec, January 12 - 16,
1942," p. 12, RG 1.1, Sertes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

“Canada and the United States, p. 64.
WShid., p. 7.
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felt chat such studies would have for Canadian scholars in the humanides. Regional studies
of geographic areas that included Canadian soil would allow Canadian scholars, Parkin
argued, to collaborate on equal footing with American colleagues. The use of regions as
basic units for investigation had the advantage of making it more feasible to bring "Canadian
scholars together with each other and with Americans thus helping to defeat 'Canada's
greatest enemy, distance.”' '8

From his conversanons in Montreal, Marshall developed a greater understanding and
respect for what he saw as a burgeoning natonal elite. "Despite the enormous distances
which Canada has to reckon with,” Marshall noted, "its able men have perhaps more of a
chance to make themselves felt in Canada's small population than able men do in the
enormous American populadon.”'” [t appeared to Marshall, moreover, that this
opportunity to contribute at the nauonal level -- an opportunity increased exponenually by
the Second World War -- was "energizing" Canadian intellectuals.!"? What Marshall was, in
fact, witnessing was a process which had begun earlier in the century when individuals like
William Lyon Mackenzie King and Queen's economist O.D. Skelton left the academy for
government service. The wickle to Ottawa had, by the mud-1930s, accelerated to a steady
tlow as greater numbers of intellectuals made their way into what historian Douglas Owram

refers to as the federal state's "inner councils."!!!

18T bid.

"Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Vistt," "Third Part: French Canada - Montreal and Quebec, January 19 - 23,
1942," p. 26, RG 1.1, Sedes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

Whid., p. 26.

The Govemnment Generation: Canadian [ntellectuals and the Srate, 1900-1945 (Toronto: University of

157



Marshall was particularly impressed by the zeal for planning exhibited by men like
Parkin, Scott, and Montreal lawyer and McGill professor Brooke Claxton. He had gained
the impression that "such topics as post-war reconstruction were very much more in the
forefront in Canada than he had believed to be the case on this side of the border [in the
United States].""!? Marshall further applauded what he saw as "relatvely advanced ideas...in
the air" relaung to the North American polidcal realignment, which his informants felt was
an inevitable component of post-war reconstruction.!'3 He hypothesized that it was the
existence of such thought that accounted for "an unexpectedly cordial interest in what might
be done toward interpretative studies which would make clearer to people generally what
North America tradition may come to mean."!"

Perhaps the harshest criticism Marshall encountered on his Canadian tour came from
the Maritime region, which he visited in the spring of 1942. [n what was later described by
Marshall as "a two-hour inquisition,” George E. Wilson and D.C. Harvey grlled Marshall on
the moaves behind the Foundadon's interest in the Manumes-New England region. At one
point Wilson, a Professor of History at Dalhousie University, wondered aloud whether
making the continent the broader frame of reference was "a kind of American imperalism.”

Dalhousie historian and provincial archivist Harvey inquired about whether a regional

project sponsored by the Rockefeller Foundanon would include support for his work ac the

Toronto Press, 1986), p. 160.
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archives in collecting source materials in the province of Nova Scota.!'3 Marshall suggested
that he could not respond "untl the officers had a total picture of what a study of the
Maritimes-New England region would comprise..." and then, dangling a carrot in front of
Harvey, he suggested that "the price of getting an answer would be...[his] help in elaborating
that picture."!1¢

Harvey declined such a role in the proposed study, poindng out that he had "laid out
the lines of my work, and at my age [ must hold to them." While this discouraged Marshall,
he noted in his diary that the archivist was "undoubtedly sound and thorough."'V
Moreover, when it came ame to invite a group of Canadians to a Conference on the Eastern
Maritime Region held in Rockland, Maine, in August of 1942 to discuss the possibiliges for
the regional study, Harvey was included.'™® It is also important to note that Harvey's
opposition did not discourage Marshall from seeking his advice on other matters or, indeed,
from supportng Harvey's work at the Provincial Archives of Nova Scoda, though certainly
not to the extent that others were favoured.''” Within the acceprable bounds of gentemanly
conduct Rockefeller agents rarely shied away from academic debate.

[n contrast, Stewart Bates, R.A. Mackay of Dalhousie's [nsttute of Public Affairs,

and economist S.A. Saunders "Immediately agreed [with Marshall] that the questions basic

W\ farshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "Fourth Part: The Manume Provinces, Apal 22-30, 1942, p. 16, RG
1.1, Sedes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.
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for a study of the Mariimes-New England region were "What outlook is characteristic of the
region?' and "What parts of the world does it comprise?"!* Bates noted that the line of
analysis was consistent with his work on the east coast fisheries.!”! All concurred, moreover,
with Marshall "that there was room for a study of the human element in the Maritimes-New
England region, and that such a study might well prove enlightening and invigoratng."!>
Marshall also found enthusiastic support from C.F. Fraser, the editor of the Halifax
Chronicle and a former student of Harold Laski's at the London School of Economics;
Alfred G. Bailey, Professor of History at the University of New Brunswick; and University
of New Brunswick President Norman MacKenzie, later the President of the University of
Briush Columbia and a member of the Massey Commission and later still one of the orginal
members of the Canada Council. Marshall recalled in his diary that he "had hardly explained
the hypothesis he was testing when Bailey proceeded, of his own volition, to outline it
himself."'> MacKenzie, for his part, privately told Marshall "that he would warmly welcome
the Universiry's parncipadon in any work to which the acceptance of the hypothesis might
lead...." partcularly if such participadon enabled the University of New Brunswick to retain

Bailey, "a young man" who Marshall and MacKenzie agreed had "a large contribution to

make in the provincial situadon, and a man whose own inclination would lead him to remain
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there if he could find even moderate scope for his abilities." 12+

The final stop on Marshall's idnerary was the province of Ontario in November
1942. During his tour of the University of Western Ontario, the University of Toronto, and
Queen's University, he encountered a variety of opinions on his regions proposition. The
complexity of the ideas discussed during his stay convinced him that any future Foundation
humanines program would have to reflect a diversity of approaches and that simple reliance
on a regions paradigm would be unproductive. Far from being discouraged, however,
Marshall completed his journey more convinced than ever of the potental for future
Foundaaon acavity 1n Canada.

Interest in Marshall's proposition for regional study in Ontario was highest at the
University of Western Ontario in London. This was perhaps a result of what Marshall
perceived to be a more general interest in and need tor Rockefeller financial aid. Though
impressed by the cohesion of the institution and the sense of common purpose amongst its
varied schools and faculdes, he observed that "the atmosphere was that of a small and
underprivileged university, to be sure, in an area of its own, but almost inevitably under the
shadow of the University of Toronto."'” Whatever the motivation, however, Marshall had
little difficulty winning the support of a number of interested scholars.

At a small gathering in President W. Sherwood Fox's office, Marshall presented his

thoughts on regional study to selected members of the University's History, Biology,

I247bid., p. 20.
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Geography, French and Extension departments. While the group quickly persuaded
Marshall that "contacts across or around the lake, or consctousness of them" were minor at
best, and that analysis of "a lake region would be forced,” the assembled did make a case for
a region including south-western Ontario and the near mid-western states.'* As Marshall
noted in his diary, "Western Ontario is acutely conscious of being on the 'land bridge'
between Buffalo and Dewoit."!'?” Fred Landon, who represented the department of History
at the meeung, further suggested that Kingston and the eastern secton of the province were
part of another cross-border region -- "one more closely identufied,” Marshall recalled
Landon suggestng, "with the Eastern Townships of Quebec, with New York State and with
Vermont and New Hampshire."!?

At Queen's University in Kingston, Ontanio, Marshall found a willing accomplice in
Principal Robert C. Wallace.!” A member of McGill University Principal Cyril james's

federal Advisory Committee on Reconstructon, Wallace informed Marshall that he felt the

13]bid.. p. 8B.

'7Tbid. In his contribution to the Carnegie Endowment for [nternational Peace sertes on Canadian-
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Writng since 1900, 2nd ed. {Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1986), p. 154
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future development of Canada was likely to proceed along regional lines.!3® Wallace -
formerly President of the University of Alberta and new at Queen's in 1938 — had, in fact,
been pushing the university to "examine its regional responsibilides” for some tme before
Marshall's visit to Kingston.!! As a consequence, he had planned to bring together a group
of scholars in the soctal and narural sciences to discuss the issue. Having read the report
produced at the Rockefeller-sponsored Northern Plains Conference, which had resulted
from Marshall's discussions in western Canada, and eager to get from Marshall a summary of
the proceedings of the Mariumes-New England conference, Wallace was also well aware of
the Foundation's interests in North Amercan regions.'3? Marshall recalled in his diary,

[Wallace| said...that he would be glad to see inquiry pressed in this area, to

discover what that region would be in terms of human oudook, saying that

people would never be content with any regional organizaton which did not

in large measure coincide with their consciousness of regionality. '3

In response to Marshall's inquiries Queen's historian Reginald Trotter offered two

criiques of the Foundaton's regional program.!* His first was that regional analysis could

be seen as too presentist -- that the desire to render the border invisible in cultural terms

130\ farshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "First Part: Ontadio, November 22 - 27, 1942," p. 9B, RG 1.1, Sentes
427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.
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might be privileging immediate conditions over past realities.'> Trotter's second concemn
was related to what he termed the "perils" of sectonalism in Canada. He warned Marshall
that provincial governments in Canada had the tendency to emphasize provincial
consciousness. With recent debates about the division of powers occasioned by the findings
of the Roval Commission on Dominion-Provincial Relatons (the Rowell-Sirois
Commission), Trotter feared that regional studies might fuel secnonalist senoment.
Although he would not go as far as to say that cross-border regional study should be avoided
or even "that the present inquiry would enhance those perils,” he felt that anybody
participating in regional interpretation should "be aware of these perls, and [prepared] to
face up to them."!3¢

In response to Trotter's second concern, Marshall pointed out that the Foundadon's
nterest was in the integradon of regions into larger polincal units. Trotter, however, did
not need to worry. Marshall had already concluded that the Foundanon's cultural regional
approach was not applicable to all of Canada's geographical areas and certainly could not be
applied in eastern Ontario. Personally impressed with Trortter, Wallace, and the influence
Queen's University had won in natdonal administraton, Marshall perceived little potenual for
the study of the broader cross-border region suggested to him by both Wallace and

Landon.!3” After confirming his impressions with Martyn Estall of the Department of

Philosophy at Queen's, and C.A. Curas, 2 member of the university's Politcal Science

351bid., p. 10.b.
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department and a federal Liberal Party insider, Marshall concluded that eastern Ontario
would have to be considered either as "a unit by itself, or of Ontario."'3® "In fact," Marshall
noted in his diary,

Eastern Ontario seems to think of itself pretty much as a separate unit.

Contacts across the St. Lawrence are sull few and far between. The erecton

of the Thousand Island Bridge has brought about some contacts with

Western New York, and these may develop. Bur the only present reason for

considering Eastern Ontario along with sectons across the line would be the

likelihood of such developments in the furure - such, for example, as might

be brought about by the St. Lawrence Waterway. ¥

[f there were sdll any doubts, Marshall's meetngs at the University of Toronto
convinced him that while the ume was right for the Rockefeller Foundaton support of the
humanides in Canada, such support could not be wholly encompassed in a regional program
of development. "After two days of talk in Toronto," Marshall recalled,

...[T] arrived at the tentanve conclusion that no one in the University there

would be either ready or interested -- of his own accord. Evervone was

ready to chat about the subject, but with the clear implicaton that he had far

more important concerns of his own which pretty much preempted his

attenton. '

Chester Martn and Donald Creighton of the department of History, as well as
sociologist S.D. Clark, all claimed to be intrigued by Marshall's ideas. Creighton even
obtained from Marshall a copy of the transcript of the Maritimes-New England conference

held at Rockland, Maine, in August 1942, A little more than a month after Marshall's visit

Creighton wrote to clarify his interest. After reading the material from the conference

138bid., p. 9B.
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Creighton noted, "I am stll dubious of the validity of your 'regions’ which seem to me to
break apart at the internadonal boundary in more than one important way. But I am
interested in the questions which you raise...."'*! Creighton would have been interested in
attending a Great Lakes region conference, but one never took place.'*> The case was more
or less closed when Harold Innis agreed with Marshall "thar to press inquiry at present
would probably be to force it."!*3

That the University of Toronto was not a hospitable environment for what had been
Marshall's favoured project did not deter him from assessing the insttution and its faculty in
very positive terms. Innis was by that ume already a trusted adviser of the Foundaton. Asa
member of the American-based Committee on Research in Economic History, which was
sponsored by the Social Science Research Council of the United States, he had come in to
contact with Anne Bezanson and Joseph Willits of the Rockefeller Foundanon's Social
Science Division in the late 1930s.'* He was, at the ume of Marshall's visit, already engaged
in a successful collaboradon with Bezanson and Willits to solidify the position of the Social
Science Research Council of Canada."¥3 Creighton had published The Commercial Emptre

of the St. Lawrence, 1760-1850 in the Carnegie Corporation-sponsored text series, The

31Donald Creighton to John Marshall, 6 January 1943, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF, RAC.
W2 bid.

M arshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "First Part: Ontaro, November 22 - 27, 1942." p. 10B, RG 1.1, Senes
427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

" Creighron, Harold Adams [nms: Portrait of a Scholar (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1957), p.
113.
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Reladons of Canada and the United States, and had recentdy won a Guggenheim
Fellowship.!* Not surprisingly given these connections, Marshall reserved his highest praise
for "Innis’ group" which he described as "patently of high calibre," and for Creighton whom
he assessed as "vigorous and articulate."'¥’ The university, according to Marshall, had "the
feel of a university like Chicago or Minnesota,”" had a stronger faculty than either McGill or

Dalhousie, and was "far and away the most favored Canadian University” he had toured.!*

Marshall had come to Canada expectng to expand interpretaton of American
regions into a broader regional analysis of the North American contnent. This desire not
only reflected the way Rockefeller Foundadon officers perceived North Amercan history,
but also their biases concerning the present situation. Instead, he discovered thinkers in
each of the cites and universites he toured who, though clearly in need of financial backing
for their projects and willing to engage in discussions and debates, had a variety of agendas
of their own to pursue. The existence of these elite nerworks and the strengths and vanety
of ideas expressed by their members caused Marshall to reconstder the Humanites
Division's approach to Canadian development. He came away convinced, according to

Charles Acland and William Buxton, that Canada could not be "viewed as 2 honizontal

16Creighton, "Harold Adams [nnis: A Special and Unique Brlliance,” in The Passionate Observer: Selecred
Wntings, (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1980), p. 152.
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1427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

#Tbid.

167



mosaic extending northwards from the United States.” Canada, these writers conclude, "was
now considered as a distunct region of its own whose metropolitan elites were to receive and
administer the largesse of the Rockefeller Foundadon."'¥?

Acland and Buxton brefly support this conclusion with references to the
Foundadon's shift from regional iniiatves to support of nadonal associations and
organizatons like the Canadian Library Council, the Nagonal Film Society, the Canadian
Associaton for Adult Education and the Canadian Humaniries Research Council.'®
Certainly, Marshall was impressed by the men he spoke with and his posiave impressions led
to significant escalations in both the Humanides Division's and the Social Science Division's
Canadian actvides.!3' Moreover, both divisions increasingly attempted to work with and
through natonal bodies in much the same way as the foundadons had been doing in the
United States since the early 1920s. [n additon to playing significant roles in building these
associatons -- which, in the cases of the Canadian Humanites and Soctal Science Research
Councils, will be analyzed in chapter 5 -- the Foundadon conunued to favour what the
officers perceived to be the natonal educadonal insatudons of central Canada.

The transition, however, was not as seamless or as complete as Acland and Buxton

W"Condnentalism and Philanthropy,” p. 92.
13Tbid., p. 92.

131The Social Science Division was staffed by a separate set of officers. Division Director Joseph Willits and
Canadian-born Associate Director .Anne Bezanson were the two officers in charge of the Foundation's
Canadian activites in the social sciences. Although formally independent of each other, the divisions
cooperated on many projects. This was partcularly true in Canada where the boundaries between the social
scaences and the humanities were defined differently than in the United Seates. Although they conducted their
own surveys and investgatons, both Bezanson and Willirs read and were influenced by Marshall's Humanites
Division reports.
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suggest. Nor was Marshall's evaluation of Canadian culture and of Canadian metropolitan
elites so easily characterized. In the provinces of western Canada, in the Maritimes and in
French-speaking Quebec, Marshall discovered what he perceived to be cultural regions --
regions that to varying degrees shared attributes with and could benefit from contacts with
geographically contingent American regions, but distinct regions nonetheless. In these areas,
Marshall believed, the Foundaton would do well to fund and encourage projects aimed at
sharpening the collecuve awareness of regional heritage, tradition and identity. Direct
contact berween regional elites and the officers of the Rockefeller Foundaton would also
serve the purpose of bringing these regions more intimately into the contnental mainstream.

[f these regions could not be treated merely as northern extensions of an American culture
or cultures, many intellectuals from these regions were nonetheless willing and eager to look
across both to build nerworks with and to learn from American interpreters.

In the metropolitan centers of central Canada, on the other hand, Marshall thought
he encountered not a region, but a natdon. In Montreal, Toronto, Ottawa and even
Kingston, Marshall immediately assessed his hosts as being of "national” stature. These
men, it went almost without saying, were too busy with existing research, matters of national
or even international administradon to be concerned with local and regional matters.

Playing the part of a cultural diplomat, Marshall treated men like F.R. Scott, Harold Innis,
S.D. Clark, Raleigh Parkin, and R.C. Wallace as important members of a friendly, but
foreign, nadonal elite. They, to be sure, were worthy of support. But their concerns were
not exclusively "regional” in nature.

There are a number of possible explanations for this contrast. In a simple sense it
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can be explained as a reflection of the realites and disparites of Canadian Confederation.
Needier individuals from newer and/or less financially secure insttutions were willing to do
more to attract the support of the American foundadon. Marshall's presence undoubtedly
provoked -- as the visit of a foundation officer invariably would - energetic attempts by
university officials and scholars to ascertain what he wanted to hear and what sort of
projects he would recommend for support. If regional analysis and regionally-based projects
were important parts of the Rockefeller Foundation Humanities Division's program, many
Canadians may accordingly have surmised that these were worth pursuing. Considering the
history of regional discontent with central Canadian dominance, it is also not unlikely that
exploring regional histories and tradinons and even accepting a greater north-south
orlentadon was considered a small price to pay to win Rockefeller support.

Marshall's perceptions, however, were also influenced by the history of Rockefeller
Foundaton involvement in Canada and by the ideological posidon of the Foundatdon. Since
the beginning, Rockefeller officers had assumed that Toronto and Montreal occupied a
positon of dominance roughly equivalent to that of the metropolitan centers of the north-
eastern United States. This assumpton represented not only an acceptance of how things
were, but also an evaluaton of how they should be. Since the early 1920s the Foundation
had relied on the advice of men like Massey and Mackenzie King, and had deemed central
Canadian insatutdons such as McGill University and the University of Toronto as truly
nadonal centers of education and research. With large contributions to the general
endowment funds and to the medical schools of these two schools, the Foundation made a

concerted efforr to strengthen the positions of these two instttons on top of the hierarchy
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of Canadian higher education. To the Rockefeller Foundation, Ontario (and English-
speaking Montreal) was not a region, it was simply "Canada." Of course in accepting this
hierarchy, which also designated the rest of Canada as the nadon's "regions", the Foundaton
was contributing to, naturalizing, and thus legiimatng the dominance of the central-
Canadian elite. By focusing on McGill, the University of Toronto and, to a lesser extent,
Queen's Universiry as national centers, Marshall was contributng to the institutionalizadon

of a central-Canadian regional ideology of Canadian nationality.'??

"Cultural Interpretation” of Canada's "Regions”

Given the duality of Marshall's assessment of the Canadian scene, it would be a
mistake to claim that, after his tour, programs of regional interpretation gave way to
nadonally-focused ininaaves or even that the two approaches must be juxtaposed as
opposite and mutually exclusive. The lesson of earlier Rockefeller philanthropy in both
Canada and the United States was that natonal and regional development must go hand-in-
hand if the goals of the Foundaron were to be achieved. Accordingly, nadonal focus did
not completely replace support for local and regional projects, nor did it necessarily mean an

immediate relinquishing of control by the Americans to a Canadian national elite. The

5 essup discusses the insarutonalisation of a central-Canadian regional ideology i the 1920s and 1930s in
the context of the development of cultural insutunons mncluding the National Museum and Nadonal Gallery of
Canada. The argument, however, applies equally well to educatonal insgrudons. See Lynda Jessup,
"Bushwhackers in the Gallery: Anomodernism and the Group of Seven," in Policing the Boundaries of
Modemity - Antimodermsm and Artisnc Expression, ed. Jessup (forthcoming), pp. 13-1+. [an McKay discusses

the tendency of Ontaro leaders to idenafy their interests with those of the naton as a whole in "Introducton:

All That is Solid Melts into Aur,” in The Challenge of Modemiry: A Reader on Post-Confedemtion Canada, ed.
McKay (Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson, 1992), pp. xx-xxi.
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natonal associadons, which will be discussed in Chapter 5, were modelled closely after
American organizadons that had been created in the 1920s with the aid of significant
philanthropic influence and support. And even after the creation of these associations,
decision-making was rarely, if ever, left solely in the hands of the Canadians who staffed
them. Moreover, the idea of interdisciplinary local and regional focus was not abandoned,
and Canadian projects aimed at regional culrural interpretation received the encouragement
and support of the Foundaton. In fact, at the same time the officers of the Rockefeller
Foundadon were working with members of the central-Canadian elite to develop national
programs in the social sciences and humanities, they also worked directly with other
Canadians from the areas Marshall had designated as the "regions." Following American
patterns, and importng personnel and technical knowledge from the United States, the
Rockefeller Foundation supported a number of projects designed to sumulate knowledge of
local and regional heritage. The overriding concern, of course, was to situate regional
traditions in the broader contexts of national and contnental tradidons.

In extending its program of cultural interpretation to Canada in the early 1940s, the
Rockefeller Foundation influenced work in Canada in keeping with the Foundaton's interest
in the development and diffusion of regional consciousness. The exportaton to Canada was
facilitated in a number of ways. Ideally, influence was exerted simply by prvileging
Canadian individuals whose approaches already meshed well with Foundation objecuves.
Canadians who fit the bill were given support for their projects and often were provided

fellowships for study at American projects supported by the Foundation. Responding to
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what Marshall had perceived to be the "lack of insttutional bases" ' on which to establish
Canadian cultural interpretations, the Foundadon also funded limited-term appointments of
American scholars at Canadian universites for the purpose of establishing programs that
would later be supported by the host insututon.

In every case, projects were ininared only where there was enthusiastc local consent.
Projects were never forced on unwilling individuals or host insatutons and, indeed, were
only pursued after consent had been thoroughly negotiated by the Foundaton and the
recipients. Of course, the fundamental fact of all reladonships berween Canadian
intellectuals and American foundatons in the era preceding systematc programs of federal
state support for culture and higher educaton was the extreme imbalance of resources. The
reladonship between Canadian intellectuals and American foundadons was not one of overt
social or intellectual control, but one which can more correctly be charactenized as cultural
and intellectual hegemony. This was not, in other words, a case of the Rockefeller
Foundadon forcing Canadians to do research or establish programs, but a case of providing
support for those who wanted the same things and who thought, or who were willing to
think, the same way as the Foundaton's cultural leadership. In this way, intellectual freedom
was not threatened by coercion but, more specifically, by an unequal distnbution of rewards
and benefits. Canadians who parucipated in the exchange saw their projects privileged and
their own professional and intellectual status enhanced. In additon to sumulating the

exploration of the regionality of those areas Marshall and other officers had judged to be

133\ arshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "First Part: Quebec and Ontario, September 29 - October 3, 1941, p.
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Canada's regions, the Foundation embedded its influence in Canada by building direct links
with regional insdtutions and intellectual leadership.'>*

The following discussion represents a selection of case studies of the Foundadon's
program of cultural interpretation at work in Canadian regtons. With these projects in
western Canada, "French Canada," and the Maritume provinces, the Foundation supported
attempts to reconcile the past with the present and to explore and build the consciousness of
local and regional cultures in a rapidly changing modern environment. I[n each case, the
partcipants studied the relanonship between the traditional and modern conditon and

attempted to find a useful place for the past in the present.

Western Canada

Marshall completed his tour of western Canada in October 1941 favourably
impressed with the provincial universites and confident that the "tume [was]...cipe for
helping Canada to a better interpretation of herself."!33 Where he did not perceive a strong
sense of Canadian nagonal idennty -- in fact, John Dafoe and George Ferguson of the
Winnipeg Free Press led him to believe "that national feeling in Canada is sdll largely non-

existent..."'% - there was, he thought, great interest in fostering regional identity and

organization.

'>For a discussion of how foundation support for research can be linked to theories related to the
construction of cultural hegemony, see chapter 1.

35\ farshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "Second Part: Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and Vancouver,
October 20 -30, 1941," p. 41, RG 1.1, Sentes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

6Thid., p. 7.
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As a direct result of his conversatdoas with University of Saskatchewan President
James S. Thomson, Marshall pledged Foundaton support for historian A.S. Morton's efforts
to build a provincial archives at the university. Over the months that followed Marshall's
commitment, Foundation grants were made to the university to employ assistants and
apprentices to help the elderly and "somewhat feeble Morton" gather and catalogue matenal
from the early history of the area.'’ Under Morton's direction, the primary research
materials he had gathered for his history of western Canada'3® and for his history of the fur
trade'>? were organized and catalogued for use by future scholars. [n additon, Morton
contributed rich collectons of business records and pioneer narratives and helped retrieve
from Ottawa copies of public documents from the province's territorial period (1870-
1905).160

As a result of his meenngs with scholars and administrators in Edmonton, Marshall
concluded that the University of Alberta should act as host for one of the most diverse and
innovanve regional projects sponsored by the Rockefeller Foundadon. In September 1943,
American Robert Gard was brought to Edmonton on a Rockefeller Foundaton grant to
work with Donald Cameron, the director of the university's extension department, and

George Smith, the Dean of the Faculty of Arts, to establish the Alberta Folklore and Local

5 Ibid., p. 12.
387 History of the Canadian West (Toronto: Thomas Nelson and Sons Ltd., 1938).

1A History of the Canadian West to 1870-1871: Being a History of Rupert's Land (The Hudson's Bay
Company's Territory) and of the North-West Terrtory (Including the Pacific Slope) (Toronto: Thomas Nelson
and Sons Lid., 1939).

19Tbid., pp. 12-14
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History Project.

Gard brought with him impressive credentials. In the late 1930s, with the aid of a
Rockefeller graduate fellowship, he had worked under A.M. Drummond, a pioneer in the
regional theatre movement, on Comell University's New York State Play Project. The
University of Alberta was, moreover, a receptive environment for the sort of project Gard
envisioned. Faculty members Sidney Risk and E.M. Jones, themselves former holders of
Rockefeller Foundauon fellowships, had studied at community theatre projects at Cornell
and the University of lowa, respectvely. Frederick Koch of the University of North
Carolina and another of the pioneers of the American regional theatre regularly taught in the
summer at the university's Banff School of Fine Arts.

When Gard arrived in Alberta he was, almost immediately, struck by what he
thought was the previously untapped potennal of the province for regional interpretaton.
To Gard, here was a real region -- even if the inhabitants needed a little help to recognize its
existence. "Up here," Gard wrote his former supervisor Drummond,

our work is a new idea. So far the folk have been too busv living.....I was

constantly told that Alberta folk have no feeling for the land. No loyalty to

their region. This is false. The feeling is there -- and perhaps more deeply

rooted because of the struggles they have made. [ will find it an interesting

vear, and a sansfying one in helping to awaken a keener interest in the

traditions and deep loyaldes of this land.'¢!

Over the following two years'®? Gard travelled extensively throughout the province,

collecting stories and tales and disseminatung to Albertans a sense of their "traditions and

6!Robert Gard to A.M. Drummond, {4 September 1943, RG 1.1, Senies 427R, Box 29, Folder 286, RF,
RAC.

162The Rockefeller Foundation and the University of Alberta agreed to extend his term to two vears.
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deep loyaldes.”
To do so, Gard employed an impressive variety of techniques and used a vanety of
mediums. Using the stories he had collected as source matedal, Gard wrote regular columns

on local history for provincial newspapers including the Calgary Herald and the Edmonton

Journal and for the folklore project’s journal, the Alberta Folklore Quarterly. He also
provided student playwrights at the Banff School of Fine Arts with historical matenal for the
purpose of contributng to the beginnings of 2 community theatre movement centered at the
University of Alberta. Gard himself published a collecdon of Alberta folk tales, Johny
Chinook.'% In addidon to giving weekly radio lectures on his project’s work for the
Urniversity of Alberta's stadon, CKUA, and for the Prairie Regional Network of the
Canadian Broadcasung Corporation (CBC), Gard and others wrote and performed several
plays -- including Johny Dunn, Hatfield the Rainmaker, the Ballad of Frank Slade, and

Twelve foot Davis -- which were broadcast nagonally by the CBC.!%

Gard's work in the mass media was accompanied by efforts to build a more
permanent infrastructure which would serve as supports for the development of local and
regional idenaty. Using Folklore Project funds, ten Alberta writers were given financial
support to attend the first Alberta Writers' Conference at Banff in August 1944. Gard's
mentot, A.M. Drummond, was brought up from Cornell -- ironically it now seems -- to lead

discussion on the idea of a disunctly Albertan or Western Canadian literature. Discussion

3Johny Chinook: Tall Tales and True from the Canadian West (New York: Longmans, Green and
Compaay, 1945).

!&Robert E. Gard, "The Alberta Folklore and Local History Project (Final Report),” pp. 1-3, RG 1.1, Series
427R, Box 29, Folder 288, RF, RAC; and Gard to David H. Stevens, 13 August [945, pp. 1-9, RG 1.1, Senes
427R, Box 29, Folder 288, RF, RAC.



was focused specifically on the preservadon of folklore and historical material and the use of
these as source material for drama, fiction, and radio programming.'®> Intent on fostering "a
Nadonal People's Theatre in Canada,” and to promote drama as a means of education at the
secondary and post-secondary levels, the Foundaton provided fuads to bring together
individuals from the four western provinces to take part in the Western Canadian Theatre
Conference.!6® Working with Solon Low, the Minister of Education for the Social Credit
government, Gard distnbuted material throughout the provincial public school system in
otder to increase the amount of regional history matertal included in the curnculum.'é” At
Marshall's suggeston, Gard also successfully lobbied the provincial government's Committee
on Reconstructon to make a formal commitment to establishing, after the war, a
professionally-staffed, state-funded provincial archives at the University of Alberta.!®

In the summer of 1945, after almost two vears in Edmonton, Gard accepted a job at
the Unuversity of Wisconsin to establish and direct a project modelled after the Alberta
Folklore Project. The Alberta project had not only established Gard's prominence in the
field, but was also considered by the staff of the Rockefeller Foundation to be one its most
successful forays into regional analysis. Gard attributed the success of the project to the fact
that Alberta was, in reality, 2 unified region. In additon to the economic and geographic

factors that held it together, Gard felt that there existed a self-consciousness of shared

165Tippett, Making Culture, p. 163.

166 bid.
16’Gard to Drummond, 14 September 1943, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 29, Folder 286, RF, RAC.

168See John Marshall to R Newton, 17 February 1944, RG 1.1, Sedes 427R, Box 29, Folder 287, RF, RAC;
and Newton to Marshall, 26 February 1944, RG 1.1, Sedes 427R, Box 29, Folder 287, RF, RAC.
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identty. "[T]he people,” he advised David Stevens,

had a sort of common folklore based on the common knowledge of the

region and its distinguishing characteristcs. (In other words, the stories they

liked best to tell were distinctly regional in that they dealt with rains, hails,

drouth [sic], the Chinook wind, dust, the various industries of the region:

ranching, dry farming, etc.)!¢’
Gard did not, however, discount the role his own folklore project had played in
disseminating this "dramatic lore of the West." In his radio broadcasts and his newspaper
columns, Gard noted, "I studiously tried to build up such heroes as Twelve Foot Davis (the
little fellow with a giant's hearr); Dave McDougall (hero of the tall story); Bob Edwards
(editor, champion of the under-dog); Nigger John Ware (American Negro, hero of the
ranching country); and others, as a part of the regional consciousness."!™

The lastung impact of the Alberta Folklore and Local History Project is difficult to
assess. In retrospect much of the activity can be seen as a temporary reaction to the external
stumulus provided by Gard and the Rockefeller Foundation. The Alberta Folklore Quarterly
and the Alberta Folklore Assoctauon -- both established with funds from the project -- were
not maintained following Gard's departure. Their loss, however, was mitigated somewhat by
the reorganization and revitalizadon of the Alberta Historical Society at about the same tme.
By 1948 the provincial government had sull not made good on its pledge to create a

provincial archives. The University of Alberta did make provision for the inclusion of a

university archive in its new library facility.!” On the positve side of the ledger, the

Gard to Stevens, 15 August 1945, p. 4, RG 1.1, Series 427R, Box 29, Folder 288, RF, RAC.
OTbid., p. 6.

I"IR. Newton to Stevens, 12 November 1948, p. 2, RG 1.1, Series 427R, Box 29, Folder 288, RF, RAC.
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Foundauon's support for the Folklore project provided the impetus for the creaton of the
University of Alberta's new department of fine arts -- a department that, like no other in
Canada, included divisions in visual arts, music and drama. The drama division, in particular,
was the product of work supervised by Gard and of the efforts of instructors such as E.M.
Jones and Sidney Risk who had trained in leading drama departments in the United States.
Encouraged by the success of communirty drama in Alberta, the Rockefeller Foundaton
supported the creation of a chair of drama at the University of Saskatchewan in 1945. The
original Alberta Writers' Conference -- initally a product of American organizaton,
supervision and financing -- had, by 1948, evolved into a permanent institcution, the Western
Writers' Conference.!’?

Perhaps the impact of the program cannot be accurately assessed only in terms of its
tangible benefits. The goal of corporate philanthropy was to plant seeds for reform, to
establish influence and to lead by example. The goal of the officers of the Rockefeller
Foundadon Humanites Division was to intervene in and thus engage with the development
of a mass culture. Projects like Gard's provided forceful, if only temporary, evidence of the
effectiveness with which educators, the state and private foundatons could intervene in the

politdcs of identty and of mass culture.

"ITbid. See also Newton to Stevens, 28 November 1946, p.1, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 29, Folder 288, RF,
RAC.
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"French Canada"

In approaching the region he called "French Canada" Marshall perceived a society
that in some senses was a model for his concept of North Amercan region. Here was a
commumnity with a deeply-rooted sense of cultural heritage and a clear self-consciousness.
Clearly, the Foundarion's assisrance was nor required -- as it had allegedly been in Alberta --
to make cinzens aware of their common cultural inhentance. What was lacking in the
region, according to Marshall and his American advisors like Marine Leland, was exposure to
the rest of the condnent. And this was an area -- particularly where it concerned the
reladonship of the province to the Unired States -- in which the Rockefeller Foundanon had
a vital interest. Accordingly, shortly after his visit in January 1942, Marshall convened a
conference in New York City to bring together scholars and intellectuals from Quebec with
their American counterparts. Party as a result of this conference, Marshall and Humanues
Division Director David Stevens agreed to send Everert C. Hughes, professor of sociology
at the Unuversity of Chicago and a former member of the sociology department at McGill
University, to teach in the School of Social Science at Laval University for the 1942-1943
academic term.

The Foundaton's support of Hughes's exchange to Laval, as well as the support it
had earlier provided for research the sociologist conducted while at McGill in the 1930s, 1s a
particularly illuminaring example of the wemendous and long-term intellectual power the
organization could wield in Canada. Hughes's work on French Canadian society, his interest
in French-English relatons in the context of urbanization and industrialization and his

applicaton of the approaches and theoretical models of Chicago school sociology to these
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issues influenced a generadon of French-Canadian sociologists. Though quick to point out
whar they saw as historical shortcomings of his work, Hubert Guindon, Marcel Rioux and
Jean-Charles Falardeau all considered the work Hughes supervised in preparing his book on

Drummondvwille, French Canada in Transition, an important foundadon to the

understanding of their society's difficult transformation from a tradidonal-rural to 2 modem
urban-industral society.'”

Hughes's exchange to Laval resulted indirectly from the Rockefeller Foundaton's
New York City conference on the culrure of French Canada in March 1942, According to
Rockefeller Foundaton records, the parncipants at the conference -- scholars from Quebec
and the United States -- were preoccupied with "the evident need for contact between
French Canadian and American universites."!™ Reverend Georges-Henri Lévesque,
Direcror of the School of Social Science at Laval, was in attendance and likely contributed to
that sendment. In additon to recrwiing European scholars for hus school, Lévesque had
encouraged promising Laval graduates including Falardeau, Maurice Tremblay and Maurice

Lamontagne to pursue graduate studies at the University of Chicago and at Harvard.!'”> With

"Everett C. Hughes, French Canada in Transition (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1943). While ac
McGill, Hughes supervised anthropologist Horace Miner's research for St. Dents, A French Canadian Parish
(Chicago: Unaversity of Chicago Press, 1939). For discussions of the significance of Hughes's work see Hubert
Gundon, "The Social Evolution of Quebec Reconsidered,” The Canadian Journal of nomics and Political
Science 26 (November 1960): pp. 333-351; Marcel Rioux, "Remarks on the Socio-Cultural Development of
French Canada,” in French-Canadian Society vol. 1, eds. Marcel Rioux and Yves Martan (Toronto: McClelland
and Stewart Limited, 1964), pp. 162-177; and Jean-Charles Falardeau, "The Changing Social Structures of
Contemporary French-Canadian Society,"in French-Canadian Society vol. 1, pp. 106-122. For a discussion of
the influence of Hughes's work on Guindon, in particular, see Roberta Hamilton and John L. McMullan,

"Introducnon” in Quebec Society: Traditon, Modemity, and Naooahood, by Hubert Guindon (Toronto:

University of Toronto Press, 1988}, pp. xv-xxxix.
"Grant-in-Aid to Laval University, RG [.1, Sedes 427R, Box 26, Folder 239, RF, RAC.

"3} arshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "Third Part: French Canada - Montreal and Quebec, January 12 - 16,



his zeal to develop his school, and to reform the provinces's educatonal system, Lévesque
was open to the general idea of cultural and intellectual exchange with American institutions.
Consequently, 1t was probably not very difficult to convince him of the value of a visit by 2
renowned University of Chicago sociologist. Despite the fact, however, that Lévesque
welcomed the visit and eventually, in August 1942, authored a formal request to the
Rockefeller Foundaton for a grant to enable Hughes to begin work at Laval the following
moanth, it is clear that the idea was initated by Hughes in conjunction with Marshall and
David Stevens earlier that summer.!"

In late May, responding to an earlier telephone conversaton, Hughes wrote Stevens
asking him whether the Foundation might "be interested in having me spend the fall term at
Laval University as a sort of liaison officer."!'”” During his vears at McGill (1927-1938),
Hughes had develcped strong nes with the Rockefeller Foundation and to Quebec's
intellecrual community. Unlike most English-Canadian intellectuals at the dme, he spoke
French fluendy and had willingly made French-Canadian soctety the focus of his research.
With the support of McGill's Social Science Research Project and the American Social
Science Research Council -- both of which depended on Rockefeller Foundaton funding for
their existence -- Hughes had attempted to apply 2 model developed by Chicago

anthropologist Robert Redfield in his work on Mexico!™ to the economic and cultural

1942, p. 3, RG L.1, Senes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

F6Georges-Henri Lévesque to Marshall, 21 July 1942, RG 1.1, Seres 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC;
Grant-in-Aid to Laval Unuversity, 24 August 1942, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC.

"Everert C. Hughes to David Stevens, 20 May 1942, RG 1.1, Seres 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC.

"8Robert Redfield, The Folk Culture of Yucatan (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1941).
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transformatons experienced in Quebec during 1920s and 1930s. Drawing also on Léon
Gerin's characterization of nineteenth-century French Canadian society as predominantly
rural and traditonal,!™ Hughes attempted to portray Quebec's development as a local
manifestation of a universal process of transformation from simple peasant to complex
urban-industrial social formatons.'®

In his letter to Stevens, Hughes made it clear thar his mission could serve a variety of
objectves. Partcipating in seminars and direcung individual studies, Hughes felt he would
be 1n a good posidon "to diplomadcally present to students, staff, et al. some American
methods, ideas, literature etc."!®! In rerurn, Hughes hoped the visit would enable him to
continue his studies of Quebec society and, specifically, to learn "a good deal more about the
mentality of the French-Canadian intellectual class."'8> With his book, French Canada in
Transigon, about to be published, Hughes was eager to learn more.

\While both of these objectives fit in well with broader Humaniues Division policy,
Hughes also offered a third reason for supporting his stay at Laval -- a radonale which, given
the Humanides officers' often-stated desire to facilirate friendly relattons berween natons,

must also have seemed appealing. Hughes noted he had recently come to the conclusion

9 ¢on Gérn,
(Montreal: Edinons De L'A. C. F., 1938).

W3, D. Clark, "Sociology in Canada: An histoncal Over-view,” Canadian fournal of Sociology 2 (Summer
1975): pp. 228-229; Shore, The Science of Social Redemption: McGill, the Chic L and the Qrigins of

Social Research in Canada (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1987), pp. 255-258. For the debate over the
applicability of the folk-society concept to Quebec see Phillipe Garigue, "Change and Contnuity in Rural
French Canada,” Culture 18 (December 1957): pp. 372-392; Guindon, "The Soctal Evoludon of Quebec
Reconsidered.”

S1Everett Hughes to David Stevens, 20 May 1942, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC.

12T bid.
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“that 2 minority can be dealt with easier at its heart than on its more defensive and agitated
frontier...[and that] in Quebec [City]...a person could and would be accepted as a guest rather
than as an intruder.”'®3 He felt, as a visiting scholar at Laval, he would be able to influence
popular attitudes in Quebec towards the United States. "It would be my hope also," he
advised Stevens accordingly, "that intimate contact precisely in such circumstances might
affect somewhat the interpretagon of the United States and its culture which the students of
such a university - as journalists, professional men, teachers, etc. - will later make to French-
Canada." In the process he might be able to "ease somewhat...the anxiety which the
intellectuals of French-Canada feel concerning contact with the intellectual groups in this
country."!#

[t is likely that Stevens and Marshall had already informally discussed the possibility
of such an exchange before Hughes wrote his letter. In any case, both officers, along with
Anne Bezanson of the Foundauon's Social Science Division, immediately supported the
project.!®3 Unsure of the institudonal and cultural politics involved at Laval and concerned
that the initiative at least appear to originate from the host institution, Marshall suggested

that Hughes approach Jean-Charles Falardeau, his former student at the University of

#3Thid.
#bid.

18\ [arshall to Hughes, 3 June 1942, RG 1.1, Sedes 427R, Box 26, Folder 239, RF, RAC. The Social Science
Division's approval and Bezanson's personal endorsement were registered in a handwritten note in the margin
of a copy of Hughes' letter to Stevens of 20 May 1942. That the project was carried out through the
Humanites Division, albeit with the approval of the Social Science Division's officers, indicates that the project
had more than purely academic dimensions.
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Chicago, in an attempt to gain a formal invitadon from Lévesque. '8¢

By late in July the negotiation of consent had been completed. Lévesque wrote to
Marshall that he would, indeed, welcome Hughes to Laval.'8” With this informal "request”
for Hughes in hand, Marshall wrote Lévesque and advised him that the Rockefeller
Foundadon would look favourably on a formal applicanon for a grant-in-aid to facilitate
Hughes's stay at Laval. Marshall also suggested that Lévesque include in his application the
inference that the idea for the project had had its origin in the conference held in New York
in March.'® Marshall, apparently, wanted to underscore to the Foundaton's trustees the
value of his series of regional conferences.

In thanking Lévesque for inviting him to Laval, Hughes stressed how valuable he felt
the intellectual exchange could be for both the visitor and the host. He was convinced, he
wrote Lévesque, "that the most significant study of the social life of a people will be made by
those who are part of it, provided that the invesugators broaden their view by comparison
with other societies and thar a lively exchange of ideas and methods occurs berween the
students of one society and those of others."™ [t was his purpose at Laval to bring to the
study of Quebec's culture "some closer knowledge of certain methods of study developed by
sociologists and social anthropologists of the English-speaking world...." In return, he

hoped he would gain "some further understanding of the role of the intellectuals in a nch,

6\ farshall to Hughes, 3 june 1942, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC.
WL évesque to Marshall, 21 July 1942, RG 1.1, Sentes 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC.
148\ farshall to Lévesque, 29 July 1942, RG 1.1, Seres 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC.

"WHughes to Lévesque, + August 1942, RG 1.1, Series 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC.
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tradidonal culture such as yours."1%

On the way from Chicago to Quebec City before taking his post at Laval, Hughes
paid a visit to Rockefeller Foundaton headquarters in New York City to confer with
Marshall. During this meeting, Marshall clearly laid out what the Foundation wanted in
return for its support of the project. In keeping with Hughes's interests in the province's
intellecruals, Marshall requested that the sociologist study what he referred to as "the
organizaton of influence in French Canada."'”! Marshall noted that he and the leaders of
the Foundauon were parucularly interested in discovening the individuals and groups who
held influence and power and where "potental leadership {might]| reside."'”* [n a sense,
Marshall was simply reminding Hughes of his offer to Stevens that he act "as a sort of liatson
officer” for the Foundauon.

Marshall's second concern went far beyond a detached academic interest in the
nature of authority in Quebec and involved the Foundanon, through its support of Hughes,
directly 1n the politcs of French-Canadian nadonalism and made it a factor in the
relatonship between Quebec and the United States. Having heard that Lévesque's School of
Social Science was the "academic center” of a populist movement representing the coalition
of natonalist forces, trade untons, and a new progressive clergy, Marshall asked Hughes to

make special note of the school's "character."!? Side-stepping the thorny issue of Canadian

[bid.

YTranscapt of interview between Marshall and Hughes, 15 September 1942, RG 1.1, Sedes 427R, Box 26,
Folder 259, RF, RAC.

2[bid.

3Tbid.



national idendty, Marshall wanted to know, "[is the school] as 'separatist' as has been alleged,
or rather...ts it committed to the idea thar French Canada must develop its external
contnental reladons of a cultural nature?"'™ In the event that the latter was closer to the
truth, as Marshall suspected, Hughes would be acting as a "liaison" not only for the
Foundanon, but also for the United States.

Hughes's visit proved to be an equally productve one for the Rockefeller
Foundation and Laval University's School of Social Sciences. Working with Lévesque,
Hughes created a program for furture research and instruction at the school. Published in the
form of a pamphlet at the end of Hughes's stay, the Programme de recherches sociales pour
le Québec'? directed faculty and students to sociological research at the grass-roots level. In
keeping with the direction of Rockefeller Foundation policies since the early 1930s and with
the teachings of the Chicago school of sociological inquiry, Hughes shifted the emphasis in
the curniculum away from subjecung students to "too many...well-organized lectures”
towards exposing them to "parish records,” "bill-collector[s]," and "bingo partes."!%
Reflecting his own interest and that of the Rockefeller Foundation in the reladonship
berween cultural inheritance and economic transformation, he worked diligently to "sell” his
French-Canadian colleagues and students "on the notion of harnessing their esthetic (sic)

interest in tradidonal popular art to some of the social movements of the day."!"’

Y4 bid.

"Everert C. Hughes, Programme de recherches sociales pour le Québec, Cahiers de 'Ecole des Sciences

Sociales, Poliiques et Economiques de Laval, vol. 2, no. + (Laval: Presses Universitaires Laval, 1943).
Y6Hughes to Marshall, 4 December 1942, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC.
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While art for art's sake was not a primary interest of Hughes or of the Rockefeller
Foundaton officers, the reladonship between popular art forms, folklore and other social
phenomena was. Hughes was partcularly interested in linkages berween aspects of the
Catholic Action revival -- labour unions, cooperatives and "even...the revival of plain song” -
- and class politics. "Itis all very nice,” he wrote Marshall,

to hurry up with the collection of the old songs before they are completely

lost. T am forit. Burtit ought to be something more than preserving for an

admirtedly indifferent posterity. [t ought to be ted to an interest in the art

forms of the city people of the lower classes.!?

After Hughes's return to Chicago in 1944, his research program was condnued under
the directon of Jean-Charles Falardeau. Falardeau, who according to Hughes had only
"really begun to see what sociology and anthropology are about” at the dme of Hughes's
visit, was to become a crucial figure in the development of a French Canadian sociology.
The deparmment at Laval, in turn, was at the center of thar development unal well into the
1960s."” In a broader sense, Lévesque's Laval School was at the heart of the development
of the post-war generaton of Quebec City intellectuals.*®

The officers of the Rockefeller Foundaton also got what they wanted out of the
Hughes project -- goodwill, greater access to informaton concerning social movements in

the province of Quebec, and an opportunity to work with and subtly influence intellectual

and cultural leaders in French Canada. [n formally acknowledging receipt of the grant that

198Tbid.

Shore, The Science of Social Redempdon, p. 270. See also David Nock, "History and Evolution of
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brought Hughes to Laval, Lévesque noted that he felt the enterprise was "deeply significant
evidence of your willingness to encourage cultural relatons between our two peoples."™
Camille Roy, Rector of Laval, noted that the "visit will remain as a new promising step in the
closer relatons of Laval University with the American intellectual life...."%0?

Confirming Marshall's position, Hughes found little evidence to warrant rumours
that Lévesque's School of Social Science was separatist in orentaton. Convinced "of the
good sense and good faith of the members of its faculty,..." and impressed by the provincial
government's decision to give the school $25,000 a year in support of social research,
Hughes recommended that the Foundation "conanue to work with Pére Lévesque...on the
ground that his acuvides, and all that they stand for, will have increasing importance in the
life of the province."*3 Hughes's predicdon was an accurate one. Not only was Lévesque
to play a large role in the development of French Canada, but, as one of five members of the
Royal Commission on Natonal Development in the Arts and Letters and later the first Vice-
Chairman of the Canada Council, he was an important influence on the cultural and
intellectual life of postwar Canada. The inclusion of Lévesque in the Foundadon's ever-
expanding network of influence may well have been the most significant aspect of Hughes's

visit to Laval.

Vi evesque to Stevens, 22 September 1942, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 26, Folder 259, RF, RAC.
¥2Camille Roy to Marshall, 29 September 1942, RG 1.1, Series 427R, Box 26, Folder 239, RF, RAC.

O3 Interviews: JM (John Marshall), Laval University, Quebec, 30-31 December 1942," RG2, Sedes 427, Box
239, Folder 1655, RF, RAC.
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The Martmes

Of the regions he visited in Canada, Marshall found the Maritimes to be the most
complex and perplexing. In this, he was not unlike William S. Learned and Kenneth C.M.
Sills, who had visited the Maritimes twenty years earlier to conduct their survey of education
for the Carnegie Corporation. FEchoing also the ohservarinns of his colleague ar the
Rocketeller Foundaton, Anne Bezanson, the Associate Director of the Social Science
Division,™™ Marshall discovered in his short tour of the Maritimes in April 1942 "individual
strength and tough-mindedness" mired in what seemed, from his perspective, to be a
disorganized and unhealthy environment.®> Marshall, in fact, found the region so lacking in
administraton of basic social services, let alone education, that he likened the requirements
for Foundaton aid to those of the Amencan southern states. In consequence, he felt that
the main thrust of Foundaton acuvity would, more approprately, fall under the domains of
the Internagonal Health Division and the Social Science Division.™¢

Marshall was, nonetheless, impressed enough with the engagement and intelligence
of individuals he met at Fredericton and Halifax that he was ready to recommend that

"modest” opportunities existed for the Foundadon Humanites programs. Reflecting

MBezanson was a native Nova Scotian who went south for higher education. She received a Bachelor of
Arts from Radcliffe in 1915 and Ph.D. in Economics from Harvard in 1929. From 1929 to 1945 she was the
director of the Wharton School at the University of Pennsylvania. She became a part-time officer of the
Rocketeller Foundaton in 1939. Bezanson's advice to Marshall was offered after her tour of Canada for the
Social Science Division in the spang of 1942. See Acland and Buxton, "Contnentalism and Phianthropy,” p.
75, n. 15,

“5Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "Fourth Part: The Mariume Provinces, Apal 22-30, 1942," p. 4, RG
1.1, Series 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

WTbid., p. 27.



perhaps on the interrogation he received at the hands of Wilson and Harvey in Halifax,
Marshall registered the stubborn ferocity with which the Maritimers he met engaged in
intellectual debate by repeatung in his diary what one informant told him: "Give them a
proposition and just watch them tear it apart.” He found this ability to tear ideas to pieces
"most profitable," and further observed approvingly that "in no other talks" on regional
studies had he seen his proposal "so thoroughly grappled with, nor its basic assumptions so
clearly brought into scrurny."’

Marshall's strategy for Humaniges Division involvement in the Maritimes called for
two related courses of action. First, to begin to address the problem of isolaton, the
Foundaton convened a conference on the "Eastern Maridme Region" at Rockland, Maine,
in August 1942. The conference, which was chaired by Marshall, Stevens, and Bezanson,
brought together intellectuals from the Mariume provinces and from the New England
states to discuss the possibilities for regional cultural interpretation. Included in the roster of
Canadians invited to attend the conference were men who had impressed Marshall during
his preliminary survey, including Alfred Bailey, D.C. Harvey, R.A. Mackay, N.AM.
MacKenzie, Stewart Bates, C.F. Fraser and radio producer Clyde Nunn.3

The Rockland conference did not resule in Rockefeller Foundaton support for broad
regional (and cross-border) studies, but the discussion did encourage Marshall and the other

officers to conunue a program of support for individuals in the Martme provinces whose

Ibid., p. +.

8 Acland and Buxton, "Condnentalism and Philanthropy,” p. 84. Bates, Fraser and Mackenzie did not
attend because of previous commitments.
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work fit in well with the Foundation's American programs. Although the focus of projects
supported by the Foundation and conducted by Nunn, Bailey and folklorist Helen Creighton
was on aspects of culture in the Canadian provinces alone, Rockefeller Foundaton aid did
facilitate, at least in two of the three cases, the importaton of American ideologies,
approaches and technical knowledge of culrural interpretadon. In all three instances, the
support was an important boost to the recipients’ standing and professional status in Canada
and, by extension, for their approaches as well. The Foundaton's involvement, moreover,
provided it with a foothold of influence in the Maritime and established valuable
connectons with members of the regional intelligentsia.

During the summer of 1942, even before the Rockland conference, the Foundation
provided Clyde Nunn, the director of St. Francis Navier University radio stadon CJFX, with
a grant-in-atd of $800 to allow him "to undertake a study of the use of radio in adule
educaton in the United States." Although the size of the grant was relagvely small, its
influence was enhanced by the relatonship of Nunn's project to previous initiatives
undertaken by American foundatons. Under Nunn, CJFX was to become a leader in the
field of educadonal broadcasting. Its operations were coordinated with St. Francis Xavier
Uruversity's extension program to promote adult educaton in rural Nova Scoua. Nunn's
goal was to use the "program in radio...[as an] adaptaton of the work...[the university had]
been doing through field organizanon."*"” The umiversity's renowned Antigonish

experiment in adult educadon had, throughout the 1930s, depended on the Carnegie

2% Acland and Buxton, "Continentalism and Philanthropy,” p. 86.
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Corporaton for the majority of its operating revenue.?!® The Rockefeller grant was,
moreover, used by Nunn for visits to most of the Foundaton-sponsored radio-broadcast
study programs in the United States. Over the summer of 1942, Nunn visited the University
of lowa, the Rocky Mountain Radio Council in Denver and Paul Lazarsfeld's Columbia
University Office of Radio Research to learn more about the use of radio for educational
purposes.”!! From the perspective of Foundaton officers learning more abour a partcular
field usually meant learning more about what the Foundaton wanted people to know.

[f Marshall had harboured doubts about the advisability of offering Foundaton
support to University of New Brunswick historian Alfred Bailey, Bailey's performance at the
Rockland conference sulled them. Bailey was the most active of the Canadians in
attendance, giving a strong opening address and delving ambinously into the concept of
cultural interpreradon throughourt the conference. In the immediate aftermath of the
conference, Marshall wrote University of New Brunswick president N.A.M. MacKenzie and
noted that "everyone went away with the feeling that Bailey was a man of unusual promise
who ought to get all possible support and encouragement."*'? Even before the conference,
Marshall had noted that if financial assistance could be the "means of enabling Bailey to

remain with satisfaction in the place where he in many ways belongs,..." it should be given

Wohn G. Reid, "Health, Education, Economy: Philanthropic Foundations in the Atlantic Region in the
1920s and 1930s," Acadiensis 14 (Autumn 1984): p. 73.

' Acland and Buxton. "Contnentalism and Philanthropy,” p. 86.

32Marshall to MacKenzie, 2 September 1942, cited in Acland and Buxton, "Continentalism and
Phulanthropy,” p. 8.
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top prority in any Rockefeller Foundaton humanities program.?t?

Marshall's enthusiasm for Bailey is not surprising. Bailey's approach to the study of
history was almost a perfect fit for Marshall's program of North American cultural
interpretadon. While a graduate student in the department of history at the University of
Toronto in the early 1930s, Bailey had become dissatsfied with the "rather narrow variety of
political history" on which he had felt compelled to focus.*'* With the encouragement of
Chester Marun, the head of the department, and of Harold Innis, Bailey began work
supervised by anthropologist T.F. Mcllwraith on a study of French and Eastern Algonkian
contact in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.?!3

The resule of this collaboraton of anthropological and historical analysis was Bailey's
dissertagon, "The Conflict of European and Eastern Algonkian Cultures, 1504-1700, A
Study in Canadian Civilizavon.” In addidon to documenung the gradual decline of
Algonkian culture and the "inevirable conflict berween European and Algonkian cultures,">!

which he claimed occurred after contact, Bailey also discussed what he saw as the "fusion of

*BMarshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "Fourth Part: The Maritime Provinces, Apal 22-30, 1942," p. 28, RG
1.1, Sertes 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC. This was not the first time that officers of an American
foundaton worked with local officials to make the environment in Fredernicton more attracuve for Bailey. In
the mid-1930s the Carnegie Corporaton provided the New Brunswick Museum with several grants to support

Batley's employment at the instututon. See Earnest R. Forbes, Challenging the Regional Stercotype: Essays on
20 ; Mann (Halifax: Acadiensis Press, 1989), p. 36.

W\ arshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit," "Fourth Part: The Marniume Provinces, Aprl 22-30, 1942, p. 19, RG
1.1, Series 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

25Bruce Trigger, "Alfred G. Bailey -- Ethnohistorian,” Acadiensts, 18 (Spring 1989), p. 4. See also Bailey,

"Retrospecuve Thoughts of an Ethnohistortan,” Historical Papers: A Selection from the Papers Presented at
th, Meeting H edericton 1977 (Canadian Historical Associaton): pp. 16-17. Mcllwraith's major

work in native history, The Bella Coola Indians, though completed in manuscrpt form in the late 1920s was not
published unal 1948, and then, ironically enough, with the aid of a Rockefeller Foundation publication grant.

316Alfred G. Bailey, The Conflicr of European Algonkian Cultures, 1504-1700, A Study in Canadian
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Indian and European elements” which resulted in the creation of a "new culture which was
neither European nor Indian." This new culture and the process of fusion which created it,
Bailey argued was the basis of a unique "Canadian" culture.?!’

Bailey's conclusions challenged conventions in both history and anthropology.
Bailey argued that Naave cultures had begun processes of alteration and adjustment due to
contact with Europeans much earlier than anthropologists had previously thought. His
work, by arguing that French and Algonkian cultures were both altered by cross-cultural
exchange, also failed to tell the conventonal tale of nadve acculturaton to European
cultures. Because of its unconventonality and because it was originally published by the
New Brunswick Museum where Bailey was Assistant Director -- far out of the academic
mainstream -- Bailev's work was easy to ignore and received little critical comment in the
1930s. Rediscovered by a new generaton of scholars in the 1960s, however, the manuscript
was republished for broader distribution by the University of Toronto Press in 1969.
Anthropologist Bruce Trigger argues persuasively that Bailey "is without a doubt North
America's first idenafiable ethnohistorian,"?!® and that The Conflict of European Algonkian
Culrures, 1504-1700, A Study in Canadian Civilizaton was "the first recognizable work of
ethnohistory published anywhere in North Amerca."?"?

Bailey's unique brand of cultural history was exacty the type of history Marshall and

Civilization (Sunt John: Publicatons of the New Brunswick Museum, 1937), p. 1.
bid.
MTrgger, "Alfred B. Balley - Ethnohistonian,” p. 21

hid., p. 3.
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Stevens were seeking to promote through the Rockefeller Foundation's Humanides
program. Bailey's work aimed art discovering the roots of North American culture and
stressed that, although such "culture” was related to European civilization, it was not merely
a new world mansplant. Foundation support for Bailey was given not only in order to help
Bailey establish his own career at the University of New Brunswick, but also to promote his
approach and to establish it in the Maridmes.

With a senies of sizable grants awarded to Bailey between 1943 and 1946, the
Foundaton helped the scholar establish an ambitous research agenda not only for himself,
but for his department at the University of New Brunswick. In mapping this research
program in the "human element of the province's tradition,” Bailey outlined 31 possible
thesis topics for future graduare students. Rockefeller funds, Bailey proposed, would be
used to fund publication of the best of these studies.® In August 1945 Bailey proudly
announced that the grants had been used to foster "the desired 'intellecrual ferment™ in
cultural studies ac his universiry.

As was the case with many grants, the precise effect of Foundanon's support for
Bailey and his approach is difficult to judge. With funds provided from Rockefeller grants,
Frances Firth, Katherine MacNaughton and Joan Vaughan published studies on various
aspects of provincial history.”' The ambitious regional and provincial studies program

Bailey had envisioned did not, however, become a reality. MacNaughton's The

Development of the Theory and Practice of Education in New Brunswick, 1784-1900 was

Forbes, Challenging the Regional Stereotype, p. 57

1 Acland and Buxton, "Continentalism and Philanthropy,” p. 85.
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the only study in Bailey's program that was published as a book.”? Bailey's own cultural
history of Canada -- a project he began in the early 1940s -- was, likewise, never
completed.™ Bailey himself remained at Fredericton, as MacKenzie and Marshall had
hoped he would, and enjoved a long and distnguished career as an administrator and teacher
at the University of New Brunswick. Although Bailey subsequently published more poetry
than ethnohistory, he was, nonetheless, an early and vigorous proponent of both regional
and social history in Canada.>

Funding for Bailey should also be considered support for N.A.M. MacKenzie's
leadership and an effort to further solidify an already strong relauonship with MacKenzie.
[n 1944 MacKenazie left New Brunswick, as Marshall expected he mighe, to take up the
presidency of the University of Briush Columbia and thus was nort in Fredericton to share in
the benefits resultng from his collaboraton with Marshall. The enhancement of the
reladonship berween MacKenzie, who in 1949 would be selected along with Lévesque as a
member of the Massev Commission, and the Rockefeller Foundaton is one of many
examples of how the Foundation's influence was woven into the fabric of Canadian culture

and power structures.

2See Forbes, Chailenging the Regional Stereotype, p. 37; and Acland and Buxton, "Coatinentalism and
Philanthropy,” p. 85.n. 72.

ZBailey, "Retrospecive Thoughts of an Ethnohistoran,” pp. 24-25.

24P A. Buckner, "Limited Identities’ and Canadian Historical Scholarship: An Adanuc Provinces
Perspective,” Journal of Canadian Studies 23 (Spring-Summer 1988): p. 179. Bailey's published collectons of
poetry include Thanks fora Drowned Island (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart Ltd., 1973); Miramachi

Lighting: The Collected Poems of Alfred Bailey (Fredericton, New Brunswick: Fiddlehead Poetry Books,
1981); and The Sun, the Wind, the Summer Field (Fredericton, New Brunswick: Goose Lane Publishing, 1996).



By the ame Helen Creighton came into contact with the Rockefeller Foundaton, she
had already established herself as figure of some importance in the field of folklore.
Creighton, the Dean of Women at King's College in Halifax, had published several arucles
and nwn books on the ropic.2® She nonetheless considered herself an amareur in need of
formal instruction to help her hone her skills as a collector.™* The war, which freed her
from administrative dutes at King's College,™ and the Rockefeller Foundaton which
provided her with the financial means to attend centers of folklore study in the United States
and to carry out and later publish her research in Nova Scota, combined to contribute
cntically to Creighton's development as one of Canada's preeminent professional folklorists.

Creighton's specializaton made her a narural candidate for Rockefeller support.
With its new Humaniges program, the Rockefeller Foundation had been instrumental in the
promotion of folklore studies in American insttudons in the 1930s. Although Amercan
involvement in the war led to a curtalment of this support in the United States, the officers
of the Humanides Division saw in the study of folklore and related subjects in Canada
potental for furthering the contnentalist perspective and fostering a sense of internatonal
goodwill.

Marshall met Creighton during his survey of the Mariumes in April 1942, [n search

ZHelen Creighton, Songs and Ballads from Nova Scoua (Toronto: .M. Dent and Sons, 1932); and
Creighton and Doreen Sentor, Twelve Folksongs from Nova Scona (London: Novello, 1940).

ZiHelen Creighton to Marshall, 13 July 1944, p. 3. RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.

ZThe college had been converted, during the war, to a naval training center.
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of individuals and projects worthy of his division's support, he was intrigued by Creighton's
earlier work and immediately noted its relationship to folklore studies programs the
Foundation had been involved with in the United States. At the first meeting between the
two, Marshall inquired whether or not the Canadian had heard of the Summer Insdtute of
Folklore at Indiana Unuversity and whether or not she was planning to attend. Creighton
responded that she had never given a thought to attending the insdtute, and if she had the
war would have made such a thing impossible. She did, however, ask Marshall to keep her
informed of any plans the Foundaton might have in the field in Nova Scotia.**

Before leaving Halifax, Marshall informed Dalhousie University president Carleton
Stanley that the Foundation would look favourably on a request by Creighton for a
Foundaton fellowship to allow her to attend the Summer [nsdtute of Folklore at the
University of Indiana.™® Although Stanley admittedly knew little about Creighton's work, he
agreed to pursue the matter with her. Creighton, who by this tme had realized that
Marshall's inquiry was really an offer of support, immediately agreed to attend and in little
more than a month Creighton was granted a Rockefeller Foundaton fellowship.®" Later
that summer she was arguing about the pronunciaton of "zees" and "zeds" with preeminent

American folklorists including Alan Lomax, Stith Thompson, and John Jacob Niles. 3!

ZHelen Creighton, A Life in Folklore: Helen Creighton {Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson Lid., 1973), p.
129.

Z\Marshall, "Canada: Diary of Visit,” "Fourth Part: The Maritime Provinces, April 22-30, 1942," p. 25, RG
1.1, Seges 427R, Box 27, Folder 264, RF, RAC.

39Ibid., p. 130. Fellowship Cards, Canada - Nova Scotia; Cretghton, Miss Mary Helen, p. 1, RF, RAC.

BICreighton, A Life in Folklore, p. 131.
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Creighton's summer at Bloomington, Indiana, proved to be fruitful for her both in
terms of the exposure to new approaches and techniques and for the contacts she made with
these influenaal American specialists. This experience and subsequent contacts with
Amercan folklorists fundamentally altered her approach. It was at the Summer Insdtute in
[ndiana that Creighton began the process of transformaton, as lan McKay puts it, from "a
Briush-style 'Ballad Stalker'...[to] an American-style folklorist.">? Creighton benefitted
partcularly from the opportunity to work with Alan Lomax, of the Archive of American
Folk Song at the Library of Congress. Listening to recordings Lomax made of black-
American folk singers for the Archive, Creighton became aware of the superiority of this
medium for collection purposes. "I realize,” she wrote Lomax shortly after the end of the
summer term, "how necessary it is in a proper study of the folk song to have these melodies
on records from the singers themselves.” She "noted the difference in the voices of
northern singers and the influence of the negro, beginning faintly at first and then growing
more and more decided as we went further south.” Every region had "its own distnctive
way of singing” and, Creighton noted, "this cannot be realized at all from the printed text. It
must be heard to be fully appreciated.">?

Creighton also made a strong impression on Lomax, who suggested that she visit the
Archive of American Folk Song to connnue her education before returning to Halifax. >

With Marshall's permission to use the remaining funds from her Rockefeller fellowship,

32The Quest of the Folk, p. 78.
33Creighton to Alan Lomax, 17 September 1942, p. I, RG 1.1, Seres 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.

B4Fellowships: Creighton, Helen, p. 2, RG 10, RF, RAC.
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Creighton took Lomax up on his offer. At the Library of Congress, armed with Lomax's
personal recommendation, Creighton convinced Dr. Harold Spivacke, Chief of the Library
of Congress Division of Music, to lend her a recording machine to enable her to make
recordings of folk songs sung by troops stationed at Halifax during the war.35 Again at
Lomax's urging and with his support, Creighton applied for a Rockefeller grant-in-aid to
support her project. >

Although the Rockefeller Foundation was, by this ime, no longer funding the
collection of folklore in the United States, Marshall was receptive to Creighton's request.
Writing Spivacke, he noted that the Foundauon "might find some way of considering this a
special case....[t certainly is a good thing at this juncture to have collaboration berween
Canadians and Americans whenever that is feasible and purposeful, as I for one think it is in
this instance.">” Wrting a little more than a vear later, Marshall underscored the importance
of North American collaborauon as a moave tor Foundaton interest in Creighton's work:
"it seemed on the whole desirable to make an exception in Miss Creighton's case, partdy
(between ourselves) on the grounds that it involved useful collaboration with a Canadian

scholar.">% Compelled by this motve and adhering to a common Foundaton practice of

D3That the project involved servicemen was critical to Creighton's success in winning the support of the
Library of Congress and of the Rockefeller Foundaton. When Spivacke informed Creighton that it was Library
policy to support only "recording expeditons...directly connected with the war effort,..." Creighton convinced
him "that the material to be found in and abour Halifax today™ was directly connected to that effort. See
Harold Sprvacke to Marshall, 3 September 1942, RG 1.1, Series 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.

BéInterview between Marshall and Creighton, 26 August 1942, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF,
RAC; and Fellowship Cards - Canada - Nova Scoua, Creighron, Miss Mary Helen, p. 1-2.

3 Marshall to Harold Spivacke, | September 1942, RG 1.1, Series 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.

¥\ farshall to B.A. Botkin, 15 December 1943, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.
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providing returning fellows with research funds to enable them to apply newly acquired
knowledge to their fields of study, Marshall approved a grant of $600 to the Provincial
Archives of Nova Scota to be used in support of Creighton's recording project.>”

The centers of American folklore studies, individuals like Lomax, Spivacke, and
Botkin, and Foundation officers like Marshall were not, of course, the only inspirations for
Creighton's work. Her already extensive efforts at collecting folk ballads were influenced by
other early folklorists, Canadian and Brinsh musical experts, and by such popularizers of
"folk evenrts” as |. Murray Gibbon.>*" As Marshall was himself aware, Canadian Natonal
Museum ethnologist Marius Barbeau's recordings made in Quebec and in Briash Columbia
during the previous two decades made him a pioneer in the field. As historian lan McKay
points out in The Quest of the Folk: Antimodernism and Culrural Selection in Twenteth-
Century Nova Scota, Barbeau's influence, in particular, was criucal in Creighron's
development as a folklorist.**!

Closer to home, provincial archivist D.C. Harvey was also supporuve of Creighton's
work. When asked by Marshall for his opinion on the advisability of Foundadon support for
Creighton's work, Harvey responded in the affirmaave. He advised Marshall that, although

he had been unable to employ Creighton at the Provincial Archives in Nova Scoua, he "felt

BThe Rockefeller Foundation preferred to make grants of this nature to insurutions rather than individuals.
Accordingly, Marshall asked archivist D.C. Harvev to administer the grant for the Foundation. In additon to
doing so, Harvey provided Creighton with work space. In return, coptes of Creighton's recordings were
deposited in the Provincial Archives of Nova Scoua. See Marshall o D.C. Harvey, 26 Apnl 1943, RG 1.1,
Sertes 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC; and Harvey to Masshall, 30 Apal 1943, RG 1.1, Sertes 427R, Box
28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.

20\ [cKay, The Quest of the Folk, p. ++.

ibid., p. 56.



that it was important that such folk-song material as is available in Nova Scotia should be
collected now before the old ballad singers pass on."**? His inability to hire Creighton even
on a part-time basis was, he assured Marshall, due only to budget limitatons.** Eager to
have recordings of the province's folk songs added to his instruton's collectons, Harvey
summed up his feelings about the value of Creighton's project and its urgency in his reply to
Marshall:

[ think Miss Creighton's tvpe of work has a definite tme limit and should be

done as soon as possible. Obviously, the work she proposes to do amongst

the forces can only be done while the war 1s on and that should be of general

interest: but the work she was doing hitherto, in the purely Nova Scouan

field, should also be done as soon as is possible, because [ have a feeling that

only the older generation sing or are interested in preserving the old

ballads.**

As Harvey indicated in his letter to Marshall, Creighton's project had two
fundamental components. Taking advantage of the influx of servicemen from all parts of
Canada, as well as the increased internagonal traffic in Halifax harbour, Creighton recorded
folk songs from her base at the Canadian Legion in the city. Using transportaton provided
by the Legion, Creighton also travelled throughout the province to record folk songs and
lore in what Harvey referred to as "the purely Nova Sconan field." Although it was the
work among the armed forces that formally justified Creighton's receipt of Rockefeller

Foundadon funds, it was the "pure” Nova Scoua tolklore that most excited Harvey and
P }

Creighton.

Harvey to Marshall, 19 Apnl 1943, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Folder 279, RF, RAC.
“1hid.

“Hbid.
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Despite the unique opportunitdes for collecting in Halifax provided by the war,
Creighton's first interest was in materials indigenous to the province. Exposure to Lomax's
recordings of Black folk songs in the United States likely was responsible for Creighton's
discovery of an "endrely new field" in her own back yard. Despite her avid professional and
personal interest in folk material, she had not previously been aware that the "local negroes
[living near Halifax] were singers."?*> Inidally convinced that "negroes near my home" had
litrle to contribute to her collectons, she soon became interested in the spinruals they sang.
Eager to "find out how good their material is," Creighton met with "an old Coachman,”
listening to him sing while he worked in the gardens of one of her friends.*¢

More in keeping with patterns established in her previous research and with her
essentialized and ethnicized notions of the real Nova Scouan folk, Creighton also travelled
to Yarmouth to record "a number of sea caprains who sailed before the mast and who sang
chandes in the wadidonal way...."** Displaying a sense of urgency common to those who
thought they were preserving a quickly disappearing past, Creighton noted that as
"invaluable" records of this material would be, "the matter must not be left too long. These
people drop off one by one, so we can't collect from them too soon."*** Expressing thought
fully consistent with Marshall's notion of North Amercan cultural exchange, Creighton

noted to Lomax that the "Nova Scoua sea dogs....had a fine repuration in the old days, and

*Creighton to Marshall, 3 Ocrober 1942, p. [, RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.
Hofhd.
*'Creighton to Lomax, 17 September 1942, p. 2. RG 1.1, Senes 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.

*Hbid.
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many of the songs were exchanged with your fishermen along the north eastern coast."*¥

Creighton found a three-week visit to Cape Breton to be most fruitful. There she
recorded songs and legend told by local inhabirtants in Gaelic, French and Micmac. Much to
her disappointment she found that there was very "little left among the Indians, although...a
few of the very old ones...tell legends.">" In general, she found Micmac singing was
"devoted entrely to the Roman Catholic prayer book which they chant in their own
tongue.">! Despite her difficultes in making recordings that conformed more clearly to her
notion of the authendc, she did manage to "get a few good things...which must be
interesting to any student of the Indian race."*? Despite Marius Barbeau's urging that she
"get all she could,” or perhaps because of them, Creighton "only touched the fringe" in
recording songs and lore of the French-speaking inhabitants of Cape Breton. This was due
to the fact, she informed Marshall in her summary of her project, that "practically evervthing
done in Canada so far has been done among the French speaking people.">3

[n additon to the recordings she made for the Archive of American Folk Song,
Creighton also completed research for a scholarly publication on the folklore of Lunenburg

County. While she had not "found much in the way of traditonal song there,” she judged

“Hlbid.
B3Creighton to Marshall, 13 July 1944, p. 2, RG L1, Series 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.
Sihid.
3Thid.

33bid.
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"thar part of the province...rich in story and superstuton.">* The Lunenburg book, she told
Marshall, was superior to her first volume of ballads and songs because there was so "much
materal [in it] that is really beaudful, and wuly folk.">* Despite Marshall's eaclier
protestatons that the Foundadon could not consider another grant in support of her
research, he and Stevens awarded Creighton a grant-in-aid in December 1945 to enable her
to complere the Lunenburg manuscript under the supervision of Stith Thompson at the
University of Indiana. ¢

The collaboration between the Rockefeller Foundanon Humamities Division and
Helen Creighton proved enormously fruitful for all involved. Creighton later noted the
dmely loan of the Library of Congress's recording machine allowed her to lay claim to
material 2 competitor in the field was also in a hurry to record. ™ During the war, Creighton
was the only scholar acuvely collectng folk matenal for the Archive of American Folk Song.
As B.A. Botkin, who succeeded Lomax as the official in charge of the Archive, pointed out,
Creighton's collection of Canadian material provided "an unusual opportunity for comparing
Briush and American influences.">%

The Rockefeller Foundation and Creighton mutually benefited from the scholar's

subsequent development as one of Canada's leading professional folklomists. As D.C.

S4bid.

35bid., p. 3.

S¢Fellowship cards: Cretghton, p. 4, RF, RAC.
B7Creighton, A Life in Folklore, p. 131.

558 _A. Botkin to Marshall, 20 December 1943, RG 1.1, Sedes 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.
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Harvey noted in the late-1940s, Rockefeller aid had not only allowed Creighton to develop
her own skills and to carry out important research in her field, but it also "called the
attendon of both provincial and nadonal authoriues to her work, thereby giving promise of a
continuing effect."* As so often is the case with Canadian cultural producers, status and
recogniton received outside Canada predated and led to greater acceptance in Canada.®® At
least parually as a result of the Rockefeller Foundanon's and the Library of Congress stamps
of endorsement, the Nagonal Museumn of Canada not only published Creighton's volume on
Lunenburg,**! bur also hired her to continue work on her various collections. Similarly, the
provincial Department of Educaton in Nova Scota helped her publish another volume of
"Songs and Ballads of Nova Scota."*? In the decades that followed Creighton's flame
burned ever bnghter. On permanent staff at the Nadonal Museum in Ottawa by early 1949,
Creighton published numerous scholarly and popular books and arucles on folklore and held
memberships in several professional and voluntary associatuons in related fields including the
Canadian Authors Associaton, the American Folklore Society, that American
Anthropological Associatgon and the Canadian Folk Music Society. In 1964, benefiung from
the Canadian federal state's commitment to cultural funding -- 2 commitment that not
coincidentally resembled that exhibited by American foundations in an earlier era --

Creighton received a Canada Council grant to help her permanenty record and transcribe

B9Harvey to Dand H. Stevens, 18 November 1948, RG 1.1, Sertes 427R, Box 28, Folder 279, RF, RAC.
6N\ fcKay, The Quest of the Folk, p. 76.
“1Folkiore of Lunenburg County, Nova Scotia (Ottawa: Natonal Museum of Canada, 1950).

*2Creighton with Doreen Senior, Traditional Folksongs from Nova Scotia (Toronto: The Ryerson Press,
1930).
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her entdre collection of folk songs and tunes.

The benefit derived by the Rockefeller Foundadon from its support for Creighton 1s
a litde less tangible. Creighton's transformation from "ballad stalker" to “folklorist” cerrainly
did not have earth-shaking impact on relanons between Canada and the United States. But
if the Foundaton's goal was to subdy foster the growth of a common scholarly community
in North America and to thus create common cultural practces, atatudes and policies then,
as lan McKay suggests, "Helen Creighton's file can only be regarded as an outstanding

success story."' 64

The support the Rockefeller Foundaton provided for the likes of Gard, Morton,
Hughes, Bailey and Creighton is strong evidence of the fundamental expansion of the base
of American corporate philanthropy in the second quarter of the twenteth century.

Through the new addition to the superstrucrure of the Foundaton, the Humanides Division,
its leaders expanded their focus to include emphasis on the "human" elements of modern
life. Applying the same techniques of influence that had proven so effectve in such fields as
medical educadon and public health -- the selective survey and formal and informal
conferences designed to forge consensus -- the Rockefeller Foundation had, by the early

1940s, become a powerful factor in the politics of culture in North America.

3Fellowshup Cards: Creighton, pp. +3, RF, RAC.

1\ cKay, The Quest of the Folk, p. 78.



It would be a gross exaggeration to claim that support for projects of local and
regional interpretation alone constituted even an attempt at the scientific management of
Canadian culture. In conjuncdon with the acavides of the Carnegie Corporaton in Canada
and with the Foundaton's efforts to facilitate natnonal orgamzanon of the humanines and
social sciences in Canada in the 1940s, however, the support for regional studies and for the
creaton of regional infrastructure was a significant intervendon in Canadian culture. Thus
was pardcularly true at a dme when, due to the constraints first of economic depression and
then of the war effort, there was much talk but very little action on the need to support
culture and scholarship in Canada.

The financial support and the access to American experuse the Rockefeller
Foundanon provided was an invaluable aid to Canadians who were in the process of
defining Canadian local and regional traditons and cultures. Foundation ininaaves designed
to develop the srudy of culrural history, sociology, and folklore had a lasung impact in
Canada both in terms of making the work of Creighton, Bailey, and others possible and by
influencing how these individuals approached their areas of specializadon. In negotanng
this support, the Foundaton was also involving itself in, and lending its support to, the
emerging network of Canadian institutions, associatons and individuals coalescing around
the impulse to structure and lead Canadian culture. In this manner, the Rockefeller
Foundaton conuibuted, in no small way, to the emergence of such men as N.A.M.
MacKenzie, Georges-Henn Lévesque, F.R. Scott and Alfred Bailey as cultural authorites --

thus helping them in their ascension to positnons of leadership and influence.
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Chapeer 4: The Carnegie Corporadon, Cultural

Philanthropy and a New Deal for the
Arts in Canada

Before Frederick Keppel took office as president of the Carnegie Corporation in the
fall of 1923, the fine arts had received very little support from either of the giants of
corporate philanthropy. Keppel's personal interest in the arts and in "high culeure” in
general placed these fields near the top of the Carnegie Corporaton’s agenda for the
following two decades. As one author has noted, Keppel's pursuit of cultural philanthropy
established the Carnegie Corporation as a "decisive influence on the insttudonal
development of American culture."! As I argue in this chapter, that influence extended
beyvond the northern border of the United States.

Keppel's selection as president and the Corporation’s subsequent turn to cultural
philanthropy marked a significant departure from the tvpe of scienafic philanthropy pursued
by leaders Elihu Root and Henry Pritchett in the vears following Andrew Carnegie's
renrement in 1917, These men had been most concerned with the development of scienufic
expertse and research infrastructure. Keppel, on the other hand, returned the Corporaton's
focus to other areas of acuvity close to the donor's heart. In his seminal statement on
philanthropy, the "Gospel of Wealth," Carnegie had listed art galleries, museums, concert
halls, public parks and libraries, along with universities and medical schools, as worthy

targets for philanthropy.? In additon to addressing the physical and materal requirements

"Paul }. DiMaggto, "Support for the Arts from Independent Foundatons,” in Nonprofit Enterprise in_the
Arts: Studies in Mission and Constraint, ed. DiMaggio (New York: Oxford Universiry Press, 1986), p. 113.

*Andrew Carnegie, "The Gospel of Wealth,” in Carnegte, The Gospel of Wealth and Other Timely Essays,
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of life, Carnegie believed it was the duty of men of great wealth o provide Amencan society
with a culture that was both "instructive” and "elevatng."? Whereas arts and high culture
were peripheral to the main directon of Rackefeller philanthropy -- even where its
Humanites Division was concerned -- these fields of actvity were near the top of the
Carnegte Corporation's agenda under Keppel.

At the core of Keppel's strategy for public enlightenment in the arts was his desire,
as one historian puts it, "to find ways to disseminate tradidonally elite culture to a larger
number of people."* To do so Keppel attempted to bring the techniques and strucrures of
scientific philanthropy into the world of high culture by organizing the power of 2 natonal
cultural elite 1n a series of bureaucraacally-structured commirttees, instirunons and
associagons. Thus, in addidon to increasing access to high culture, the Carnegte
Corporaton under Keppel was engaged in a campaign to facilirate the transfer of cultural
authority and guardianship from individual patrons and entrepreneurs to a new incorporated,
natonal network of cultural professionals.> Without a trained, organized and structured
cultural elite, Keppel feared that free markert forces and the materialism of individual
entrepreneurs would claim victory over the values he held dear. Like Carnegie, Keppel

believed that culture should serve a greater function in Amenrcan society than merely

ed. Edward C. Kitkland (Cambridge, Massachussetts: The Belknap Press of the Harvard University Press,
1962), pp. 32-++.

‘Thid., p. 45.

‘Ellen Condliffe Lagemann, The Politc 2
Pyblic Policy (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1989) p.7.

STbid., p. 100.



providing entertainment and amusement for cultural consumers and profits for cultural
producers. To preserve tradidons® of western culture passed down from classical imes, the
Corporaton should, in Keppel's view, support the reinfusion of elements of a classical
liberal education, including fine art, music, literature, and poetry into American culture. It
was the duty of the Corporation, according to Keppel, to act as a custodian of natonal
culrure and to empower a group of like-minded cultural leaders.” [n this respect, at least, his
concerns were not that different from such Rockefeller Foundauon officers as David
Stevens and John Marshall or, for that marter, from those of Canadians such as Vincent
Massey. All would agree that, in the aftermath of the First World War, their leadership was
needed as much in culeural affairs as it was in business and science.

One of Keppel's first actions as president of the Corporation was to finance a survey
of the arts in America supervised by Richard F. Bach of the Metropolitan Museum of Art.
The resulting report, "The Place of the Arts in American Life," became the startung point for
a new Carnegie Corporation program in the arts. Not overly concerned with the work of
individual artists, Bach's report documented the low level of education in fine art and art
history offered in American colleges and universides. Most insttutons, Bach's invesugators
found, offered little or no opportunity for study in these fields. The few that did offer

courses did so, generally speaking, without the benefit of trained specialists. There were, in

I am using the term "traditions” in the manner discussed by Ravmond Williams when he defines what he
refers to as the "selectve traditon.” As Williams suggests "certain meanungs and pracrices” from history are
selected "from a whole possible area of past and present” to represent the "significant past.” See Williams,
"Base and Superstructure in Marxist Cultural Theory,” in Rethinking Popular Culture: Contemporary
Perspectives in Cultural Studies, eds. Chandra Mukerji and Michael Schudson (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1991), p. 414.

"Lagemann, The Politics of Knowledge, p. 100.
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fact, only a few instructors who had received doctorates in the areas in which they taught.
The majority of members of the few existing art and art history faculties either held
advanced degrees in related fields, such as History and English Literature, or held no higher
degrees at all.3

Keppel's next step in the direction of taking posinve action to strengthen the
position of the arts in American society was to convene a conference of prominent leaders
in the art communiry to review Bach's findings and to develop strategies for improvement.
Individuals who Keppel brought in to advise him on the program in the arts included such

men as Frank Jewett Mather Jr., director of the Princeton University Art Museum and the art

critic at the Nadoq; Richard Aldnch, formerly the music crinc ar the New York Times; Royal

Cortissoz, art consultant for the New York Tribune; Roval B. Farnum, Massachusert’s

Director of art educadon; and Paul J. Sachs, a professor at Harvard 1n fine arts and the
Director of Harvard's Fogg Museum. By selecting critcs, curators and educators known not
only for their expertse and influence in northeastern elite circles, but also for their
conservatve and tradidonal views,” Keppel was assured that reinforcement of the cultural
standards of established elites would be high on the list of the group's objecuves. The group
also represented the leaders of a newly professionalised cultural elite -- men like Keppel
himself, who saw the management of culture as their business.

In order to establish the arts on firmer footng, Keppel's cultural brain-trust

"Brenda Jubin, Carnegie Corporanon: Program in the Arts 1911-1967 (New York: Camegie Corporaton of
New York, 1968), p. 3.

"Cortssoz and Mather, for instance, were both vehement and our-spoken critics of the 1913 Armory Show
which introduced Postmpressionism to North America. See Lagemann, The Polirics of Knowledge, p. 108.
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recommended a multi-pronged plan to improve art education in colleges and universides
throughout North America and thus provide appropriate training for furure generatons of
educators, museumn personnel and, by extension, culrural leaders. To address the shorrtage of
qualified instructors the committee proposed that the Carnegie Corporanon create a
fellowship program. As a result of this proposal, the Corporaton awarded 80 fellowships to
promising students throughout North America between 1925 and 1931. Selection was
administered by a committee of museum directors and art histonans drawn from the same
circles as was Keppel's original advisory group.'® Selected on the strength of their
undergraduate transcripts, study plans and recommendadons, this group of students formed
what one Corporation official later referred to as "a veritable "Who's Who'" of the
outstanding art historians and museum and gallery directors of their generaton.!" To ensure
that the power and influence of the Keppel's selected elite was perpetuated, the Corporauon
steered the great majority of these future leaders to programs of study supervised by either
Frank Jewett Mather Jr. at Princeton or Paul J. Sachs at Harvard.!* At both institutions,
wide-ranging formal academic study in the humanistc tradition was combined with practical
and theoreucal instructon in gallery pracuce.

On the committee's recommendation, the Carnegie Corporation also made a

WThe first selection commuttee consisted of: Frank Morley Fletcher, Santa Barbara Community Arts;
Edward W. Forbes, Harvard University; Keppel, Frank Jewett Mather, Jr.; Nicholas Murray Buder, Columbia
University; Catherine Pierce, a former professor at Mount Holyoke College; Edward Root, Hamilton College;
Walter Sargeant, University of Chicago; and Alfred J. Hyslop, of Carleton College. Repott of the Prestdent and
of the Treasurer For the Year Ended September 30, 1926 (New York: The Camegie Corporation of New York,
1926), p. 5.

"Florence Anderson, "Introduction” in Camegie Corporation Program in the Arts 1911-1967, p. 3.
"Lagemann, The Politics of Knowledge, p. 110.
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substantial effort to supplement matenals available to university and college art instructors.
In order to do so, Keppel formed another sub-commirtee and entrusted the group to put
together standardized "teaching sets” consisung of "a representative collection of material”
deemed necessary for adequate instruction in art history. Drawing heavily from photograph
collections of classical art at the Morgan Library and the Frick Art Reference Library, the
group compiled sets of over 1.800 photographs of architecture, paintng and sculpture; two
collections of onginal prints and texdles; and over 400 volumes on the history of art.’? In
1926 the teaching sets were distributed to 20 schools in North America, including Queen's
Cniversity, the University of Toronto, and Dalhousie University.'* By 1941, 302 sets had
been distributed to colleges, museums and secondary schools throughout the Unired States
and the Commonwealth.!3

To further solidify the status and position of fine art and art history 1n college and
university curriculum, and following precedents established in other fields of study by both
major trusts, the Carnegie Corporation also gave a series of large grants for development,
support and endowment of visual art departments at a number of selected instrutons. In
keeping with the established formula, the Corporaton dispersed these grants to facilitate the
development of both regional and natonal centers of study. Recipient insttutons included
Harvard, Indiana University, Yale, [owa State University, University of Georgia, Stanford,

the University of Michigan and, in Canada, Acadia University, University of Alberta,

BReport of the President and of the Treasurer For the Year Ended September 30, 1926, pp. 16-17.

“Ibid., p. 17.

YTubin, Carnegie Corporation Program in the Arts 1911-1967, p. =



McMaster University, and the University of Toronto.'® By the early 1930s the Carnegie
Corporation had begun the process of entrenching the study of art in North American

higher educanon.

The_ Carnegie Corporadon, The Natonal Gallery of Canada
and the Canadian Museums Commirree
Although the focus of the Carnegie Corporation's program in cultural philanthropy
was initially on educaton in colleges and universites, Keppel and his cultural advisers knew
thar museumns and galleries had important pedagogic funcuons as well. In 1928 Keppel
convened a sub-committee to study the role these insututions might play in educaung furure
members of the general public and future cultural leaders and in influencing public taste. At
the suggestion of members of this committee, the Carnegie Corporanon began to grant
awards to a number of cultural insatutions. Although the grants were all made to support
educational activities at the recipient institutions, specific programs varied greatly. The
Carnegte Corporation subsidized Yale University's Edward S. Robinson's research in viewer
reaction to various types of exhibits and displays. With a grant to the Cincinnag Are
Museum, the Corporation supported adult educaton classes related to the temporary
exhibits then at the gallerv. Acting on the belief that broad segments of the populaton
found high culture physically inaccessible, the Corporation granted the Philadelphia Museum

of Art $45,000 in 1931 to establish a branch museum.!” All funded programs were designed

1Tbid., pp. 10-11. Canadian recipients are listed on p.36.

YIbid., pp. 13-14.
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to meet both main objectives of the Carnegie agenda: to increase public access to the values
of high culture and to professionalize the cultural sphere.

In 1931, Keppel decided to extend the Carnegie Corporauon's program of support
for museums and galleries beyond the borders of the United States. To initiate this
extension the Corporaton granted $30,000 from its Batash Dominions and Colontes Fund
(the Special Fund) to the British Museums Associaton to conducr surveys of cultural
institutions in several Broash colonies and dominions. Wich this support, Museums
Association president Sir Henry Miers, H.C. Richardson and S.F. Markham researched and
published reports on the state of museums and galleries in Canada, South Africa, Australia,
New Zealand, Ceylon and Fiji. Finding that a number of insttutions in these countries had
impressive collections, Miers, Markham and Richardson found that most lacked the financial
capabilities and trained personnel to take full advantage of the quality of their material.'®

Reacting to the findings of Miers and Markham's study of museums and galleries in
Canada! and wishing to extend the reach of his program in cultural philanthropy, Keppel
initiated the formation of a Canadian committee to work with the Carnegie Corporation to
"suggest ways and means of aiding the advancement of Canadian Museums and Galleries by

direct financial assistance and grants for training."* Like the group of American cultural

"8Ibid., p. 15; See also S.F. Markham, "Museums of Empire: The Need of Links and Loans,” The Times
Weekly, 28 September 1933, photocopied clipping in RG ~.4 C, Outside Acuvittes/Organuzanons, Carnegie
Corporation - General, File: September 7, 1933 - Apal 23, 1934, Nanonal Gallery of Canada Archives
(hereatter NGCA).

1S F. Markham and Henry Miers, A Report on the Museums of Canada (Edinburgh: T.A. Constable Lid.,
1932).

YEnc Brown to W.C. Constable, 3 February 1933, RG 7.4 C, File: 1925 - 1956, NGCA.
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critics, administrators and educators Keppel had called together to create the Corporation's
program of cultural philanthropy in the first place, the membership of the Canadian advisory
committee represented Keppel's best efforts at elite-level consensus building. As was the
case with his American brain-trust, the Carnegie Corporaton's Canadian committee was
selected with the reproduction and reformulaton of exisang hierarchies of cultural authonty
in mind. Each member was well-connected to business and political elites and every
member of the commiriee represented a major cultural insorution -- insutunons that Keppel
believed would have to act as the foundaton of an emerging nauonal culrure. Accordingly,
local museum associatons, smaller insatutions from smaller towns, leaders of regional
movements and, indeed, all individuals interested in culture but not part of the nanonal elite
were excluded from participaton.”!

Care was taken to give the committee the appearance of adequate regional
representation, and its members came from instrutions scattered fairly evenly across
Canada.” To this end, the great enemy of natonal organization in Canada, geography, was
overcome by Carnegie Corporaton travel grants which enabled committee members to
attend annual meetings in Ottawa. This regional representation was a thin disguise for the

real balance of power on the commuttee, however. The selecton of J. Clarence Webster of

“tConforming to the early patterns of professionalization and incorporation in modem western culture,
Keppel's committee included no women. Conforming to the already established pattern of supposedly
"national”" culrural associations in Canada, there was no French-Canadian representadve either.

2The members of the committee were F. Kermade, Director of the Provincial Museum in Victona; R.\W.
Brock, former director of the Nadonal Museum in Ottawa but at the tme a Dean at the University of Baush
Columbia; Robert C. Wallace, President of the University of Alberta and furure Principal at Queen's University;
Vincent Massey; Eric Brown, the Director of the Nanonal Gallery and his assistant H.O. McCurry; E.L. Judah,
of McGill University; and committee Chairman |. Clarence Webster, of the New Brunswick Museum.
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the New Brunswick Museum as committee Chairman was no more than a smoke-screen.
Just as Keppel directed his American programs from his offices in New York with the aid of
representatives of the dominant culrural insurudons (newspapers, galleries and universines)
in the northeastern United States, he made Ottawa and the National Gallery his Canadian
headquarters, and a small group of central Canadians his principal advisers. H.O. McCurry,
the Assistant Director of the Natonal Gallery, was responsible for selecting all of the
members of the commuittee, and the committee's business was conducted out of his office in
the gallery. The gallery's dominance was only enhanced when, in the spring of 1934,
McCurry received Keppel's endorsement to add H.S. Southam, Chairman of the Board of
Trustees at the Nadonal Gallery and the publisher of the Qttawa Cinzen, to the committee.
Bv 1935 it was ccmmon practce that all major issues that came up between annual meeungs
were discussed and decided on by a small informal executive committee consistung ot
National Gallery director Eric Brown, McCurry, Webster, Southam and Vincent Massey.**
The Nadonal Gallery's position of dominance was not merely established by decree
from New York. By allowing McCurry to form the committee, Keppel established the
Natonal Gallery as the initial base and focus of the Corporaton's Canadian culwural
actvides. For the Natdonal Gallery to emerge from the arrangement as Canada's pnmary
cultural insdtution -- as the center at which Carnegie cultural policy was mediated and thus

nadonalized, and from which this policy emanated — required that its leaders constantdy

3H.O. McCurry to Fredenck P. Keppel, 3 Apal 1934, RG 7.4 C, File: September 7, 1933 - Apnl 3, 1934,
NGCA.

*McCurry to J. Clarence Webster, 29 March 1935, RG 7.4 C, File: May 1934 - May 1935, NGCA. Agun,

Webster's inclusion was more for appearance’s sake than a retlection of his power. Although McCurry kept
him informed, he was not pavy o all Ouawa-New York communicatons.
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negotiate and renegotiate the terms of authority both with the corporate patrons in New
York and with other members of the Canadian cultural elite. McCurry and Brown, in effect,
had to offer leadership if they were to be granted it. Thus, in additon to spearheading
programs that appealed to the Carnegie bosses, McCurry and Brown had ro maintain
dominance over insatutons from across Canada and fend off compettion from within
central Canada -- parncularly from Toronto. The first task was not difficult, considering
Keppel's desire to work through a central base. In tumes of economic depression and
general lack of support for arts and culture, fledgling regional institutions with limited access
to funding and professional expertse had little choice but to follow Ottawa's lead. The
second task -- dealing with compenng candidates for nadonal leadership -- required careful
maneuvering by McCurry and Brown.

In nominadng candidates for inclusion ro Keppel's Canadian committee McCurry
could not enurely by-pass representaaves of such nival insurunons as the Art Gallery of
Toronto® and the Royal Ontario Museum. In addidon to being two of the most influendal
cultural institutions in Canada, both had large collections necessary for the success of any
serious regional extension programs the Canadian committee might wish to pursue.?
Instead of selecting a curator or other acuve staff member to represent these rwo
instirutions, McCurry recommended Vincent Massey, a trustee for both. Massey's national

prominence, his interest in Canadian culture, and his close tes to the American

SThe Art Museum of Toronto, now the Art Gallery of Ontano, changed its nume to the Art Gallery of
Toronto 1n 1926.

¥\ebster to McCurry, 10 July 1934, RG 7.4 C, File: May 1934 - May 1935, NGCA.
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philanthropic elite ensured that he would have been selected for the committee with or
without McCurry's support.”’ Charles Currelly, director of the archaeology section of the
Royal Ontario Museum -- one of the small handful of Canadian institutions endorsed by the
Miers and Markham survey and one of the largest museums in any British Dominion® -- was
notably excluded from pardcipation. Currelly was left off the committee, Keppel later
explained to Massey, "because he was antagonistc to the whole idea, and it was felt
necessary to start the job with a group that could work together.”

If Currelly was truly antagonistic to the national commuittee in the fall of 1933, he
was more than willing to participate by the spring of 1934. At that dme Massey and Webster
both began to lobby Keppel and McCurry to have Currelly, and the Roval Ontario
Museum's Director of Zoology, J. R. Dymond, added to the commuttee. I[n response to an
inquiry from Massey, Keppel suggested that he personally thought it was appropriate that
the matter should be brought before the committee for consideraton. Keppel added
however - deferring to the authority he had, partially at least, bestowed on McCurry -- that

Massey should first consult McCurry "who knows the whole background."* Keppel noted

that he hesitated to pursue the matter himself because he and hus colleagues in New York

TVincent Massey had also been a member of the Natonal Gallery's Board of Trustees since 1925 and had
close ties to both McCurry and Brown. As the former minister in charge of the Canadian legation in
Washuington, he was well known to leaders in Amencan philanthropy.

3] ovat Dickson, The Museum Makers: The Story of the Royal Ontario Museum (Toronto: Royal Ontario
Museum, 1986), pp. 69-72.

PKeppel to Vincent Massey, 12 June 1934, RG 7.4 C, File: May 1934 - May 1935, NGCA. Currelly and
other directors at the Roval Ontario Museum were stung by the suggestion in the Miers and Markham report

that the Museum could make better use of its large reserve collection of artfacts. See Dickson, The Museum
Makers, pp. 69-70.

WK eppel to Massey, 12 June 1934, RG 7.4 C, File: May 1934 - May 1935, NGCA.
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felt that it was "of the first importance that the ininaave for enterprises in the Dominions
should come from the Dominions themselves...."3!

To contnue to keep Toronto men off of the committee McCurry engaged in an
elaborate campaign of sleight-of-hand throughout the summer and fall of 1934. To start
with, he advised Currelly that the Canadian commuttee was "stll of a temporary and
experimental nature” and that it would be more approprate to discuss additons to the
committee at some later date. At the same tume, McCurry claimed to have surveyed the
members of the committee on the issue. Despite the fact that both J. Clarence Webster,
officially the committee's chairman, and Massey were strongly in favour of the inclusion of
the Toronto men, McCurry closed the matter claiming that committee members were
unanimously against adding Dymond and Currelly.??

In order to maintain his position of dormunance McCurry knew too that he would
have to justfy his opposition to Keppel. He also realized he would have to negonate a
compromuse with the representanves of the Toronto insurutions. Presentng his own
outlook and interests as "comprehensive” and representatve of "some understanding of the
needs of the country as a whole," McCurry wrote Keppel that there were others who would
prefer to focus the commirtee's work on the needs "of a pardcular insttution."** He further

suggested to Keppel's assistant John M. Russell that the move to nominate Currelly and

Tbid.
M cCurry to Webster, 9 October 1934, p. 2, RG 7.4 C, File: May 1934 - May 1933, NGCA.
3 bid.

3¥McCurry to Keppel, 18 June 1934, p. 2, RG 7.4 C, File: May 1934 - May 1935, NGCa.
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Dymond was the product of an unholy alliance among Massey, Webster and Currelly.
Webster, in particular, was "unable to view the Canadian problem as a whole; he persists in a
sectional and more or less 'quid pro quo’ arttude.” McCurry even suggested that Currelly
had promised to give material from the Royal Ontario Museum's collection to Webster's
New Brunswick Museum in exchange for inclusion on the Canadian committee.>® To prove
to the Carnegie officials that his focus was truly nadonal, his modves pure, and his stance
towards Toronto sympathetic, McCurry proposed a plan that would recognize, to a limited
extent, Toronto's sphere of influence while at the same tume side-stepping the issue of
further additons to the Canadian committee. In McCurry's plan, the Royal Ontario
Museum would serve as a "mother museum for the province, performing somewhat the
funcdons in the provincial field as the Nadonal Gallery of Canada now does for the whole
Dominion in the field of art."3¢ In presentng the proposal to Keppel and to representanves
of the Royal Ontario Museum, McCurry was acknowledging not only that insurudon's
position as a provincial center, but also his own insttution's nagonal mandate. In McCurry's
dreams selected members of the Toronto elite would look after Ontario, while he and Eric
Brown directed national cultural policy (in collaborauon with the Carnegie Corporaton, of

course) from his office in Ottawa.’? And in reality, while other Canadian insurutons

%\McCurry to John M. Russell, 4 September 1934, RG 7.4 C, File: May 1934 - May 1935, NGCA.
36\ cCurry to Keppel, 3 December 1934, p. 4, 7.4 C, File: May 1934 - May 1935, NGCA.

5 McCurry submutted his proposal to an informal committee which included Arthur Lismer, member of the
Group of Seven and Educatonal Supervisor at the Art Gallery of Toronto; Martin Baldwan, Curator of the Art
Gallerv of Toronto; John Alford, holder of Carmegie-sponsored Chair of Fine Arts at the Unuversity of
Toronto; and L.S. Longman, whose position in Fine Arts at McMaster University was supported by the
Carnegie Corporation. In addition to sharing strong ties to the Carnegte Corporation, members of this
committee were all allies of the National Gallerv. See "The Carnegie Corporaton of New York: Canadian
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received large Carnegie Corporation grants,®® none threatened the Nadonal Gallery's status
in Keppel's eyes as Canada's primary cultural insdruton.

[f the outcome of the reladonship of murual influence between McCurry and Keppel
was that Otrawa and the Natonal Gallery were the Carnegie Corporaton'’s Canadian hubs,
Keppel also made very sure that the primary external metropolitan influence on the advisory
commurtee was New York and not London. The Carnegie boss was determuned, for
example, that Henry Miers and S.F. Markham, the representanves of the Brush Museumns
Association who surveved Canadian museums and gallenies for the Carnegie Corporaton,
not attend meeangs of his Canadian committee. Despite the fact that the owo men expected
to be invited to the inaugural meeung in September 1933, and despite the fact that McCurry
and Webster were eager to have their input, Keppel would not hear of it.’ "Mr. Keppel,”
his assistant Robert Lester wrote McCurry shortly before the first meenng of the Canadian
committee on 6 September 1933, was insistent "that the initatve as to future acuon of the
advisorv group should come from Canada rather than from the Briush Museums
Committee."* Although Eric Brown later noted that Keppel was very much in favour of

W.G. Constable, the Director of the University of London's Courtauld Insdrute of Art, and

Committee on Canadian Museums, Progress Report.” 26 August 1936, p. 11, RG 7.4 C, File: June 1935 - May
1956, NGCA.

¥The Art Gallery of Toronto received $50,000 from the Camegie Corporation between 1932 and 1937 and
the Art Association of Montreal received 329,000 between 1938 and 1942. In both cases the grants were used
primarily in support of educational programs designed and supervised by Arthur Lismer. See jubin, Camegie
Corporation Program in the Arts 1911-1967, p. 40.

¥For McCurry and Webster's positions see McCurry to Webster, 11 August 1933, RG .4 C, File: December
1932 - August 31, 1933. NGCA.

WLester to McCurry, 20 July 1933, RG 7.4 C, File: December 1932 - August 31, 1933, NGCA.
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other British experts in the field advising the Canadians on "art educational matters,” he also
emphasized the Corporation chief's opposition to British influence on the commirtee.*!
Selective use of British expertise was fine and in fact desirable. In the mid-1930s Great
Britain was, more than ever, an important pillar of the western tradidon Keppel was fighung
to preserve.*> But control over policy had to be mediated berween Orrawa and New York.
That McCurry -- accustomed to dealing with Briash cultural authorinies -- was not necessanly
in agreement on the matcter s indicated by a comment he made in a letter to Webster. In the
letter, McCurry lamented that the committee would have ro do without Briash counsel unul
the dme he could "put a little sense into our New York friend."*

Despite McCurry's privileged position as Keppel's Canadian lieutenant, it was thus
clear, even before the committee's first meetng, that the Carnegie Corporadon's decision to
work through a centralized commuttee of Canadian experts in no way represented a
relinquishing of power or control. McCurry's power and by extension the Gallery's, were
dependent on Keppel's favour. As S.F. Markham noted confidenually to McCurry, Keppel
could always make his point stand because "he is paying the shot."# If the Canadian leaders
wanted to hear Britsh advice they would have to do so in an unofficial capacity orin a

manner approved of by officials in New York. Eager to use British expertse selectvely,

#Brown to McCurry, 26 June 1933, ~.4 C, File: December 1932 - August 31, 1933, NGCA.

*For a study of Brssh influence in upper-class circles in the United States see Douglas Chamberluin,
"[nteracton Berween Anglo-Amencan Elites: Oxbridge Intluence at Harvard, Yale and Prnceton, 1900-1948."
(D. Phil. thests, Oxtord Unuversity, forthcoming).

BMcCurry to Webster, 11 August 1933, RG 7.4 C, File: December 1932 - August 31, 1933, NGCA.

HS.F. Markham to McCurry, [1 August 1933, RG 7.4 C, File: December 1932 - August 31, 1933, NGCA.
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Keppel did not want to share his influence formally with Briush authoriues.

The mechanisms of influence employed by the Carnegie Corporation were subte
and persuasive. Members of the committee were given earlier and current Corporation
programs as models for their own plans and the commirtee's activities were closely
monitored by Keppel. To make sure the Canadian committee conformed to his general
strategies, Keppel renewed its suppornng grant on a year-to-year basis through the life of the
body. Though McCurry was given a considerable amount of power over the commurtee,
clearly the base of that power was Keppel's on-going support. In any case, the formaunon of
a Canadian advisory body stands in marked contrast to the practces of informal consultation
at both regional and national levels preferred by the officers of the Rockefeller Foundauon
untl well into the 1940s. The contrast was, most likely, a result of both the long-standing
maditon of a separately endowed Special Fund for the Briush Colonies and Donmunions and

Keppel's own execuave style.

From the time of its first meetng in September 1933 to the fall of 1938, when the
Carnegie Corporaton altered its Canadian strategy and withdrew its support for the group,
the Canadian committee's programs and policies reflected the complexity of a three-
cornered relationship that included the leadership of the Corporaton, members of the
central-Canadian elite, and Bridsh art administrators. The general strategy, in accordance
with the American pattern established previously by the trumvirates' senior parmers, called

for solidifving the infrastructural base of a natonal culture in central Canada while, at the



same ume, developing what was seen by all pardes involved in decision-making as a
complementary (but subordinate) regional infrastructure in the western and Mariime
provinces.

Shortly before the formal creation of the Canadian committee, Brown and McCurry
convinced Keppel of the value of Carnegie support for a series of Dominion-wide lecture
tours to help galvanize support for the arts. Nonng that a number of new galleries and
museums had been created in western Canada in recent vears, McCurry advised Keppel that
"well directed lecture work would, we think, build up an intelligent body of support for these
embryo centres of art educadon."¥ After receiving a grant of $5,000 from the Carnegie
Corporation, the Nauonal Gallery leaders, with Keppel's support, selected arust and art
educator Arthur Lismer to conduct a lecture tour of Western Canada.

A better agent for the Nanonal Gallery's cultural agenda and for Keppel's goal for
increased scienufic and professional management of Canadian culture could not have been
found. In addigon to being a leading member of central Canada's preéminent art
association, the Group of Seven, and a strong ally of the Nanonal Gallery,* Lismer was the
Educadonal Director at the Art Gallery of Toronto, and taught art courses for the Extension
Department at the University of Toronto and for the Onrario Department of Education.

During his tour of western Canada, which took place in March and Apnl 1932, Lismer spoke

#McCurry to Brown, 25 Apdl 1931, p. 2, RG 7.4 C, File: 1925-1956, NGCA.

“The Group's and its members' relagonships with the Nanonal Gallery are well documented in the literature
on the history of Canadian art. See, for instance, Charles Hill, The Group of Seven: Art for a Naron (Toronto:
McClelland and Stewart, 1993). For a more cntcal examination of the construction of the alliance see Lynda
Jessup, "Canadian Arnsts, Railways, the State and "the Business of Becoming a Nadoa,” (Ph.D. thests,
University of Toronto, 1992).
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at galleries, universites, high schools and to professional and voluntary associatons.
Repeating messages he had published in his earlier promotonal work for the Group, Lismer
attempted to situate the fine arts in modern society and more specifically within what he
presented as an emerging natonal culrure. ¥’

Thus inaugural tour to western Canada was followed in the summer of 1934 by a
series of presentatons given by Maron Richardson, art inspector for the London Counry
Council Schools in England, and by a second Lismer tour in the summer of 1935. Both of
these subsequent campaigns were pitched specifically at the issue of art education in public
elementary and secondary schools and were coordinated jointly with provinciul departments
of education in Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and Briash Columbia.® These lecture
tours were coordinated with a series of grants to regional instututions designed, as well, to
stimulate interest in the arts and in high culture in western Canada.

From the perspective of the leaders of the Canadian commuttee and the Carnegie
Corporaton, true progress in the regions could only follow the development and support of
a strong base in central Canada. Lismer's first lecture tour was thus followed by a senies of

lectures given by W.G. Constable, the Assistant Director of the Nauonal Gallery in London

#"The Carnegie Corporation of New York: Canadiun Committee on Canadian Museums, Progress Report.”
26 August 1936, pp. 28-29, RG 7.4 C, File: June 1935 - May 1956, NGCA. Examples of Lismer’s early
publications include "Art and the Average Canadian,” Canadian Courier 24 (1 February 1919): p. 13; and "Art
Education and Art Appreciation,” The Rebel 4 (February 1920): pp. 208-211. See also the foreword to the
catalogue of the Group's first exhibition, Group of 7 Exhibition of Paintings {Toronto: Art Museum of
Toronto, 1920). For an extensive discussion of the polemic for a nanonal art developed by Lismer and other
members of the Group see Jessup "Canadian Artsts, Railways, the State, and "the Business of Becoming a
Nanon.™

" The Carnegie Corporation of New York: Canadian Commirtee on Canadian Museums, Progress Report,”
26 August 1936, pp. 26-30, RG 7.4 C, File: June 1935 - May 1936, NGCA.
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and the Director of the Courrauld Institute of Art, on the place of the arts in higher
educatdon. Although Constable, like Lismer, was selected to represent the center to the
periphery - to, in effect, adverdse and legiimize the natonal scale of the Nanonal Gallery of
Canada's cultural leadership -- he was also employed by Brown and McCurry to encourage
development of art education at the elite universities of central Canada. Both objecaves fit
in well with the broader Carnegie agenda, and Constable's tour mer with Keppel's full
approval.¥

Constable's selecnon was the result of an exhausuve search by McCurry and Brown
for a prominent Englishman who could convince wary and cash-strapped universicy
adminiserators of the necessity of the fine arts departments at their universiges. In a letter
dated 6 September 1933 -- the day following the first meetng of the Canadian Museums
Committee -- McCurry invited Constable to speak in Canada. After recounting the events of
the previous day, McCurry suggested that Constable come to Canada to explain to Canadian
audiences the importance of training and scholarship in the fine arts and to impress upon
Canadians "the National Gallery's place in the scheme, past, present and future....">
Constable agreed and from late October and December of that year toured Canada with
McCurry. In addition to speaking to audiences in most large Canadian cides west of
Montreal,?' McCurry and Constable held pavarte discussions with provincial educadon

officials and with university administrators. Upon his rerurn to England, Constable

Brown to McCurry, 26 June 1933, RG 7.4 C, File: December 1932 - August 31, 1933, NGCA.
Y gu
30\ [cCurry to Constable, 6 September 1933, RG 7.4 C, File: 1925 - 1956, NGCA.

51Stops were made in Montreal, Ottawa, Toronto, Winnipeg, Regina, Saskatoon, Edmonton, and Vancouver.
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summarized his thoughts in 2 memorandum, "Art Actvites in Canadian Universites,"
which he sent to several of the officials and administrators he had met in Canada.*

Constable's thoughts on the place of the fine arts in liberal education had immediate
resonance in central Canada and provided support for McCurry's and Keppel's plans to
improve art education in Canada. At the dme of Constable's tour, officials at Queen's
University and members of the Kingston Art Association -- encouraged by McCurry and his
assurances of at least limited Carnegie Corporation support -- were taking the first tentanve
steps in the direction of creating a department of fine arts. After winning a small three-year
Carnegie grant from the Canadian committee, Queen's University and the Kingston Art
Association joined forces to hire Goodridge Roberts to serve as resident arust for the
university. [n August 1934, the University of Toronto made a more substanaal entry into
the world of high culture by hiring Constable's colleague at the Courtauld, John Alford, to
fill 2 new a Chair of Fine Arts endowed by the Camegie Corporation.?

During his three vears at Queen's, Roberts gave public lectures at the university and
in the Kingston cultural community, taught non-credit courses in paintung and helped
organize art exhibidons.>* Although the appointment did not result in the creation of a

Carnegie-endowed chair at Queen's -- as McCurry, Queen's Principal Hamilton Fyfe, and

3'The Carnegie Corporation of New York: Canadian Committee on Canadian Museums, Progress Report,”
26 August 1936, pp. 25-26, RG 7.4 C, File: June 1935 - May 1956, NGCA. See also Frances K. Smith, André
Biéler; An Arnst's Life and Times (Toronto: Merritt Publishing Company Lid., 1980), p. 82,

$3MeCurry to R.W. Brock, 28 August 1934, RG 7.4 C, File: 1925 - 1956, NGCA.

#"The Carnegie Corporation of New York: Canadian Committee on Canadian Museums, Progress Reporr,”
26 August 1936, p. 10, RG 7.4 C, File: June 1935 - May 1956, NGCA.
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Kingston Art Association President Reginald Trotter hoped it might’® - the experiment did
lead to the more gradual development of an art department at Queen's. At the end of
Roberts's term, the university and the community art association pooled resources and,
operaung without Carnegie Corporation financial support, hired André Biéler as the new
resident artist. Having received the support of Kingston and Queen's University patron
Agnes Etherington for the project, the university also approved Biéler's proposal for the
inclusion of new credit courses in art history and fine art instruction in September 1936, on
the eve of the academic vear.* Another important central-Canadian base for the arts was
thus established.

McCurry and Brown were less successtul in their efforts to use their influence with
the Carnegie Corporaton to support the establishment of art departments at other Canadian
universiaes. Late in 1933, Keppel suggested to McCurry that the Camegie Corporation
would consider supporung the temporary employment of German scholars who were
displaced from their positions by the newly formed Nazi regime.’” After conferring with
members of the Canadian committee, McCurry wrote Constable, who was coordinating the
plan from the Courrauld Insntrute in London for Keppel, and advised him that the Canadian

leaders favoured "good Britsh men" overwhelmingly over German scholars.®® Members of

3MeCurry advised Fyfe that "Mr. Keppel was decidedly favourable [to the idea of establishing a chair of
fine arts at Queen’s|...[and] 15 well disposed towards Queen's and admires what you are doing there." See
McCurry to Frfe, 28 August 1933, RG 7.4 C, File: Academic Assistance Counal.

*$mith, Andre Bieler, pp. 80-82.

5McCurry to Brock, 27 March 1934, RG 7.4 C, File: Academic Assistance Counail, NGCA.

33McCurry to Constable, 1 June 1934, RG 7.4 C, File: Academic Assistance Coundil, NGCA.



the committee felt strongly that Britsh or even Americans were better at appealing to the
Canadian cultural community.>

Less than a vear later, seeing Keppel's proposed Empire Fellowship program as a
possible vehicle to further his campaign to establish the study of art in Canadian higher
educaton and ignoring the previous decision of the Canadian committee, McCurry reversed
this position. Deferring to Constable's request, McCurry contacted top administrators at
several Canadian universides and advised them of the Carnegie Corporation's offer of
support.® Before receiving any formal responses to his inquires, he also wrote Constable
enthusiastically about the strong possibilites for the program at Queen's, McGill, the
Unuversity of Saskatchewan, and even at his own insurutgon.®! Despite several enthusiastic
replies from Canadian university officials to McCurry's inquiries, none would commit to
establishing permanent academic positons and programs in the fine arts at their
insttutions.®> With the limited commitment of Canadian educators to the fine arts

McCurry's attempt to follow Constable's prescription -- "to hammer away at Keppel and his

¥See, for instance, Brock to McCurry, 19 Aprl 1934, RG 7.4 C, File: Academic Assistance Council, NGCA.
The efforts of the leaders of American philanthropy to find and fund employment for European scholars were
often met with natvist sentiment in the United States as well. Few institutions were willing to offer permanent
emplovment, though certain programs including Princeton’s [nstrtute for Advanced Study, New York
University's Insttute of Fine Arts, and the New School for Social Research built considerable reputanons by
employing European scholars fleeing fascism. The New School under Director Alvin Johnson recruited 4
remarkable 178 retugec mtellecmnls with the aid of a $540,000 grant from the Rockefeller Found:mon hee
Richard Pells, No ;
World War [T (\aew York: Bas:c Books, 199") pp- 25-31.

“Constable to McCurry, 24 January 1935; and McCurry to Constable, 4 February 1935, RG 7.4 C, File:
Academic Assistance Council, NGCA.

"\ cCurry to Constable, 4 February 1935, RG ~.4 C, File: Academuc Assistance Councail, NGCA.

©2See R.W. Wallace to McCurry, 18 March 1933; W.H. Fyfe to McCurry, 23 March 1935; and McCurry 10
Dr. Julius Held, 30 March 1935, RG 7.4C, Outside Actvines/Organizatons, Camegie Corporauon - General,
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people and see what you can get out of them..." — was without effect and the program was
dropped.®

The establishment of new art programs ar Queen's, University of Toronto, McMaster
University, and Acadia University was, nonetheless, a strong beginning for those who
wanted to see the study of art become an accepted part of higher educarion in Canada and
marked significant progress on Keppel's and McCurry's shared agenda.* The leaders of the
Natonal Gallery were parucularly concerned, however, about the existence of one key chink
in the armour of Canadian high culture. Despite the fact that the upper-class English-
speaking community in Montreal enjoved, as Brown put it, "fine collectons and
collectors,...much art interest,...good arusts and lots of money,..." the gallery of the Montreal
Art Associadon lacked an "actve Director” and McGill University had never had a program
of fine arts.5> "The art situation in Montreal," Brown advised Keppel, "is rather like sheep
having no shepherd."% In early 1937 Brown and McCurry attempted to bring the interests
of the art associaton and the university together with Carnegie support, as they had done on
a smaller scale in Kingston, to create a joint positon modelled after john Alford's at the

Cniversity of Toronto. Notng that Constable had left the Courtauld, Brown suggested to

File: Academic Assistance Council, NGCA.

%Constable to McCurry, 27 June 1935, RG 7.4 C, File: Academic Assistance Counail, NGCA.

*Acadia and McMaster both received grants directy from the Camegie Corporaton to start art programs.
With this support, Acadia hired Walter Abell in 1928 and McMaster hired Lester D. Longman in 1932, See
Stephen H. Stackpole, Carnegie ton: Com wealth Program 1911-1961 (New York: Camegie
Corporadon of New York, 1963), pp. 39, +.

%Brown to Keppel, 13 Apdl 1937, RG 7.4 C, File: 1925-1956, NGCA.
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Keppel that the Carnegie Corporation should consider granting McGill 2 chair of fine arts.
The foundation, however, was in the process of broadening the scope of its Dominions
program and would not commit support to another permanent positon in the arts in
Canada.

Despite the failure of the McGill scheme, McCurry and Brown had, in helping to
create other professional and academic bases for art and culture, successfully collaborated
with the Carnegie Corporation to enhance the size, power and presage of the central-
Canadian culrural leadership in the 1930s. Through the Canadian committee's projects
aimed at regional development, the Nadonal Gallery officials also contributed to the creanon
of complementary infrastructure that could serve to extend the influence of this nanonal
elite throughout the Dominion. At a ome when the Natonal Gallery's annual budger was
shrinking at a considerable rate,*” collaboration with the Carnegie Corporation not only
allowed McCurry and Brown to maintain the Nadonal Gallery's programs, but actually
enhanced its ability to act as a central, primary and authoritatve high cultural instruton in

Canada.

By the mid-1930s, internal shifts to the Carnegie Corporaton's Bridsh Dominions

program of cultural philanthropy occurred that fundamentally altered the relatonship

%The Natdonal Gallery's budget decreased from $130,000 in 1929 to $25,000 in 1934. See Charles Hill,
Canadian Paindng in the Thirges (Ottawa: Natgonal Gallery of Canada, 1975), p. 4. From 1935 to 1945 the
budget levelled off at around $75,000 per vear, although about $30,000 of this was committed to staff salaries.

See vearly Public Accounts of the Dominion of Canada (Ottawa: Edmond Clouger, C.M.G., B.A, L.Ph,,
Printer to the King's Most Excellent Majesty, Controller of Stationary).
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between the Corporaton and members of the Canadian cultural elice. In the fall of 1935,
after approving the Carnegie Corporation's vearly grant of 330,000 to the Canadian
committee, Keppel advised McCurry that the Canadians should "watch this sum pretty
closely because in all fairness we will now have to turn to other Dominions."® Days later
correspondence from Robert M. Lester, the Secretary of the Carnegie Corporation,
confirmed that the trustees were "contemplating certain shifts in our arts program, and may
decide that we had best go easy for a while in Canada."?

Although the Canadian committee's allowance was renewed again in the fall of 1936,
it was clear that the well was almost dry. Commirttee members, including McCurry initally,
were aghast at the thought of being cur free of Carnegie support. McCurry implored Keppel
to "keep up the good work in Canada at least a litde longer.... There are some at least of our
actvities where withdrawal at present would be a calamity."™ A vear later, after it was
announced that the Canadian committee's grant would not be renewed, an agitated J.
Clarence Webster, sall nominally the group's chairman, suggested to McCurry that it would
have been preferable for the Carnegie Corporaton to have "left us alone than to have made
a start and then to have dropped us unceremoniously.””! Notng the extent to which the
committee's programs had been designed to "functon according to...[Keppel's| requests and

plans,..." Webster felt that the Canadians could not be expected to "learn to stand alone in

“Reppel to McCurry, 25 October 1935, RG 7.4 C, File: June 1935 - May 1956, NGCA.
“Robert M. Lester to McCurry, I November 1935, RG 7.4 C, File: june 1935 - May 1956, NGCA.
\McCurry to Keppel, 17 October 1936, RG T4 C, File: June 1933 - May 1936, NGCA.

“"Webster to McCurry, 11 October 1937, RG 7.4 C, File: June 1935 - May 1956, NGCA.
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such a short ame.""*

By the fall of 1937, McCurry had adjusted his strategy and was, he informed
Webster, "relieved"” to see the committee work "drawing to a close."” This is less surprising
than it might seem on the surface. In four vears, he had wansformed the Canadian
committee from a simple advisory body to a mechanism for negonanng and solidifying his
personal authority and that of his instruton both with other members of the Canadian
cultural elite and with Keppel and the Carnegie Corporaton. In both respects the
commirtee had, by 1937, largely outlived its usefulness. While trs death marked the
abandonment by the Carnegie Corporaton of many other Canadians and Canadian
institutions, it signalled an alteragon, not an end, to the foundatdon's relatonship with the
Nadonal Gallery and its leaders.

The expansion and internadonalization of the Carnegie Domintons program was, in
fact, encouraged by McCurry and Brown and grasped by these officials as an opportunity to
internadonalize the Natonal Gallery's programs and acuvites and to enhance their own
spheres of influence. From mid-decade onward the Natonal Gallery increasingly became
not only the hub of Camegie Corporaton Canadian operatons, but also an important base
for the organizadon's expanded program of cultural philanthropy in other dominions. In a
related shift, indirect support for the National Gallery, which had previously been channelled
through the Canadian committee, gradually gave way to direct support for the institution's

domestc and internatonal acavites.

“Ibid.

McCurry to Webster, 6 December 1937, RG 7.4 C, File: June 1935 - May 1956, NGCA.
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A close examination of the Nadonal Gallery's role in the extension of the Carnegie
Corporation's Dominions program reveals how the transfer of influence between New York
and Otrawa was not an endrely one-way process. In March 1935, as the exhibidon
"Contemporary Paintings by Artists of the United States” -- an exhibidon developed jointly
by the National Gallery and the Camnegie Corporation -- was touring Canadian galleries,
McCurry suggested to Keppel that the Camegie Corporation should consider a series of
exhibidon exchanges between the United States and the Banush Empire. "Some such
scheme," McCurry wrote, "has far-reaching possibilines for good and would be another
strand in the bond of English speaking co-operaton and understanding."™

McCurry's suggestion followed closely and was probably influenced by an invitanon
by Homer Saint-Gaudens, Director of the Department of Fine Arts at the Carnegie Insurute
in Pirtsburgh, to Brown, Lawren Harris, and Marun Baldwin (Director of the Art Gallery of
Toronto) to help select Canadian canvasses for inclusion in the 1935 edidon of the Carnegie
[nsttute's "Internatonal Exhibitdon of Paintings." Probably as a result of Camegie
Corporadon interest in Canadian art, 1935 was the first year in many that the Carnegie
Instrute included Canadian art in the annual event.” Seeking a "fine representaton of
Canadian work," Saint-Gaudens requested that Harris, Brown, and Baldwin "choose for us

the painters who vou think could best present contemporary painting in your land."™ The

“McCurry to Keppel, ™ March 1935, RG 7.4 C, File: Interchange of Exhibidon between Baash Empire and
the Uruted States, NGCA.

“Homer Smnt-Gaudens to Brown, 20 February 1935, p. 1, RG 5.4 C, Canadian Exhibidons/Foreign, File:
Camegie Insdrute Internadonal Exhibidon of Puntngs, 1935, NGCA.

SIhid.

238



American, already having a clear noton of what consaruted the most representative
Canadian art, did not leave the Canadian much room for selection. Saint-Gaudens requested
ten canvasses, all works in oil, painted by ten different arasts - "about one third, perhaps, of
the Group of Seven, one third of older painters and one third of younger painters from
outside the Group of Seven."”" In addition to being asked to help select the canvasses,

Harmis was asked to coneribute one of his own, Icebergs, Smith Sound. Perhaps inspiring

McCurry's own overtures to the Carnegie Corporaton concerning exhibiton exchanges,
Saint-Gaudens hoped that the inclusion of Canadian works might be "an opportunity to
promote the good will and understanding berween the people of the United Srates and their
northern neighbours."™

The tour of "Contemporary Painting by Aruasts of the United States” in Canada in
the spring and summer of 1935, and the inclusion of Canadian works in the Camegte
[nsdtute's "Internadonal Exhibidon" that fall marked the beginning of a period of closer and
more direct collaboradon berween the National Gallery leadership and the Carnegie
Corporadon. [nteraction around these exhibiuons also marked the formal acceprance by
Camegie leadership of the National Gallery as the center of Canadian art. When, in the
future, the Corporation needed advice and experuse on Canadian high culture, its leaders
turned first to the Gallery.

In 1936, for instance, the Carnegie Corporation and the Natonal Gallery

collaborated on the development of the "Exhibitdon of Contemporary Canadian Paindng,"

“Ibid., pp. 1-2.

Shid., p. 3.
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which toured South Africa, Australia, and New Zealand. In addition to placing Brown in
charge of selectng the works to be exhibited, the Carnegie Corporaton also sent the
Director of the National Gallery as its representatve on the tour. In this capacity, Brown
was in charge of "building up a representanve collecton of Canadian, South African,
Australian, and... New Zealand work."”? Brown's selections in turn formed the nucleus of
the "Empire Exhibiton" which was presented at the Palace of Fine Arts in Johannesburg
from 15 Seprember 1936 - 15 January 1937. Also accompanying the tour as a representanve
tor the Carnegie Corporation was Arthur Lismer. While in South Africa, Lismer lectured on
art education, discussing the projects he had developed with the support of the Carnegie
Corporaton at the Art Gallery of Toronto and for the Onrario Department of Educanon.
[mpressed with the results of Lismer's speaking tour and with his earlier Canadian art
acuvism, the Camnegie Corporaton funded an extension of the artst's stay in South Afnca.™
The Southern Dominions Exhibidon and the exchange of American and Canadian
shows in the mid-1930s were followed in the early 1940s by more extensive interaction
berween art elites in the Unured States, Canada, and other British dominions. In the spring
of 1940, the Nauonal Gallery, under the leadership of its new Director, H.O. McCurry,* and

the Carnegie Corporaton again combined forces, this ume to bring an exhibition of New

“Keppel to Brown, 29 August 1935, RG 7.4 C, File: 1923-56, Carnegie Corporation - General, NGCA.

“Lismer was attracted to the idea of a return to the vocation that had done so much to establish the Group
of Seven as Canada's national art movement. Lismer wrote Brown from South Africa, "I am back to my old
job of stumping the country as in Ontano - ten vears ago....[t s steady pioneenng, the only difference is that
here [ get the ears of the powers that be, and in Ontario ['m beaung against a brck wall as far as official
educadon is concerned.” See Lismer to Brown, 13 February 1937, RG 7.4 C, File: June 1935 - May 1956,
NGCA.

$1Erc Brown died 6 Apnl 1939.
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Deal public art to Canada. Opening at the Natonal Gallery, "Mural Designs for Federal
Buildings from the Section of Fine Arts" toured Canadian galleries over the summer of 1940.
Less than rwo vears later the Carnegie Corporaton brought an exhibition of Australian art
to the Gallery as part of a broader North American tour.

In addidon to these internadonal exchanges, the Carmnegie Corporaton also increased
direct support for the Nadonal Gallery's domestic programs. The most significant example
of this escalation was support for the creadon of the Nauonal Art Centre in 1939. Made
possible by 2 $30,000 Carnegie Corporation grant and by the promise of matching support
from the federal government, the Natonal Art Centre was conceived of by Brown, McCurry
and Keppel as a replacement for the defunct Canadian commirttee. The Centre was,
accordingly, designed to coordinate lecture tours, organize study groups for scholars and
teachers, establish art educanon programs for children and organize art acuvines across
Canada.® Arthur Lismer, who had returned trom his tour of South Africa, Australia and
New Zealand in 1937, and who had subsequentdy held Carnegie-sponsored posts at the Art
Gallery of Toronto and at the Teachers College of Columbia University, was selected as the
Centre's Educational Supervisor and Director.3> Brown's death and Canadian entry in the
war in Europe meant the suspension of activites at the new Centre, and Lismer transferred
his projects to the Art Associaton of Montreal.* In 1943, however, the Carnegie

Corporation and the National Gallery -- reacting to the upsurge in art organization which

2\ [aria Tippett, Makin -C:
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990), p. 150.

$3See also Hill, Canadian Painting 1n the Thirdes, p. 24+27.

“The postton in Montreal was, again, supported by a Carnegte Corporation grant.
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was occurring in central Canada -- agreed to revive the program. Walter Abell, sall
Professor of Fine Arts at Acadia University, president of the Mariume Art Association and
editor of the journal Maritime Art, was brought to Ottawa as the new Director of the
Nadonal Art Centre.

The significance of this flurry of development is clear. By the early 1940s, Canadian
artists and art administrators like Lismer, McCurry, and Abell® had joined an international
art elite that included cultural authorides from Great Britain, from other Bnash dominions,
and representanves of the Carnegie Corporaton. The creation of this network, and the
inclusion of Canadians in it, was not, of course, solely the work of the Carnegie Corporaton.
The organization was, in fact, attracted to these Canadians because of their ability to
negotate the terms of thetr own influence on both natonal and internadonal levels. Once
selected and approved, members of the Canadian leadership group held considerable power
-- power underwritten by and sall conangent on Carnegie Corporation financial resources.
Through its support of the Canadian committee and of the National Gallery of Canada, the
Carnegie Corporation had already made a substanual contribution to the creadon of a
professionalised, corporatized and bureaucrauzed cultural leadership in Canada by the

beginning of the 1940s.

33\ alter Abell was an Amernican by birth and returned to the United States to take a position at the
University of Michigan after the war. As one of the few professional art historans in Canada and as a leading
art administrator in Canada from 1928 to 1946, however, he should be included in this group.
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The Kingston Conference, The Carnegie Corporation
and a New Deal for the Arts in Canada

This earlier period of involvement by the Carnegie Corporaton in Canadian cultural
politcs forms the context within which the Conference of Canadian Arusts held at Queen's
Cniversity in June 1941 must be understood. Hailed appropriately, it seems, as one of the
defining moments in the history of art in Canada® -- as a rurning point in the battle to win
state support for the arts -- events at Kingston have been fundamentally misunderstood.
Culrural natonalists have conveniently omitred nodce of the key role played by the Carnegie
Corporaton in providing a suitable cultural environment for the gathering, initiating the
conference, providing a roster of speakers, and in shaping the agenda for discussion. Far
from being a gathering at which Canadian artists spontaneously came together in an effort to
build an "art of the people” or to move closer to a state of "cultural democracy,” as some
writers have suggested,’” the Kingston Conference and the Federation of Canadian Artsts
that emerged from it were products of elite level collaboraton and accommodadon berween
leading North American arusts, art bureaucrats, and representanves of the Carnegie
Corporation. Moreover, in blindly accepting tred and problematical assumpdons of
Canadian/American difference based on founding fragments of Lockean liberalism and
Tory paternalism, we forget that the shining example of state support for the arts was, for

most Canadians in the late 1930s and early 1940s, the American New Deal Public Arts

%6See Tippett, Making Culrure, p. 166.

¥'See for example Frances K. Smith, André Biéler: An Artist's Life and Times (Toronto: Merritt Publishing
Company, 1980); and Michael Bell, "The Welfare of Art in Canada,” introducton to The Kingston Conference

Proceedings: A Reprint of the Proceedings of the 1941 Kingston Arnsts’ Conference, p. iii.
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projects. In the concluding secdon of this chapter, I explore the implications of American
influence -- both of the New Deal art projects and of the Camnegie Corporaton's cultural
philanthropy. [ argue that the Corporaton'’s participation in the poliucs of Canadian culture
in the 1930s and 1940s was a critcal factor in the incorporadon of Canadian arts and in the
related pursuit by members of the Canadian art community of federal state support.

One of the products of the collaboraton berween the leaders of Canada's Natonal
Gallery and of the Carnegie Corporaton was the tour of an exhibition of mural designs
executed for the Amercan Federal Works Agency's Secton of Fine Arts, which travelled
Canada in the summer of 1940. This exhibinon, funded with a grant from the Carnegie
Corporation and brought to Canada at the request of Director McCurry, opened first at the
National Gallery in Ottawa. Over the summer, it was also shown at the Art Gallery of
Toronto, at the Art Associaton of Montreal, and at both the Winnipeg and Vancouver Art
Galleries. An abbreviated version of the exhibiton also toured the Mariume provinces.

The purpose of the exhibition, wrote Forbes Watson, an administrator with the
Sectdon of Fine Arts, was to give Canadians a broad idea of the Secton's murals, which in
final form adorned American post offices, court houses and other public buildings.** Under
Franklin Roosevelt, the American government had set aside 1% of the constructuon costs of
public buildings to pay for murals and sculptures. Arusts chosen in national and regional

compettions were then commissioned to execute murals in public buildings across the

$Edward Rowan, Mural Designs tor Federal Buildings From the Sectign of Fine Arts (Ottawa: Nadonal
Gallery of Canada, 1940), p. 3.
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United States.®

Indeed, the collection of images exhibited provided Canadians with a vanied
sampling of the common themes, content and styles of New Deal public art. In the words
of one art historian, Section murals were almost always "readable images of something.""
Of the thousands of murals commissioned by the Section, only one, Llovd Ney's New
London Facets, was an abstract work. The "something" most often depicted was the
American Scene. As defined by Secton Head Edward Bruce and his assistant Edward
Rowan, the American Scene was a2 homogenous, recognizable and often heroic cultural
landscape.”! Easily read visual narraaves, many of the murals presented viewers with 2
usable past -- historical scenes that documented and at umes created natonal wadigons and
culture. Others depicted an equally usable present, showing viewers how technology and the
state could be valuable allies in the search for prosperity.”

Typical examples of Secton muralists' use of historic themes are Steven Dohanos's

The Legend of James Edward Hamilton and Jared French's Cavalrymen Crossing a River

(fig. 1). In each, it is a heroic past that is visited. In the post office in West Palm Beach,

¥The best sources on the Section of Fine Arts are Karal Ann Marling, Wall-to-Wall Amenca: A :
History of Post Office Murals in the Grear Depression (\Imne.lpolxa Lmversm of \I.mnesom Press, 1982);
. d .

Marlene Park and Gerald Markowitz, Democranc Vistas:
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1984); and Barbam \Ielo:h nggndgnng g:ulrure S [mhgod and
Womanhood in New Deal Public Art and Theater (Washington: Smuithsonian Instrudon Press, 1991).

MMarling, Wall-to-Wall America, p. 9.
'[bid., pp. +3-47; and Park and Markowitz, Democratic Vistas, pp. 139-142.
Marling, Wall-to-Wall America, p. 38. For discussions of the broader quest for a "usable past” in the

Depression sce Alfred Haworth Jones, "The Search for a Usable Past in the New Deal Er," Amercan
Quarterly 23 (December 1971): pp. 710-724; and Jane De Harr Mathews, " Arts and the People: The New Deal

Quest for a Cultural Democracy,” Joumnal of American History 62 (June 1975): pp. 316-319.
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Florida, where Dohanos's mural was painted, it is the legend of mail carrier James Edward
Hamilton's mysterious disappearance that is celebrated; in Richmond, Virginia, where
French's mural appeared, the brave efforts of Confederate soldiers are glorified.

Another favourre theme of the New Deal muralists, and one that was also in
evidence at the Canadian exhibidon, was the fruitful relagonship of technology and narure.
In Joe Jones's Men and Wheat (fig. 2), executed for placement in a post office in Seneca,

Kansas, the wheat harvest was depicted. William Gropper's Construction of the Dam (fig.

3), which had the disancton of being selected to adorn the walls of the new Deparmment of
Interior building in Washington, D.C., provided its viewers with a vision of 2 new
mechanized future. Both these murals spoke powerfully of humankind's ability --
supplemented, of course, by state planning and advances of science and technology -- to
harness and control narure.

Often, the muralists took the theme of humanity and nature one step further to
express the theme of the New Deal and nature. The Secuon and its artsts were not above
trumpeting the virtues of other New Deal programs. [n another mural design chosen for
inclusion in the Canadian exhibiton, David Stone Marun's Electrificaton (fig. 4), New Deal
workers are shown hard at work bringing electricity to the Tennessee Valley - thus
providing Canadians with visual evidence and a compelling narratve of one the New Deal's
more noteworthy projects, the Tennessee Valley Authority.

Probably the most striking of the mural designs shown in the Canadian exhibiton

was Symeon Shymin's Contemporary Jusuce -- The Child (fig. 5). Designed for the Justice

building in Washington, D.C., the mural depicts a child who ts presented with two paths of

246



life from which to choose. In the catalogue that accompanied the exhibiton the paths are

described by Edward Rowan:

The planned road, symbolized by the great hands holding the tiangle

working on the blueprint of a modern housing project, leads by the lines of

direction up through the school and college laboratory to the pinnacle of

healthfully emploved leisure. The other path, through the facrory and child

labour, leads inevitably downward through the group of undernourished and

underprivileged children to the sleeping vagrants under the trestle....”?

The clear message of the mural: the New Deal state could not eliminate poverty and want
altogether, but with proper social engineering, and an appropriate commitment to science
and educauon, it could provide individuals the opportunity to choose between the two
paths. This was a message too that spoke directly to the need for the type of scientific
management of culrure advocated and pursued jointdy by the leaders of American corporate
philanthropy and by members of the Canadian cultural elite. It was, in fact, both a ringing
endorsement of those who were trying to organize authority under a central state and a stern
warning to those who advocated a return to laissez-faire.

Although Canadians were appropriately impressed by what H.O. McCurry described
as "an amazing and varied survey of American life and customs,”* they seemed more
enthralled by the notion of state patronage of the arts. Wnung in review of the exhibiton
and of lecrures given by Edward Rowan, Canadian commentators tume and again speculated

about the possibility of establishing federal art projects in Canada. "It is to be hoped,” wrote

a reviewer for Saturday Night magazine,

Rowan, Mural Designs for Federl Buildings from the Section of Fine Arts, p. 22.

74"Prize Winning U.S. Art to be Shown in Qrtawa,” Ortawa Citzen, 15 Apnl 1940, p. 3.



that the showing will stimulate our own Federal government to give thought

to a project along similar lines. The divorce of art from industry has been

pretty complete in the country, and this would seem one excellent way of

bridging the gap between them.”

To a writer for the Ottawa Citizen, the exhibidon revealed "what can be done...when artsts
of a country are given an opportunity to disclose their ralent under government
spensorship.”’ Lamenting the "clean white walls” of Canadian posr offices, Saturday Night
magazine's art criic Graham Mclnnes, himself a recipient of a Carnegie Corporation grant
during the 1930s, even felt it logical that they be adorned with depictions of the past -- the
exploits of Carder, Mackenzie, Champlain and Thompson; the building of the railroads; the
digging of the Welland Canal; and other themes in Canadian history.”’

A theme that repeatedly appeared in Canadian commentary on the exhibinon, and
one stressed even more comprehensively later at the Kingston Conference, was the
democradzing etfect of the American public art projects. In opening the exhibiton at the
Nadonal Gallery, American Minister to Canada James H.R. Cromwell suggested that
"something very exciting" was happening in the American art scene. While arusts in the past
had, in his words, "painted for themselves and for a limited group of critcs,..." they could
now reach broader audiences by placing their work in post offices and other public

buildings.” Globe and Mail art critc Pear] McCarthy agreed, advising her readers that "this

trend to use fine art in public buildings involved the average citizen as art patron.” She

"5Graham McInnes, Saturday Night, 16 March 1940, p. 21.
" Exhibiton of Murl Designs for Public Buildings Opens Tomorrow." Qttawa Ciuzen, 18 Aprl 1940, p. 6.
"Graham Mcinnes, "We Want Boghter Post-Offices,” Saturday Night, 18 May 1940, p. 31.

%"Hon. J.R-H. Cromwell Opens Exhibiton of U.S. Mural Art,” Ottawa Journal, 20 Apnl 1940.
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claimed that the new relatonship between ardsts and the public would be to the benefit of
both. "In a healthy democratc way," she argued, "the people of the United States have
expressed their opinions freely on these murals, not sparing the severest criticism which they
felt like making...."%

To some extent, McCarthy was correct. Artsts painting murals in public buildings
were often subjected to the harsh cniticism of cinzens in small Amencan towns. On the
other hand, arasts and the viewing public were, in reality, only junior partners in whart art
historian Karal Ann Marling describes as a "triumvirate of interests."'™ By far the most
powerful parmer in this relationship was the patron -- the New Deal state. The Secton
operated in a "healthy democratc way" only in terms of the provision of benefits. Through
it and other New Deal programs, the state did employ thousands of artists at a ime when
there was little employment in the private sector. In doing so, as McCarthy suggested, the
state also brought fine art out of urban are galleries and into public buildings throughout the
naton. But in terms of production and decision making -- who decided what was painted,
when, and where -- the Section was disunctly un-democraac.

In fact, the Section's structure of authonty, like that of other incorporated cultural
associadons including foundations, galleries, universities and museums, was decidedly "top-
down." Section heads Rowan and his superior, Edward Bruce, saw themselves -- in much
the same manner as McCurry, Brown, and Keppel perceived their own roles — as leaders of

an elite responsible for cultural guardianship. In their hands lay all the day-to-day authonty

Pearl McCarthy, Toronto Globe and Mail, 11 May 1940.

nYall-to-Wall Amernica, p. 3.




and the power to privilege some styles and certain subject marter. As I suggested earlier in
the discussion of the mural designs exhibited in Canada, patrionc, positve and realisac
images fit Bruce and Rowan's definition of good mural art. Overtly political arr, abstract,
avant-garde, or any painting the Section heads viewed as overly modemist and thus
European, was frowned upon. For this reason the nudes that appeared in design sketches
were often tastefully clothed in the finished product. Jared French's Contederate
cavalrymen, for instance, had removed their pants in order to cross the river in the artst's
orginal design (fig. 6), but left them on for their appearance in the finished mural.'"!

Decisions ro avoid the overty political and contentous are somewhat ironic. The
New Deal visual arts projects were, after all, inspired by the Mexican state-sponsored mural
projects of the 1920s and by such Mexican muralists as Diego Rivera and Jose Clemente
Orozco. But the model for Section muralists was not Rivera's Rockefeller Center mural, the
work John D. Rockefeller Jr. ordered removed because it depicted Lenin leading exploited
workers to a new social order. With direct reference to the incident, Roosevelt qualified his
approval of the Section with the warning that he would not stand for "a lot of voung
enthusiasts painting Lenin's head on the Jusdce building."!"? From its incepton, it was clear
that murals would be scrutinized for radical content.

The overwhelmingly positive response registered by leaders of the Canadian artstc

1Tbid., pp. 293-328; Park and Markowitz, Democratic Vistas, pp. 138-177. This discussion of French's
murals follows Marling's closely. See Marling, Wall-to-Wall America, pp. 283-286.

2Franklin D. Roosevelt cited in Steven C. Dubin, Bureaucratzing the Muse: Public Funds and the Cultural
Worker (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987), p. 159. For a discussion of the Rockefeller Center

controversy, see Lawrence P. Hurlburt, The Mexican Muralists in the United Srates (Albuquerque: University of
New Mexico Press, 1989), pp. 139-174.
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community to the 1940 Secdon of Fine Arts exhibition represented either a naive or an
intentional misreading of the reality of the New Deal. In the reviews that appeared in
Canadian newspapers and journals, ardsts and critcs typically ignored the tension in the
New Deal between centralizing forces and grassroots local and regional impulses. [n turn,
members of the Canadian cultural elite could conveniently ignore the fact that, in the
broader experience of the New Deal, it was centralizaton and bureaucratizaton, not
democracy, that most often won the day. With the New Deal, a new relatonship between
American artists and the state was established, at least temporarily. The self-appointed
leaders of the American art communiry, like leaders of so many other consttuencies, were
invited into the state as the state's sphere of influence increased. What seems to have been
lost on most Canadians who commented on the development was that this new relanonship
did not represent an unambiguous step in the directuon ot culrural democracy; it signalled the

insttutional flowenng of New Deal liberal hegemony.

This did not seem to bother leading Canadian arusts who were, in any case,
accustomed to forming alliances with their own cultural bureaucrats. In additon to making
idle comments about the success of American art projects, many Canadian critics and artsts
suggested that Canadians, too, should pursue state patronage. While doubting that much
could be done during the war, art criic Robert Ayre exhorted artsts and art organizatdons to,

as he put it, "carry on a persistent lobby...so that the demand [for programs| will be



widespread."'? Indeed, Ayre could report that following Edward Rowan's lecture to the
Contemporary Arts Society in Montreal on the eve of the exhibition opening, members of
the Society "[e]agerly asked the man from Washington how they could get the men at
Ottawa to do something about starting a federal art project in Canada."!*

By late 1940 some Canadians were already taking preliminary steps to influence "the
men in Ottawa." McCurry's interest in the American exhibition in the first place was
grounded, no doubt, in the example it would set for the Canadian government. In early
November, André Biéler suggested to Frederick Keppel and Stephen Stackpole, another
senior official at the Carnegie Corporadon, that it might be a good idea to bring Canadian
artists together for what Biéler described as "a kind of weekend house party...to learn from
an outsider something about the modern technical aspects of paintng...." Using the same
sort of rhetoric emploved by Edward Rowan in his descripoon of Simeon Shymun's
Contemporary Justice and the Child, Biéler explained the predicament of the "Canadian
argst':

the Canadian ardst, having travelled a glorious way has reached a turning

point, a fork in the road. The lettering on the sign post has been blurred.

He knows not what directon to take. We are not going to tell him which

way is right but our job at the Conference is to reletter the sign so that,

knowing the facts, he will in all confidence choose the way for himself.!"

Stackpole and Keppel, who liked the idea and, no doubr, the rhetoric, recommended that

Biéler hold his conference at Queen's University in Kingston immediately following the

103" Art Project Here a War Casualty,” Montreal Standard, 4 May 1940, p. 9.
14" Canadians Would Like Art "Project’,” Montreal Standard, 27 Apnl 1940, p. 9.

193Biéler to Keppel, 21 January 1941, File: Queen's University - Conference on Canadian Arasts, Camegie
Corporaton of New York Archives, Columbia University (hereafter CCNY A).
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Carnegie-sponsored Canadian-Amercan Conference scheduled there for June 1941.1%

[t is not surprsing that Biéler turned to American philanthropy for funding. As we
have seen, the Corporadon's work first with its Canadian committee and later with the
Nagonal Gallery made it, by this tme, a major patron of many Canadian cultural projects
and thus a major influence in the polidcs of Canadian high culrure. Queen's University, in
particular, had a number of strong ties to Keppel and the Camnegie Corporadon. Biéler's
own positon had been created as an indirect result of an earlier Carnegie grant. Historan
Reginald Trotter, who as president of the Kingston Art Associadon had been instrumenral in
winning support for the creadon of a fine arts program at Queen's, was also the primary
Canadian organizer for the Carnegie Endowment for International Peuace's Canadian-
American Affairs conferences which were held alternately at Queen's University and ac Se.
Lawrence Unuversity in Canton, New York. [t should also be noted that Queen's Principal
Robert Wallace, who as president of the University of Alberra served on Camegie's
Canadian committee, was a strong supporter of the arts and had a long associaton with
American philanthropy. "7

The extent of Carnegie influence can be clearly seen in the preparations for the
Kingston Conference. As late as January 1941 -- four months before the conference began -
- Biéler maintained that the primary purpose of his "house party" for Canadian artists would

be to discuss paintng technique. In a proposed schedule he sent to Keppel, no plans were

WCamegie Corporaton memorandum, 1 November 1940, File: "Queen's University - Conference on
Canadian Arusts,” CCNYA. See also Tippertt, Making Cultre, p. 164

7In addition to serving on the museums committee, Wallace had been on the organizing committee of the

Canadian Fronders of Sertlement project which was sponsored by the Rockefeller Foundation through the
American Social Science Research Council in the 1930s. The larter project is discussed in chapter 3.
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included for a discussion of the role of artists in society, nor was it mentoned as a
possibility.!% Shortly after this timetable was sent, Biéler indicated to Keppel that "there
might be a seminar on Art Educadon [but the] general theme of the conference...should be
‘Are, Its Creadve and Technical Aspects."!%

The idea of discussing the positon of artists in society may have been that of long-
dme Carnegie ally Walter Abell. When asked by Carnegie officials for his thoughts on
Biéler's initial idea, Abell immediately expressed his approval, but added that it would be
encouraging if a permanent and national arts association styled loosely after the American
Federation of Artsts were to be formed as a result of the meeting. Abell also suggested thar
museum personnel and art educators be included in the get-together.!"” Both suggesuons
were passed un to and heeded by the organizers of the conference.

The selection of guest lecturers was another area where Carnegie influence was
manifested. As Biéler assembled his list of speakers, he solicited, and for the most part
followed, the advice of Keppel and Stackpole.'!' As Stackpole wrote to Camnegie-cultural

adviser Edward Forbes of the Fogg Museum at Harvard, "Canadian artists are not too well

W8 A\ndré Biéler to Keppel, 6 January 1941, "proposed Timetable,” File: Queen's University - Conference on
Canadian Artists,” CCNYA. The record of the interview between Stackpole and Biéler on 27 December also
supports the conclusion that Biéler saw the conference primanly as 1 technical one. According to Stackpole’s
notes, Biéler was "evidently putting the main emphasis on the technical side....” See Biéler and Stackpole
interview, 27 December 1940, File: Queen's University - Conference on Canadian Arusts,” CCNYA.

Biéler to Keppel, 21 January 1941, File: Queen’s University - Conference on Canadian Armsts, CCNY'A.

"Carnegie Corporation memorandum, 18 December 1940, File: Walter Abell, CCNYA.

WSee, for instance, the record of a discusston between Biéler and Stackpole 1a which Biéler approved
Stackpole's recommendanon of the Harvard techniaans (from the Fogg Museum) and asked for the name of a

suitable painter to accompany the group. Record of interview, Biéler and Stackpole, 16 March 1941, File:
Queen's University - Conference on Canadian Arr, CCNYA.



informed [on the technical aspects of painting] and may have much to learn from experts in
this field in the United States."!!* Apparently Biéler agreed. Most of the main invited
speakers, including muralist Thomas Hart Benton, Rowan, Abell, Fogg Conservator R.J.
Gertens, and the members of the Painters Workshop in Boston, were Americans with strong
associatons to the Camegie Corporaton. Others, such as John Alford of the University of
Toronto and H.O. McCurry had seen their careers advance at the hands of Keppel.!'?

Once the conference commenced, it proceeded as it had been scapted by its
organizers. The participants were treated to speeches on American regionalism, on "Art and
Democracy,” and on New Deal art projects. Although discussion of technical aspects of
paintng did take place, the main business of the conference was, as Abell had suggested it
should be, to form a permanent associaton of Canadian arnsts and to consider how the
artists could establish a financially beneficial relatonship with the state.

There was a wide range of ideas about how the associagon should be strucrured and
what its purpose should be. Artists at the conference wanted to know whether the new
body would be a federaton of existing local art sociedes. What would be the membership
criterta? Would only artsts be included? Would it operate as a trade union or a pressure
group? Or, as artist Jack Shadbolt put it in his capacity as chair of the final session, should it
be designed to "face the government with practical problems such as the organizadon, say,

of a2 Natonal mural project or something similar to the P.W.A. [Public Works

112Stephen Stackpole to Edward Forbes, 27 January 1941, File: Queen's University - Conference on
Canadian Artsts, CCNYA.

371 of these men had been recipients of Camegie fellowships or grants. See Brenda Jubin, Carnegie
Corporation Program in the Arts 1911-1967.
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Administration] or the W.P.A. [Works Progress Administradon][?]"!!* Shadbolt came close
to the intentons of the Conference's planners again when he suggested that if organized on
a broad base, the associaton would have

the added advantage of having a spirit that would commend itself to

philanthropic organizatdons who would be likely to make some donaton

towards the organizadon of such a body. We are not permitted to mention

numes in that respect, but in the back of cur minds we all know that this

particular conference was made possible through some such agency as

that....!3

Although there were many at the conference who felt that these matters should be
debated in the open forum the conference provided, it was decided abruptly by the
conference organizers that a small continuation committee would be chosen and that this
new body would debate the nature and purpose of the new associaton. Not surprisingly,
the commirtee consisted of Biéler, Abell, Arthur Lismer and, in the words of 2 Carnegie
official, "two others,” namely, A.Y. Jackson and sculptor Frances Loring.''% The inclusion
of Lismer, Abell and Biéler ensured that the Camegie Corporaton had strong representation
on the executive of what would soon be the new Federaton of Canadian Artists.

With this, the Federaton of Canadian Ardsts was born -- born, but not vet ready to
leave its provider. In his report on the success of the Kingston Conference, Lismer wrote to

the Carnegie Corporation and requested, in his words, that it “give the Federaton inidal

status by funding its newsletter."!!” He felt that the conference had gone over very well and

'HThe Kingston Conference Proceedings, p. 98.

Blbd., p. 99.
Cross reference sheet, 16 July 1941, File: Federadon of Canadian Armists, CCNY'A.

WTbid.
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that it "had revived the movement for a Canadian Federation of Ardsts."!!® Noting the
inspiration provided by Rowan and the New Deal Art projects, Biéler wrote Keppel that the
spirirual vitality of the conference made us feel that the tme is ripe in Canada
to give form to the awakening art consciousness. Recent developments tn

the United States such as those presented at the conference by Edward
Rowan make us eager to promote similar acdvites in Canada.'”

At about the same dme, Bicler was gaining more "srarus” for the organizaton by
securing Carnegie funds to pay the salary of a secretary and to cover the wavel expenses of
members of the executive committee.'™ The Carnegie Corporation would conunue to
support the Federadon of Canadian Artists unul 1945 when the Corporation re-examined its
entire program of cultural funding. The Carnegie connecuon was crucial to the
development of the Federation as a major lobby group. [n 1945, executve secretary of the
Federation H.G. Kettle wrote to Robert Lester of the Carnegie Corporation to acknowledge

the debt: "I think you will see that without the Carnegie grant it would have been quite

impossible for us to have built up our organization and to have developed our projects.”!?!

If history was seamless, and human actvity as ordered and controlled as the leaders
of American corporate philanthropy would have liked, the creaton of a strong centrally-

based federadon of Canadian artists supported by leading professional ardsts, criucs,

"¥Camegie Corporation cross reference sheet, 16 July 1941, File: Federanon of Canadian Arnsts, CCNYA.
"Biéler to Keppel, 30 July 1941, File: Federation of Canadian Arasts, CCNYA.
12Biéler to Keppel 23 July [941, File: Federaton of Canadian Arnsts, CCNYA.

21K ettle to Lester, 17 January 1943, File: Federation of Canadian Arusts, CCNYA.
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educators and organizers would have led quickly and directly to the implementation of a
comprehensive system of federal state support for the arts and culture. In contribunng to
the creation of the federation, the Carnegie Corporation had helped create another
nationally-incorporated base which along with the new university fine arts programs and the
National Gallery formed a solid foundation for such a system. At the same ame as the
artists were coalescing under the banner of the Federadon of Canadian Arusts, McCurry's
empire at the National Gallery was advancing in a significant manner. [n 1943 McCurry
decided to revive the National Art Centre and Walter Abell was hired away from his posts at
Acadia and with the Maridme Art Association to serve as the new centre's Director. In his
new position, Abell quickly set about establishing the previously-planned educauonal
programs, lectures and exhibidons which made the Nadonal Gallery a real focus of cultural
actvity. Most significant to the advance of a natonal art movement, Abell transformed his
regional journal Maritime Art into Canadian Art. Published out of the Natonal Gallery, the
new journal became a mouthpiece for both the new artists' federadon and for the gallery.

Despite recognition by leaders within the federal state thar cultural policy would be
an important issue in the post-war reconstructon, and despite the appointment of Vincent
Massey and other leading members of the central-Canadian cultural elite to the Royal
Commission on National Development in the Arts, Letters and Sciences (the Massey
Commission) in 1949, the road to state support was not as smooth and as straight as
McCurry and others would have liked. The construction of hegemonic apparatus for the
arts required a complex process of negotation between competing interests. The

impediments to this construction process were both external and internal to the natonal art
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movement. From the outside there was considerable suspicion about the value of and the
motivations for a federally-based cultural policy. Provincial politicians in Quebec were
particularly concemed that the federal Liberals were atrempung to usurp provincial powers
over education. I[nternally, the actvides sponsored by the Carnegie Corporation in the
1930s and early 1940s -- the virtual creadon of the discipline of art history in Canadian
universites, the establishment of formal art educaton at insatutons such as the Art Gallery
of Toronto, the Art Associaton of Montreal and the Nadonal Gallery, and the creatdon of
the Federadon of Canadian Artsts -- had all served to empower a number of groups and
individuals who represented a vardety of interests and ideologies. Once these various
agendas took hold it became far more difficult to control the movement or to create and
maintain a consensus even amongst those who were sharing cultural power.

In July 1944, the leaders of the Federadon of Canadian Artsts combined with those
of fifteen other nadonal cultural and intellectual associations'* to present a common
" Arusts' Brief" to the House of Commons Commuttee on Reconstructon and Re-
establishment (the Turgeon Committee). The resultng brief, largely based on a proposal
from Federation of Canadian Artsts president Lawren Harris, differed considerably from
McCurry's notion of a national culture emanating from the central base of a powerful and
authoritative new National Gallery in Ottawa. In his plan, Harris called for $10,000,000 in

federal support for the creatdon of communiry art centers in every metropolitan area in the

2R oyal Canadian Academy, Sculptors' Society of Canada, Royal Architecrural Institute of Canada,
Canadian Sodiety of Patnrers in Water Colour, Canadian Group of Panters, Soctety of Canadian Painrters-
Etchers and Engravers, Canadian Society of Graphic Art, Canadian Authors’ Associanon, Canadian Performing
Rights Society, Federation of Canadian Music Teachers, Canadian Society of Landscape Architects and Town
Planners, Canadian Handicrafts Guild, Domuimuon Drama Festival, Canadian Guild of Potters, and the Arts and
Letters Club of Toronto.
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Dominion. Drawing his inspiration, at least parually, from his own selective reading of the
American cultural New Deal which had brought public art to public buildings throughout
the United States, Harris argued that a true national art movement must be nurtured at the
grassroots.!>> While the "Ardst's Brief” did make provision for the extension of the National
Gallery's staff and the constructon of a new facility, these were to follow the constructon of
the communiry centers and only if the resources to accomplish these tasks remained. The
brief, Federation of Canadian Artsts vice-president Fred Taylor noted, was a direct
repudiadon of McCurry's "dream of the great new Nanonal Gallery "palais des beaux arts' in
which he would be enthroned...."'** The "Arusts' Brief" gained added significance when it
was revived and put back into service as the Federation of Canadian Arnsts bref to the
Massey Commission.

Despite the endorsements of the Federation of Canadian Arusts and the new
Canadian Arts Council'™ for Harris's scheme, the center held firm. Massey himself had
been 2 member of the Nadonal Gallery's Board of Trustees since 1925. In addigon to his
service with McCurry in the 1930s on the Carnegie Corporaton's Canadian committee,

Massey had worked closely with the National Gallery's director on the war artists'

13For fuller descnipnons of the Community art centre concept see Richard E. Crouch, "\ Community Art
Centre in Action,"Canadian Art [T (October-November 1944), p. 22; "Regional Support Promused for
Communty Centres,” Canadian Art II (October-November 1944), p. 38; and Lawren Harrts, "Community
Centres - A Growing Movement," Canadian Art IT (December-January 1944-1945), p. 62.

12E B. Taylor to Kettle, 9 December 1943, Box 2, File: 2049, Queen's University Archives (hereafter QUA),
cited in Bell, "Welfare of Art in Canada,” p. xv.

1353The formal federation of the organizations that coalesced behind the "Arast's Baef” in 1944,
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program.!” When it came time for the commission to make its formal recommendations to
the federal government, Massey was firmly committed to a centralized, "top-down" structure
for federal culrural programs.

Central coordination of arts and culrure was, moreover, a concept that fit much
better than Harris's decentralized plan in the managenial agenda and corporate vision of the
federal Liberal government at the dme. Thus, while the commissioners recognized the value
of improving the regional extension services of the Nadonal Gallery, the priorry in their
final recommendations to the government was the creanon of a new, vasty improved and
more substandally endowed National Gallery in Ottawa.'* The other primary
recommendaton relating to the future of high culture in Canada was that the federal
government create the Canada Council. Supporting the arts and scholarship in rhe social
sciences and the humanides, the new council was to be operated out of a central office in
Ottawa and administrated by two full-ume civil servants and their staff. Operaung very
much in the same manner as the Camegie Corporadon's Canadian commirtee had two
decades earlier - although on a much larger scale -- decisions regarding funding would be
juried by a broader council of unpaid "distinguished and public-spirited citzen[s]" which

would meet periodically throughout the vear.!*

126Claude Bissell, The Impenal
1986), p. 147.

{Toronto: University of Toronto Press,

Z"See Report of the Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts, Letters and Saences, [949-
1951 (Ottawa: Edmond Clouter, C.M.G., O.A., D.S.P., Panter to the King's Most Excellent Majesty, 1951), p.

16.
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Tbid., p. 377-78.
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That Carnegie cultural philanthropy and the cultural New Deal were such important
components in the creadon of the system of federal support for the arts in Canada now
seems tromic. At the very moment that members of the Canadian cultural elite such as
Massey, Lismer, Bidler, McCurry and Harnis were being inspired in various and diverse wavs
by these programs, both were coming to their ends in the United States. With Keppel's
retirement in 1941, the Carnegie Corporaton gradually began to turn away from cultural
funding. By 1946 the Corporation, under the leadership of President Devereux C. Josephs
and Vice President Charles Dollard, was increasingly turning to strategic grants in the social
and natural sciences.'” The New Deal art projects suffered an even more abrupt end and
did not survive past American entry into the Second World War. When Lismer visited
Washington shortly after Pearl Harbour he found "all signs of community efforts W.P.A. -
F.P.A. - Amercan Arust's Congress. - Artists [nter-relations organizadons - are all gone."™
[t was not unal 1965, during Lyndon Johnson's presidency, that a direct relationship
between the state and the arts was re-established with the creadon of the Natonal
Endowment for the Arts and Humamtes. In Canada, however, the cultural New Deal and
Keppel's brand of cultural philanthropy served as a more immediate and powerful symbol in
the period of post-war reconstructon.

The order of these political developments in the two nattons should give pause to

YL agemann, The Politics of Knowledge, pp. 147-133.

¥Lismer to Kette, undated, box 4, file 2050, QUA, cited in Bell, "The Welfare of Art in Canada,” p. xxuii,
n 19.
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those who hold dear essentialist and ahistorical notons of American Lockean individualism
and Canadian Tory paternalism. There was nothing inevitable or pre-ordained about the
Canadian state's paternalistic reladonship to the arts that developed in the 1930s or about the
individualistc and private system of cultural producton which existed at the same tme in
the United States. These were due to specific historical events in the 1930s, 40s and 50s, and
not to what Sevmour Martn Lipset refers to as "organizing principles” of political culrure
fashioned at the moment of the Amercan revoludon.”! Indeed, the collaboration between
Canadians such as Massey, Brown, McCurry, and Lismer, and the officials of the Carnegie
Corporaton, and the role these partnerships played in the transidon in Canada from a
private localized system of cultural patronage to a system of corporate cultural patronage in
which the nadon-state became the major corporate patron, should also give pause to those

who see a stark delineation between the supposedly "public” and "private” spheres.

B1See Seymour Martin Lipset, Continental Divide: The Values and Institutions of the United States and
G ad (\e.\v Xork. Routledgc 1990) I\c:nneth \[cRne "The Structure of Canadian Hxston in The Founding

:\ustmhn ed. Loms H-.utz (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World [nc 196+4), pp. 219-262; and Gad Horowitz,
Canadian Labour in Polites (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1968), pp. 3-57.
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Part ITI: Organizing Canadian Scholarship



Chapter 5: American Philanthropy and Intellectual
Development in Canada, 1930 to 1957

Introduction

The President informed King that he was coming up on the following day,
Sarurday, to Ogdensburg, to review American troops, that he hoped King
would come down in the evening to spend the night in his private railway
car, and that they could discuss the common problems of North American
defence rogether. King instantlv agreed. He was electrified with eager
enthusiasm. He behaved like a puppet which could be animated only by the
President of the United States.!

-- Donald Creighton, The Forked Road (1976).

It was Mr. King who led us to this point. And his leadership has been so
completely accepted that today only the Communists and a diehard remnant
of Tores go about talking of " American Imperialism." Well, no, this isn't
quite correct. There are also those academic intellectuals in our universiaes
who are sull thinking up nasty wisecracks about American imperialism
regardless of the fact that most of their own pet research projects are apt to
be financed by money from Rockefeller or Carnegie or Guggenheim.?

-- Frank H. Underhill, Canadian Forum (1950).

In the two quotauons that open this chapter we are presented with two very

different interpretatons of William Lyon Mackenzie King's influence on the relationship

between Canada and the United States. Both Creighton and Underhill would agree that the

Ogdensburg Declaration of 18 August 1940, in which Mackenzie King committed Canada to

participation in a new Permanent Joint Board of Defense with the United States, marked a

significant and symbolic departure in Canadian foreign policy. To Frank Underhill -- an

'The Forked Road: Canada 1939-1957 (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart Lid., 1976), p. 43.

*'Conceming Mr. King," The Canadian Forum (September 1930): p. 122. A shortened version of this
quotation is included in the conclusion of Keaneth McNaught, "Frank Underhill: A Personal [nterpreration,”
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avowed continentalist — external affairs was "the one field in which he [King] did give 2
definite lead." Basing his course on a realistic assessment of power relations, according to
Underhill, King resisted all emotonal temptagoas to draw Canada closer to Great Brirain.
At the same tme, without "arousing that anti-American fever," he deftly made economic
and military commitments to the Unired States that were not only desirable, but absolutely
essenaal to Canada's future prosperity and security. From the early 1930s through to the
end of the Second World War, Mackenzie King was "clear headed and persistent in moving
towards a goal which he saw from the start."?

To Donald Creighton, the Ogdensburg Declaranon also represented a murning point
in Canada's history -- the moment Canada accepted a junior positon in the "Amercan
Empire” and abandoned Great Brirain in exchange for security.* [n Creighton's version of
events, Mackenzie King fell vicim to American President Franklin D. Roosevelt's personal
charm, flattery and wealth. In the hands of the powerful and persuasive American leader
Mackenzie King, according to Creighton, was a mere "puppet,” easily convinced to accede
to any and all propositions. In the Creighton narratnve of Canadian history, the Ogdensburg
Declaradon was the successful culminaton of Franklin Roosevelt's scheme to "organize the

whole North American conunent, under American leadership, for the defence of the United

Queen's Quarterly ™9 (Summer 1972): pp. 134-135.

$bid.

*Creighton, The Forked Road, p. 43; John Herd Thompson and Stephen . Randall, Canada and the United
States: Ambivalent Allies (Athens, Georgia: University of Georgia Press, 1994), p. 155; and Carl Berger, "The
Conferences on Canadian-American Affairs, 1933-1941: An Overview,” in The Road to Ogdensburg: The

ueen’s/St. Lawrenc erence on Canadian-American Affairs, 1935-1941, eds. Frederick W. Gibson and
Jonathan G. Rossie (East Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 1993), p. 29.
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States."

In either case, if Mackenzie King really chose the contnental opdon on the "forked
road” of Canadian foreign policy -- either because he fell prey to Roosevelt's power and
charm or as a result of cold and ranonal calculaton -- he was responding to forces that must
have been very familiar to both Creighton and Underhill. The characterizadon of a
Canadian leader at the beck and call of a powerful American should have been a pardcularly
uncomfortable image for Creighton. As Underhill, Creighton's colleague in the Department
of History at the University of Toronto, suggested, the leading "academic intellectuals” of
their generation -- impenalists and contnentalists alike -- looked to American philanthropy
for what litde aid there was for scholarship in the humanites and the social sciences in
Canada in the 1930s, 40s and 50s. [t was with the aid of the Carnegie Corporaton and the
Rockefeller Foundanon that such men as Creighton, Underhill, Harold [nnis, and a host of
others conducted their research, published the fruits of their labour and buile the
infrastrucrure vital to the development and professionalizadon of several academuc
disciplines.

In this chapter I focus on the influence of American philanthropy on the
development of scholarship in the humanites and social sciences in Canada from the early
1930s to the formadon of the Canada Council in 1957. In the first section of the chapter I
brefly describe a series of special projects in Canada inidated and funded by either

Rockefeller or Carnegie philanthropy in the 1930s. Projects to be considered here are the

3Donald Creighton, "The Ogdensburg Agreement and F.H. Underhill,” in The Passionate Observer.
Selected Writings, ed. Creighton (Toronrto: McClelland and Stewart, 1980), p. 120.
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Fronuers of Settlement seres, which resulted in the publication of a number of studies on
pioneer settdements in Canada; McGill University's Social Science Research Project, in which
a large group of faculty and graduate students were engaged in studies of unemployment and
immigration in Moatreal; and the 25-volume series on Canadian-American reladons funded
by the Carnegie Endowment for Internadonal Peace, in which leading Canadian histonans,
economists, sociologists and politcal scienasts grappled with various issues. [ suggest here
that, collectvely, these projects not only provided vital sumulation to research and
publication in the otherwise dark days of the Depression, bur also acted to professionalize
intellectual acavity and to insulate it from the demands of the day. In both respects, these
programs served as models, to both Canadian scholars and the foundations, for more
permanent programs of scholarly aid.

In the chapter's second secton [ turn to the Carnegie Corporation's and the
Rockefeller Foundaton's support for the creation and operation of permanent infrastructure
in the social sciences and humanuties in the 1940s and 1950s. Focus is placed on the
foundanons' role in the development ot the Canadian Social Science Research Council and
its sister council, the Humanites Research Council of Canada. The foundations funded pre-
and post-doctoral grant and fellowship programs, sabbatical leaves for senior scholars,
research funds, travel grants, scholarly conferences, and support for publication through
these organizations, which in turn depended on American philanthropy for 90% of their

funding undl they were absorbed into the apparatus of the Canada Council in 19576 In

Donald Fisher,

Federaton of Canada (Waterloo: Wilfnd Laum:r University Press in collaboration with The Sodial Science
Federadon of Canada, 1991), p. 27.
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addidon to serving as models for future state-supported programs for scholarly aid, the
research councils also served to organize and strengthen the collective voice of a self-
selected intellecrual elite.

To conclude this chapter I focus on the Rockefeller Foundaton's campaign from the
early 1940s into the later 1950s to support what officers of the Foundation deemed "the
best" insttutions and individuals involved in the social sciences and humanides in Canada.
Pardcular emphasis is placed on the Rockefeller Foundation's support of Donald Creighton,
Harold Innis, and the development of the University of Toronto as the natonal center, focal
point and model insttudon in the social sciences and humanites in English-speaking
Canada. In addiuon, Inmis's role as the leading Canadian Rockefeller consultant in the social
sciences and humanides i1s examined as a case study of the flow of influence berween
intellectuals and philanthropic foundations. In discussing the period from Innis's death in
1952 to 1957, I focus on Rockefeller programs iniuated jointly to commemorate [nnis and to
complete his (and the Rockefeller Foundaton's) vision for his Department of Politcal
Economy at the University of Toronto. The University of Toronto's positon of leadership
both before and after Innis's death are examined.

In presenting these three sectons [ am documendng the incremental qualitadve and
quantitative alterations of Amencan philanthropic support for the social science and
humanides disciplines tn Canada from the 1930s to the late 1950s. During the Great
Depression the foundatnons ventured onto Canadian soil sporadically, sponsoring special
studies and/or specific departments. When they did so, they operated either directly or

through the intermediary \merican associations they had helped to create in the 1920s, such
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as the American Social Science Research Council (SSRC) and the American Counci of
Learned Societies (ACLS). By the late 1930s, the officers of the trusts, having gained close
working knowledge of the Canadian scene and having developed close personal relatonships
with some members of Canada's scholarly community through these limited excursions,
began to collaborate with Canadians in efforts to create Canadian-based structures designed
to function in the same way as the American councils did. The goal was not so much to
diminish the power of the foundadons, but merely to mediate it through networks of trusted
Canadians who shared many of their fundamental objectves. With the establishment of a
comprehensive nerwork of intellectual "branch-plants,” foundadon officials and Canadian
scholars became more comfortable with each other's goals, strategies, and methods of
operadon. As the years passed, the process of mediation became ever more sophistcated

and American influence became less overt and more nuanced.

I. Negouating Frontiers: Philanchropy and the Social
Sciences and the Humanides in Canada during the Great

Depression
[n 1957, having tisen to the pinnacle of his profession, Donald Creighton looked
back on the years of the Great Depression as crtical ones for Canadian scholars in the social
sciences and humanities. It was during these years, Creighton observed with more than a
hint of nostalgia, that Canadian intellectuals displayed a growing "sense of collecdve unity."
They became "conscious of their increasing influence and prestige in the universites” and,
perhaps more important, they became "aware...of the rapidly growing importance which

they were acquiring in the eyes of government and society.” With society facing the
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catastrophe, first, of economic depression and later of world war, "scholars were drawn
into....anxious inquiry” and "agitated debate” about the important issues of natonal
administration.’

Without doubt, it is true that economic, international and constirutional crises
encouraged politicians as well as members of the general public to look to intellectuals for
solutons. As historians Douglas Owram and Barry Ferguson argue, the political and social
climate at the ume was receptive to scholars from many disciplines who could legitimarely
claim expertise and offer social remedies.* Or, put another way, as political economist
Harold [nnis observed, it took complete economic collapse to compel desperate politicians
to put aside their natural suspicions and to seek the counsel of academic intellecruals.” In
any case, as the decade of the 1930s passed, a growing number of Canadian social scienasts
were called into public service. Some, including Innis, Creighton, and University of Toronto
political economist Vincent Bladen, served on or briefed federal and provincial inquiries
such as the Royal Commission on Banking (1933), the Nova Scotda Royal Commission of
Economic Inquiry (1934), and the Royal Commission on Dominion-Provincial Reladons
(1937-1939). Others, such as Queen's economusts Clifford Clark and W. A. Mackintosh,
joined the ranks of full-ume bureaucrats.

Coincident with these manifestanons of their greater relevance, Canadian scholars in

"Creighton, Harold Adams I[nnis: Portrait of a Scholar (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1957), pp. 80-
8l.

$"Social Scientists and Public Policy from the 1920s through World War I1." Joumnal of Canadian Studies 15
(Winter 1980-81): p. 4. See also Douglas Owram, The Government Generation: Canadian [ntellectuals and the
State, 1900-1945 (Toronto: University of Taronto Press, 1986).

Ferguson and Owram, "Social Sciendsts and Public Policy," p. 13.
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the humanides and social sciences also took action to professionalize and structure their
disciplines. As far back as the 1920s, Canadian historians had founded a national research
journal, The Canadian Hisrorical Review, and a nadonal organization, the Canadian
Historical Associadon. Political sciendsts and economusts followed suit by revitahizing the
Canadian Politcal Science Associaton in 1929 and by publishing the Canadian Journal of
Economics and Political Science in 1935. Similarly, Canadian geographers formed a nadonal
association and founded their own scholarly journal in 1929 and 1930 respecuvely.!

Despite this flurry of professionalization and the self-consciousness and self-
confidence it represented and encouraged in the leadership ranks of Canada's universides,
the reality of day-to-day existence in the Depression era was as bleak for scholars as it was
for most other social groups. Simply put, growing interest in the views and ideas of
intellecruals did not translate into significant and on-going indigenous support for research
outside the natural sciences. By themselves, Canadian sources of support were not sufficient
to sustain the kind of intellectual and professional ferment that Creighton would later look
back upon. While creating the need for scholarly inquiry into the social and economic crises
of the 1930s, hard tdmes limited the funds available to scholars to support research and
teaching.

[n additon to the generally low level of support available to Canadian universites
during the Depression, the social sciences and humanites were hit paracularly hard by the
economic collapse. Canadian scholars in these fields laboured for low wages, endured heavy

teaching loads, and received little support for research and publicanon. Durnng the academic

WIhid., p. +.

271



vear 1937-38 only 26 out of a total of 205 post-graduate fellowships awarded in Canada were
ear-marked for scholars in the social sciences and the humanides.!! With few Canadian
institutions offering financial aid to graduate students, and only Queen's, McGill and the
University of Toronto offering Ph.D.s, students wishing to pursue advanced degrees looked
for the most part to the United States or to Europe for support.!* Aid for senior scholars
was no more plenaful. Even by the late 1940s, the University of Alberta was the only
Canadian university providing faculty with regular paid sabbancals. And apart from special
projects sponsored by the American foundanons, funding for publicadons was practcally
non-existent."?

By the start of the Depression American foundadons had begun to alter their
strategies for support of North American higher educadon. In place of large block grants
made to enhance the endowment funds of selected insatutions and designed to strengthen
the institutional base of the entre educadonal system, the foundations increasingly directed
grants and awards to specific departments and to specific programs of study.!* Support of
this nature, along with the government work in which Canadian humanists and social

sciences were called upon to engage, became important sources of intellectual stmuladon

'].E. Robbins, "Research in the Social Sciences as a1 Group: Some Observadons,” in "Research in the Social
Sciences in Canada: Some Conclusions from a Preliminary Survey,” p. 25, RG 2, Series 427, Box 181, Folder
1303, Papers of the Rockefeller Foundaton (hereafter RF), Rockefeller Archive Center (hereafter RAC). See
also Donald Fisher, The Social Sciences in Canada, p. 6.

2Anne Bezanson, "AB's Report on Sodial Sciences in Canada” (internal Rockefeller Foundation
memorandum), 4 june 1941, RG 2, Series 427, Box 222, Folder 1548, RF, RAC.

URobbins, "Research in the Social Sciences as 2 Group,” p. 27.

H\Merle Curtd and Rodenck Nash, Philanthropy in the Shaping of American Higher Education (New
Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers Unuversity Press, 1965), p.218.
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and professional support for Canadian scholars during the 1930s. Against an otherwise
bleak backdrop, projects such as the Rockefeller Foundation-sponsored Fronuers of
Settlement series, the Rockefeller Foundation's Social Science Research Project at McGill
University, and the Carnegie Endowment for Internadonal Peace series of conferences and
texts on Canadian-:American relatdons appeared as oases to Canadian scholars looking for
opportunides to pursue individual research and collaboratve study.

In commemoraung the efforts of Innis and others of his generadon, Donald
Creighton later argued that the interest of the American foundations was "probably...a
natural consequence of the evidenty growing strength of Canadian scholarship in history
and the social sciences."!* To some extent Creighton was correct in his analysis. The
officers of Amercan foundadons were attracted to the work of Canadian scholars because
of its quality. Men like Innis and, by the late 1930s, Creighton himself, were judged to be
scholars of the highest ability, equal or even superior to the "best" Americans in their fields.
Both men, as we will see later, were not only supported by the foundadons, but were also
viewed by the foundaton personnel as model scholars in their respectve disciplines.
However, foundation officers were also motvated by their desire to influence the
development of higher educaton in Canada and to see the Canadian academic system fit
more comfortably into continental structures. As American philanthropy had sought to
influence the development of the social sciences and the humanities in the United States by
establishing such organizatons as the Social Science Research Council (SSRC) and the

American Council of Leamned Societes (ACLS) in the 1920s, it began to be a force in the

15Creighton, Portrait of a Scholar, p. 78.
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development of the social sciences and humanides in Canada in the 1930s.

Fronuers of Setrlement
The Fronders of Sertlement series was the first large-scale collaborauve social

research project sponsored by American foundadons in Canada. The idea to study the
settlement of the Canadian prairies emerged from the broader interest of North American
social sciendsts in the 1920s in issues relared to migraton, immigraton and agricultural
settlement. Master-minded by Isaiah Bowman, the Canadian-bom founder and Director of
the American Geographical Society, the project was intended to bring together economusts,
soctologists, historians, and geologists to study patterns of migradon and land use in the
Canadian west. Seeing Bowman's project as a potendal model, which if successful might be
applied to studies of other "fronders” in Siberia, Manchuria, Australia, South Africa, and
South America, the American Social Science Research Council (SSRC)'¢ offered its support.
Echoing Frederick Jackson Turner's fronter thesis, the leaders of the SSRC were intrigued
by what they thought was the potental of these fronder regions to act as "safety valves" to
relieve population in older societies, and by the potential these regions held for agriculrural
production and as sources of raw material. The Canadian project was seen as a suitable pilot
project because of its accessibility and because there were already interested social scienusts

working i the area.

16As I discussed in chapter 1, the SSRC depended on Camegie and Rocketfeller philanthropy for its
operational expenses, and for funding all of its scholasly aid acuvity. Officers of numerous philanthropic
organizatons, including the Laura Spellman Rockefeller Memonal, the Camegie Corporation, the Rockefeller
Foundaton, the General Educaton Board, and the Camegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching
served on the executive councils which charted the SSRC strategies for developing the social sciences in the
United States.
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After endorsing the Canadian study as the first phase of a broader fronders project at
the annual meetng of the executve of the SSRC at Dartmouth College in 1928, the SSRC
tumned supervision of the project over to a group of Canadian scholars organized by W. |.
Rutherford, Dean of the niversity of Saskatchewan School of Agriculture. The Canadian
Pioneer Problems Committee, as the group was formally atled, included scholars and
academic administrators from across Canada, including D.A. McArthur of the department of
history at Queen's University; Carl Dawson, a sociologist from McGill University; University
of Toronto historian Chester Marun; R.C. Wallace, President of the University of Alberta;
and the project's director of research, W.A. Mackintosh, a professor of politcs and
economucs at Queen's Uruversity.

As research director, Mackintosh had lictde trouble finding qualified scholars wishing
to take advantage of the research funds provided by the American SSRC for the studies.
Studies of soil and climatc conditons to determine what unsettled land was sall open for
settlement were already being conducted by provincial and dominion governments.
Comparative research of the agricultural economics of recently settled regions was
supervised by R.W. Murchie, a professor at the University of Minnesota Department of
Agriculture and formerly a member of the faculty at the Manitoba Agricultural College. The
historical dimension of western Canadian settlement was turned over to Chester Martin and
A.S. Morton of the University of Saskatchewan. Working to produce a collaboradve volume
on the topic, Martin expanded the focus of his study of the history of land policy, while
Morton revised his exisung work on the history of the region's early sertlement. Carl

Dawson supervised three studies in which he and his collaborators aimed at what might be
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termed a "sociology of pioneer life" on the Canadian prairie. Meanwhile, Harold Innis and
Arthur Lower worked together on a study of the mining and forest fronders.!”

By the dme the volumes were published, the economics and politcs of prairie
settlement had changed so drasacally that the series was of little consequence for future
dominion and provincial settlement policy.! In addition to providing Canadian scholars
with 2 substantal source of support, however, the sertes had a broader, though largely
unintended, significance for Canadian public policy. As Innis pointed out in 1935 in his
review of preliminary arucles produced by the authors of the series, the project had
implications for then-current debates concerning the political and economic problems of the
Dominion. Though the series was "concerned primarily with the more immediate problems
of Western Canada," according to Innis, it provided "a fundamental basis for an approach to
the problems of Canada as a whole." "In many ways,” Inns noted, "Western Canada 1s to
the industrial center of Canada whar the fringe is to the center within the western provinces,
and a provincial regional problem becomes a Canadian problem.” To [nnis, the volumes
consttuted "a first preliminary in the attack on the difficuldes of provincial-federal relatons,

and their importance is enhanced by the oppormne date of the study and of their appearance

""The following books were published as part of the project: W.A. Mackintosh, Agrcultural Progress on the

Pgng Frgnggr (’I' oronto: Macmillan Compam of Canada Ltd., 1936); Chester Marun and A.S. Morton,
and Policy (Toronto: Macmillan Company of Canada Lid., 1938);
C.A. Dawson, U_1 ;grtlemg ggt the Peace River Country (Toronto: Macrmullan Company of Canada Ltd.,

1934); Dawson, Group Settlement: Ethnic Communines in Western Canada (Toronto: Macmillan Company of
Canada Lid., 1936); Dawson, Pioneering in the Prairie Provinces (Toronto: Macmillan Company of Canada
Ltd., 1940); Harold Innis and Arthur Lower, Sertlement and the Forest and Mining Fronters (Toronto:
Macmillan Company of Canada Ltd., 1936). For a thorough discussion of the Fronders of Sertlement project
see Shore, The Science of Social Redemption, pp. 162-194. [ have drawn heavily from Shore's account for this

summary discussion of the seres.

"Shore, The Science of Social Redemption, p. 193.
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in the years of the depression.""?

Innis's analysis of the significance of the Fronters of Settlement series provides us
with an excellent example of how Canadian scholars could use American support for their
research to explore their own preoccupations and focuses. In a pattern that was to be
repeated in many instances over the following decades, American philanthropic support and
the influences and biases that came with it were combined with the interests of Canadian
scholars in numerous creauve ways to produce truly collaboratve results. Clearly, Canadian
scholars were not mere slaves to their American masters. But by carrying out their research
under the umbrella of American philanthropy and American scholarly infrastructure,
Canadian scholars were integratung their work more fully into the mainstream of North

American scholarship.

McGill University's Social Science Research Project

In additon to funding such broad interdisciplinary projects in the social sciences as
the Fronders of Settlement series, the foundations followed the patterns of instutution- and
program-building they had originally tried and tested in other fields in Canada and the
United States. Building on strength, foundation officers awarded large long-term grants to
promising programs and departments in order to foster the development of national,

regional and international "centers of excellence."® These "centers" in turn were, if

Y"Canadian Fronders of Settdement: A Review,” The Geographical Review (January 1933): pp. 105-106.

YSee chapter 2.
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successfully constructed, to serve as the foundatons' Canadian headquarters from which the
officers and selected Canadian leaders would work together to preside over the business
affairs of Canadian culrure.

In the early 1930s, the newly-created Social Science Division of the Rockefeller
Foundaton began to distrbute large awards to whar the officers saw as "centers of
excellence” in North America and Europe. In the United States, social science programs at
the Brookings Instutudon, Columbia University, Flarvard University, and the University of
Chicago were singled out as the key components of a "natonal” system. [n addition to these
schools, the Foundadon selected "secondary centers" to meet regional needs. The
insdtudons categorized in this way for sull substanual support were the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill, the Unuversity of Virginia, Stanford University and the University of
Texas in Ausun. Outside of the United States the London School of Economics and McGill
University were selected.”!

McGill's inclusion as a foreign center of excellence in the social sciences was the
result of a variety of factors. As [ discussed tn chapter 2, McGill and the University of
Toronto had been recognized as natonal instrutions in the Foundaton's development
program for medical educaton in Canada. During the 1920s, the two insututons conanued
to receive the bulk of Foundadon dollars earmarked for medical educaton and for the
natural sciences in Canada. In 1932 the largest single appropriadon made by the Foundadon

in the medical sciences was a grant of $1,282,652 to support the creation of a neurological

2! Annual Report for 1932 (New York: The Rockefeller Foundaton, 1933), p. 270. See also Allan Irving,
"Leonard Marsh and the McGill Sodal Science Research Project,” Journal of Canadian Studies 21 (Summer
1986): p. I1.
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insdtute at McGill.> It was not surprising that Foundaton officials would look also to
McGill as a suitable center for social science development in Canada. Supporting the
development of research in the social sciences at McGill, it was believed, would have
significant influence in legitimizing social research more generally throughout Canada.3

In additon to the personal and insttutonal links established in the course of the
Rockefeller Foundation's support for McGill's medical faculty in the 1920s, McGill
benefirted from the existence of a small group of Canadian scholars with strong connecuons
to the American foundadons and to the American social science community. Sir Arthur
Curnie, McGill's principal unal his death in 1933, served on the Advisory Committee on
[nternatonal Relatons for the American Social Science Research Council (SSRC) and was a
member of the [nsttute of Pacific Relatons with James T. Shotwell, the director of the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. According to Marlene Shore, two scholars
from the University of Toronto's department of psvchology, Edward Bott and Clarence
Hincks, were also influendal in persuading the Rockefeller Foundadon to fund a social
science project at McGill. Bott and Hincks were both deeply involved in an American social
science network, which also included the leaders of the American SSRC and their partners
and colleagues in the foundatons. Bott was 2 member of the American SSRC's executve

committee responsible for formulating programs and policies. Hincks, the director of the

“See chapter 2. Between 1919 and 1950, of the $11,661,190.75 the Rockefeller Foundaton spent in
Canada, $3,528,044.48 was granted to McGill, and $3,278,316.10 went to the University of Toronto. The
recipient of the next largest amount of support was Dalhousie University which received just over $900,000.
See t of the Roval Commission on Nanonal Development in the Arts, [etters and Sciences, 1949-1951
(Otrawa, Edmond Clouger, C.M.G., O.A., D.S.P., Ponter to the King's Most Excellent Majesty, 1951), pp. 440-
+1, Appendix V., B.

BShore, The Science of Social Redemption, p. 262.
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Amencan Committee for Mental Hygiene served with Bott on the SSRC's Advisory Council
on Personality and Culture.*

In 1929, Hincks, rogether with C.F. Martin, the dean of Medicine at McGill and an
officer with Hinck's Canadian National Committee for Mental Hygiene, and Edmund Day,
the director of the newly-created Social Science Division of the Rockefeller Foundation,
discussed with Currie the possibility of a sizable grant to McGill to support an
nterdisciplinary social science research project modelled after existing Foundadon-
sponsored projects at Yale and the University of Chicago.” After lengthy formal and
informal discussions concerning research focuses, the precise use of Foundaton support,
and the prospects for permanent university support of the social sciences after the term of
the grant, it was decided that the Rockefeller Foundation would award McGill $110,000 over
a period of five years for support of a social science research project directed ar the related
issues of employment, urbanization and immigration in the city of Montreal.*¢

With graduate students from the departments of Economics, Sociology, Psychology,
Educanon, Medicine, Law, Mental Hygiene, and Engineering doing the bulk of the research,
the project began with a demographic survey of emplovment in Montreal, staustical surveys
of unemployment and relief organizations, labour mobility and educaton, juvenile

employment, and immigration.”” During the period covered by the initial grant and by the

S1bid., p. 200.
B5Yale's Instrute of Human Relatons and the University of Chicago's Local Community Studies project.

*%Shore, The Science of Social Redempton, p. 215; and [rving, "Leonard Marsh and the McGill Social
Science Research Project,” p. 11.

#Shore, The Science of Social Redemption, pp. 218-219; and [rving, "Leonard Marsh and the McGill Social



subsequent four-year extension, 38 students were involved in the McGill Social Science
Research Project. Most of these young scholars received grants of berween $500 and $700
per vear as research assistants. In addidon to contribudng to the broader studies, students
used their research to contribute to the completion of their Master's degrees.

With financial aid for students in the social sciences in Canada so rare, the research
project at McGill attracted an impressive group of students from universites throughout
Canada. Several students used involvement in the McGill project at the M.A. level as a
springboard to presugious academic careers. Oswald Hall, who finished an economics
undergraduate degree in 1935 only to find littde hope for employment, switched to sociology
in order to work on one of McGill sociologist Carl Dawson's studies. Finding the field to
his liking, he went from McGill to the department of sociology at the University of Chicago
for his Ph.D.” Llovd Reynolds was lured away from part-ime employment at Eaton's
department store near Edmonton by the promise of graduate funding through the project.
Working with Dawson, Reynolds produced a highly controversial study which was published
as The Brinsh Immigrant: His Social and Economic Adjustment in Canada.* Finding
success 1n his research at McGill, Reynolds completed his graduate career at Harvard,

earning a Ph.D. in economics. A future beneficiary of Rockefeller Foundation, S.D. Clark,

Science Research Project,” pp. 12-16.

3Shore, The Science of Social Redemption, p. 220.

JHis work for Dawson formed the body of lus M.A. thesis, "Size and Composition of the Canadian Family
With Special Reference to Sample Areas of the Metropolitan Regions in Central Canada” (MLA. thesis, McGill
Cniversity, 1937).

¥Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1933.
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also worked on a Master's thesis under Dawson, "The Role of Metropolitan Insttutons in
the Formadon of a Canadian National Consciousness.">!

The project also proved very beneficial to faculty at McGill. Dawson put his
students and assistants to work preparing studies of various immigrant communities in the
city of Montreal. For Everett Hughes, involvement in the program was part of a long and
fruirful relationship berween the scholar and the Rockefeller Foundation. Leonard Marsh,
the scholar hired by McGill from the London School of Economics to direct the research
project, used data collected by students, assistants, and faculty to produce his study,

Canadians In and Out of Work: Survev of Economic Classes and their Relation to the

Labour Market.’> This study, which attested to the deep socic-economic stratificadons
existing in Canadian soclety, served as a base on which a nadonal policy of welfare could be
constructed.’

Judged by the extent to which the Social Science Research project at McGill fulfitled
the objectives set out for it by the Rockefeller Foundaton, the project's record was mixed at
best. Rockefeller support did not succeed in establishing McGill as a permanent center of
social research in Canada. Drven by the perception that the research project was controlled
by leftists, the university's upper adminstration, which was closely connected to Montreal's

financial elite, began to have misgivings about the orentaton of the social research. In

MAMLAL thesis: McGill University, 1935,
*Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1940.
33Shore, The Science of Social Redemprion, p. 261. See also Denis W. Wilcox-Magill and Richard C.

Helmes-Hayes, "Leonard Charles Marsh: A Canadian Social Reformer,” Journal of Canadian Studies 21
(Summer [986): pp. 33-5+.
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1938, McGill's new principal, L.W. Douglas, warned faculty involved in the project that he
would not fund its continuadon after the expiration of the second Rockefeller grant or even
support a third applicanon to the Foundaton. For its part, the Rockefeller Foundaton
followed its established practice of gradually reducing support in the expectation that worthy
programs, if provided with ininal start-up support, would be able to find alternaave funding
to sustain operaton.**

[ronically, while Rockefeller support in the 1930s did not make McGill the center of
research in the social sciences (that role, as we will see in the concluding section of this
chapter, was to be played by the University of Toronto), the Social Science Research project
did have far-reaching effects on the development of the field in Canada. Required to leave
McGill when the university redefined tenure, Leonard Marsh went on to serve as the
research director for the tederal government's Committee on Reconstruction under McGill
principal Cyril James. Using matenal and knowledge gained during his years as director for
the McGill project, Marsh was influendal in forming the committee's recommendation to the
federal government for post-war federal planning. While Hughes left Canada to become a
leader of American sociology, he maintained his contacts with French-Canadian social
scientists at Laval University, including Jean-Charles Falardeau, and a furure member of the
Massey Commission, Georges-Henr Lévesque. With these contacts he was able to work
with the Rockefeller Foundation to influence the development of the social sciences in

Quebec. Dawson, on the other hand, remained at McGill and redirected his promotional

HShore, The Science of Social Redemption, pp. 265-266, and Irving, "Leonard Marsh and the McGill Social
Science Research Project,” pp. 20-22.
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efforts for the social sciences toward the foundation of the Canadian Social Scence
Research Council. In this pursuit, his contact with the officers of the Rockefeller

Foundaton Social Science Division proved helpful.33

The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
and the Studyv of Canadian-American Reladons

Of the 1ntervendons by American foundatons in Canada in the social sciences and
humanides during the 1930s, the most influendal project was the Carmegie Endowment for
International Peace study of Canadian-American relatons.*® Involving almost "every
professional Canadian historian...at one time or another,"’ the project "functioned,” as Carl
Berger notes, "as a combined Social Science Research Council and Canada Council to
Canadian scholars in the 1930s and early 1940s."3# By the completion of the project, 25
volumes on various aspects of the reladonship between the two nadons had been completed.
As an off-shoot of the text series, the Carnegie Corporadon also supported four
conferences hosted joindy by Queen's University and St. Lawrence University between 1935

and 1941. Like the two projects discussed earlier in this chapter, the Carnegie Canadian-

¥%Shore, The Science of Sacial Redemption, pp. 268-271.

Y6 Although the Carnegie Endowment was formally a separate organizaton, the funding for the Canadian-
American study was provided entrely by the Camegie Corporaton.

¥Carl Berger, The Wrid
2nd ed. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1986) p- 151.

3¥Carl Berger, "Internationalism, Conunentalism, and the Wntng ot History: Comments on the Catnegie
Series on the Relatons of Canada and the United States,” in The Influence of the Unites States on Canadian
Development Eleven Case Studies, ed. Richard Preston (Durham: Duke University Press, 1972), pp. 434+
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American reladons text and conference seres revealed both the remendous influence
exerted by American philanthropy on the development of the social sciences and humanites
in Canada, and the ability of Canadian scholars to mediate that influence. This project, along
with the others, also served as a tentatve experiment on which more permanent American
interventions were soon based.

The Canadian-American study was the brain-child of two Canadian-born historians
who taught at Columbia University, James T. Shotwell and J.B. Brebner. In 1931 Brebner
presented a paper, "Canadian and North American History," at the annual meetings of the
Canadian Historical Associadon. In his paper, Brebner called on Canadian historians to
apply "North American, that is, continental, contours to the histories of Canada and the
United States" and to avoid being "hindered"” in historical analysis "by what to hundreds of
thousands of North Americans was a negligible political boundary...."*? Brebner's suggeston
was not an entrely new one. As Carl Berger notes in The Writing of Canadian History, by
the late 1920s there was "a general impulse” in the direcnon of assessing Canadian history in
a continental context.® Brebner's piece did, however, capture the attention of Shorwell
who, in addition to teaching at Columbia, was the Director of the Division of Economics

and History of the Carnegie Endowment of Internatonal Peace. Shotwell's interest and, by

YReport of the Annual Meeting held at Otawa, May 26 and 27, 1931 {Ottawa: Canadian Historical
Associadon), pp- 37, 43.

“Carl Berger, The Writing gf Ca nagi;:m History, p. 137. Other manifestations of thls unpulse are \‘(' B
Munro, American Infl : : il .
Totonto (Torento: Macmullan Comp:mv of Canada Ltd., 19”9), Hugh Keenleyside, C.:mgda and the United
States: Some Aspects of the History of the Republic and the Dominjon (New York: A.A. Knopf, 1929); and
W.N. Sage, "Some Aspects of the Fronter in Canadian History,” Report of the Annual Meeting held at
Winnipeg May 24-25, 1928 (Ottawa: Canadian Historical Assocation), pp. 62-73.
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extension, the interest of the Carnegie Corporation made Brebner's appeal significant
indeed.

Shotwell's interest in the relagonship between the two countries and in continental
developments generally had more to do with his internationalist leanings than with any
specific knowledge of, or interest in, North Amencan historiographic trends. An adviser
with the American delegation at the Pars Peace Conference, Shotwell had edited for the
Carnegie Endowment a 150-volume study of the social and economic history of World War
[. Brebner's arucle, and the continentalist approach suggested by it, appealed to Shotwell.
As Shotwell told the audience at the final Conference of Canadian-American Affairs at
Queen's University in June 1941, he had seen in a broad analysis of the North American
relatonship a useful model for internanonal conduct: "I was of the opinion at that time...that
it would be well to turn from war to peace, from the ulumate war, the world war, to the
uldmate structure of peace, that berween Canada and the United States."*! It was not the
case that Shotwell naively believed the mythology of the undefended border. In fact, it was
the history of tension, controversy, and the creaton of informal and formal methods of
peaceful resoludon -- the "structure[s] of peace” -- that attracted Shotwell to the study of the
Canadian-American reladonship.** At a dme when his dreams of collective security were
being dashed by events in Europe, Shorwell thought it was appropriate to reéxamine and

emphasize those structures.

“Conference of Canadian-Amencan Affairs Proceedings, eds., Reginald G. Trotrer and Albert B. Corey

(Toronto: Ginn and Company, 1941), p. 5. The conference was held at Queen'’s University, Kingston, Ontario,
23-26 june 19+41.

**Berger, "Comments of the Carnegie Sedes," pp. 42-43.
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In the first Carnegie conference on Canadian-American affairs, held at St. Lawrence
University in Canton, New York, in June 1935, Shotwell outlined the broad contours of the
study he had in mind. Using words similar to those used by David Stevens and John
Marshall, the officers of the Rockefeller Foundation responsible for that organization's
program of North American "cultural interpretaon,” Shotwell proposed a study he
described as "nothing short of the great American epic,” an analysis of "the major facts of
the interreladon berween Canada and the Uruted States, from the colonial days to the
present.” While maintaining that "James Truslow Adams' 'Epic of America'...[was| a fine
and surring tale,” Shotwell pointed our that it was really only "the epic of New England and
the trek west from the seaboard, the story of the United States and of it alone." What he
wanted was an exploradon with "a larger and richer content....{the story] of those who took
possession of the whole conunent north of the Rio Grande, and who have developed owo
great systems of federal government, singularly alike, vet treasuring their differences as part
of the heritage of freedom."+

Rhetorical excesses aside, Shorwell and Brebner inidally attempted with the Carnegie
sertes, as Carl Berger puts it, to emphasize "the North Amercaness of the Canadian
experience."* [f there was 2 consistent theme or message that ran throughout the volumes
of the series, it was that economic integration and the free flow of populaton transcended

the formal political boundaries separaung Canada and the United States. But as Berger also

#Conference of Canadian-Amercan Affairs Proceedings, eds., Walter W. McLaren, Albert B. Corey, and
Reginald G. Trotter (New York: Ginn and Company, 1936), p. 9. The conference was held at The St.

Lawrence University, Caaton, New York, 17-22 July 1935.

*The Wrung of Canadian History, p. 137.
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observes, possibly the most noteworthy characteristc of the series was the "diversity and
individuality of view point" contained in the 25 volumes.® Indeed, Brebner's own volume,
North Atlantic Trangle: The Interplay of Canada, the United States and Great Britain,
published in 1945 and in a very different internadonal environment than the one existing
when the series was conceived, amended his earlier claim thar histonians should focus
exclusively on the "conunental...contours” of North American history. In this volume,
which served to conclude the series, Brebner engaged in a broad survey of the trangular
nerwork of influence and exchange which contributed to the economic and poliacal
development in North America.

[ will not attempt to analvze in full the diversity of views expressed in the Carnegie
Canadian-American volumes. The series and the conferences that accompanied the
publications have been adequately discussed elsewhere.*’ It is important to note in the
context of this discussion, however, that the great majority of authors involved in the project
treated some aspect of the economic, diplomadc, social or political reladonship between
Canada and the United States. The seties, as a result, fulfilled its editors' objectives of

focusing attenton on the continental contbuton to Canadian development. [n the case of

“1bid., p. 150.
“Toronto: Ryerson Press.

¥See chapter 6, "A North American Naton," in Berger, The Writing of Canadian History, pp. 137-139;
Berger, "Internatonalism, Conunentalism, and the Writing of History"; and Robin S. Harxs, A History of
Higher Education in Canada, 1663-1960 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1976), pp. 339-34+. The most
recent work on the conferences is The Road 1o Ogdensburg: The Queen's/St. Lawrence Conferences on
Canadian-American Affairs, 1935-1941 (East Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 1993), eds., Frederick
W. Gibson and Jonathan G. Rossie. This volume, which is an edited collection of selected papers from each of
the four conferences, includes an introductory essay by Berger: "The Conferences on Canadian-Amercan
Affatrs, 1935-1941: An Overview.” In this paper Berger bulds on arguments he had introduced in his earlier
work.
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a small number of authors and topics, the Carnegie Corporation used the series to publish
works on Canadian economic development that had little to do with the views of the series'
general editors. These works were edited separately by Harold Innis.*

Attesung to the editorial freedom granted to some of the contributors, however, the
series even contained two works that fundamentally challenged Shotwell's basic
presuppositions. [nnis's own contrbuton, The Cod Fisheries: The History of an

Internanonal Economy,* which Shotwell pronounced "a fundamental contributon to our

knowledge" and Brebner deemed "a magnificent achievement," called into quesnon the
extent of North America's social and geographic isolation. [In it, Innis discussed the
importance of European, political, social and, primarily, economic forces on North
American development. Donald Creighton's Commercial Empire of the St. Lawrence, 1760-
1850 expanded on a thesis postulated in an earlier work by Innis, The Fur Trade in Canada:

An Introduction to Canadian Economic History.? Challenging the idea that the border

berween the United States and Canada had historically been invisible, Creighton argued that
the border, in fact, indirecty reflected the axis of an east-west trading network that had
developed as part of a broader imperial trading system. Creighton's Laurendan thesis thus
firmly linked historical developments in Canada directly to the metropolitan centers of

western Europe.>! Brebner's own work, of course, reflected the importance of the British

#See, for example, G.P. de T. Glazebrook, A History of Transportation in Canada (Toronto: Ryerson Press,

1938); and J.A. Ruddick, The Dairy Industry in Canada (Toronto: Ryerson Press, 1938).
“Totonto: Ryerson Press, 1940.
*Taronto: Ryerson Press, 1937; and London: Oxford University Press, 1930, respectively.

31Creighton, Harold Adams Innis: Porrrait of a Scholar, p. 103. Ironically, as Berger notes, Creighton's
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connection in the development of both the United States and Canada.

Over ume it has been Creighton and Innis's Laurentan thesis, and not Shotwell's
continentalism, that has dominated Canadian historiography. In terms of "winner's history,"
then, the development of the Laurentian thesis can be seen, ironically, as the Carnegie series’
most important contribution to the field of Canadian history. A further irony, and one that
their Unuversity of Toronto colleague Frank Underhill noted in the Canadian Forum artcle

cited at the beginning of this chapter, is that Creighton and Innis were the ones who led the

charge against "American imperialism” later in their careers. In The Strategy of Culture
(1952), Innis warned Canadians that they "must remember that cultural strength comes from
Europe.” Canadians, he argued, "can only survive by taking strategic acton against
American imperialism in all its attractve guises."> Similarly, in his presidendal address to
the Canadian Historic Association in 1957, Creighton, no doubt empowered by the
knowledge that the Canada Council had finally replaced the American foundatons as the
primary supporters of social research in Canada, took aim at the condnental approach to
Canadian history. To Creighton, the desire to study Canada from the contnental
perspective was inextricably linked to "the astounding concessions of the summer of 1940"
when Mackenzie King's Liberal government agreed to allow the United States to lease

military bases in Newfoundland and when Canada joined with the United States in a

Commercial Empire of the St. Lawrence was onginally included in the series as a study of "the Canadian
business and the "development of Canada as a field for foreign investment.” See Berger, "Comments on the
Carnegie Senes,” p. 32.

*The Strategy of Culture (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1932), pp. 2-3, 20, cited in Berger,
"Comments on the Camegte Sedes,” p. 33.
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Permanent Joint Board on Defence.’® "In these inspiring circumstances," Creighton
suggested to his audience,

Canadian historians found it easy to convince themselves of the ineffable

wisdom of the Fronder thesis. In North Amernca, we were, thank God, just

folks; and here was a simple, straightforward, homespun, honest-to-gosh

theory, which glorified the backwoods and the fronuer and extolled the

independent creative power of rugged simplicity.>

The problem with the fronder thesis and, more broadly speaking, with making the
continent the essental context in which to understand Canadian natonal development, was
that it denied what Creighton perceived to be the basic facts of Canadian history. To
Creighton the question of an essendal Canadian identity was an "either/or" proposition.
[gnoring the nuance of Brebner's exploration of the "interplay” that existed between the
three corners of the North Adandc triangle, Creighton reminded his audience, "Canada had
never broken with Europe: Canada had never idenufied herself solely with the Western
Hemisphere." The British North American colonies had "in fact, consciously stood aloof
from the familiar, commonplace western revolutonary movement, which had been
originated by the United States." It was by maintaining "her vital connecton with Europe,"
Creighton explained, that Briash North America achieved "a distinct and separate political
existence in the Western Hemisphere."

To understand the depth of the irony of Creighton's and Innis's positions one has to

understand not only that these scholars benefited from the temporary and sporadic support

3Donald Creighton, "Presidendal Address," Report of the Annual Meeting Held at Ottawa, June 12-15
1957 (Orttawa: Canadian Histonical Associanon), p. 8.

1bid., p. 9.

$Ibid., pp. 10-11.
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of the American foundatdons in the 1930s, bur also the extent to which the Rockefeller
Foundation and the Camegie Corporation made their professional, scholarly and intellecrual
dreams realities in the 1940s and 1950s. Creighton and Innis, as we shall see in the following
sectons of this chaprter, were exposed to and benefited from, over a long period of ume,

"American imperialism" in its "most attractive guises.”

II. American Interventons in the 1940s
and 1950s: the Canadian Social Science
Research Council and the Humanites
Research Council of Canada.

American Foundations and the Early Years of the
Canadian Social Science Research Council.

In thanking the Carnegie Corporation for its support of the final conference on
Canadian-American reladons in 1941, Queen's University Principal R.C. Wallace noted that
the organizadon had been "one of those institutions that goes far beyond polite phrases
actoss a boundary line, that does things to make possible a real integradon of thought and
action in this country."> In fact, the foundatdons had only just begun to be involved in the
process of which Wallace spoke in the 1930. Projects sponsored by American foundadons,
along with provincial and federal inquiries and commuissions, not only provided Canadian
scholars in the 1930s with access to funds for research and publication, but also served as

preliminary stages in the process of formation of a national community of scholarship. By

¥See "North America in the World,” Conference of Canadian-American Affairs Proceedings (New York:

Ginn and Company, 19+41), p. 14. The conference was held ar Queen's University, Kingston, Ontario, June 23-
26, 1941.
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late in the decade, however, a number of Canadian scholars who had partcipated in projects
sponsored by the Amernican foundations looked to replace these "important but spasmodic”
initiatves with "sustained and energetc encouragement...[for] independent research."” The
foundatons, though cautious and hesitant at first, welcomed, and indeed encouraged, this
transformation in the reladonship between American philanthropy and the Canadian
intellectual elite. Over the following rwo decades, the officers of the Carnegie Corporation
and the Rockefeller Foundauon worked with Canadian scholars to build natonal structures
designed to support nagonal systems of scholarship in the social sciences and humanides in
Canada. In doing so, the officers were, in fact, aiding in the formadon of infrastructure in
which their own influence and ideologies would be embedded, thus repeating a strategy that
had proven successtul earlier in the United States. [ronically enough, these officers and the
foundauons they represented became, in the process, critical actors in the realizadon of
federal support of arts and letters in Canada.

Although Innis would later advise Canadians to reject "American Imperialism," in
broadly philosophic terms, he had simple and practcal reasons for responding positively in
early 1938 to Dominion Statstician Robert H. Coats's suggestion that he investigate the
possibility of establishing a nadonal research council for the social sciences.® Innis's
motvatons had nothing to do with rejecung the support of American foundadons. He, in

fact, was seeking ro re-create in Canada the relationship between the foundadons and

SH.A. Innis, "Economics,” in "Research in the Social Sciences in Canada: Some Conclusion From a
Preliminary Survey," p. 6, ed. |.E. Robbins, May 1939, RG 2, 427, box 181, folder 1303, RF, RAC.

*Fisher, The Social Sciences in Canada, p. 8.
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research councils which he had witnessed first-hand as a consequence of his service in the
1930s with the American Social Science Research Council.”® Explaining the need for "a sort
of Canadian Social Science Research Council” to act for scholars in the social sciences as the
Nadonal Research Council did for those in the natural sciences, Innis noted thar it was the
"haphazard fashion" of philanthropic support of Canadian actvides that disturbed him.
"The foundations -- Carnegie and Rockefeller --" Innis explained to an American friend, "are
leaving themselves open to serious criticism with the present arrangement or lack of
arrangement.” A Canadian "social science research council would at least sift the various
proposals before they were pushed on to the foundations if the foundations gave it
support."® A Canadian council, Innis might have added, would give voice to Canadian
expertise and recognition to Canadian professional standards and structures.

Sharing what John Robbins, Chief of the Education Branch of the Dominion Bureau
of Statistics, would later descrbe as "a feehing of dissausfacton with the exisung provision
for social and economic research” in Canada, a group of social scientsts mer informally at
the Chateau Laurier in Ottawa on 22 May 1938 to discuss potenual remedies to the
problems Canadian social scientsts faced.6! At the Chateau Laurier meetng it was agreed
that Robbins -- already a full-ime federal bureaucrat -- would serve as the group's secretary,

a positon he would hold for most of the years leading up to the formation of the Canada

MNanis served 1s 1 member of the Programs and Policy committee of the American Social Science Research
Council in the mid-1930s.

“H. A. Innis to John V. Van Sickle, 18 November 1938, RG 2, Seres 427, box 164, folder 1199, RF, RAC.

¢] E. Robbins, "Preface,” in "Research n the Social Sciences in Canada: Some Conclusion From a
Preliminary Survey,” Mayv 1939, RG 2, 427, box 181, folder 1303, RF, RAC.
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Council in 1957. Innis and Reginald Trotrer joined Robbins as members of a largely self-
selected inner cabinet.5?

As sociologist Donald Fisher points out in his short history of the Social Science
Federaton of Canada,® although almost every original member of the Canadian Social
Science Research Council (CSSRC) had had some previous contact to the foundations,
Innis, Trotter, and Robbins were particularly well connected.* Since Canada had no federal
department of education, Robbins was seen by officers in charge of the Carnegie Dominion
fund as a partcularly important adviser. Trotter was the Canadian organizer for the Carnegie
conferences on Canadian-American relanons and had been involved in negouatons with the
Camegie Corporaton's Canadian Museums committee on the establishment of an art
department at Queen's University. In additdon to writng and edinng several volumes in
both the Fronters of Sertlement and the Carnegie series, Innis also served on the Amercan
Social Science Research Council's influental Programs and Policy commirttee. Of particular
relevance in this context was the fact that, through service on that committee, Innis met and
became friends with Joseph Willits, the Director of the Social Science Division of the

Rockefeller Foundadon, and Anne Bezanson, the Associate Director of the Division, who

2Fisher, The Social Sciences in Canada, p. 8.

“The organization was founded as the Canadian Social Science Research Council. In 1958 it was renamed
the Soaal Saience Research Council of Canada. Since 1977 the organizaton has been called the Social Science
Federadon of Canada.

#Qther members of the orginal Canadian Research Coundil in the Sodal Sciences were Benoit Brouilletre,
E.A. Bott, R. MacGregor Dawson, N.AM. MacKenzie, T.F. Mcllwraith, H. Angus, C.A. Dawson, RA.
MacKay, F.C. Cronkite, R.H. Coats, Gustave Lanctot, ].F. Booth, and W.A. Mackintosh. See "Canadian
Research Council in the Social Sciences: Constrtution,” p. 4, sent to F.P. Keppel from Reginald Trotter, 3
August 1940, File: Canadian Social Science Research Council (hereafter CSSRC), 1938-1945, Camegie
Corporation of New York Archives (hereafrer CCNYA), Columbia University.
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during the 1940s and 1950s was in charge of the Foundaton's Canadian social science
program. Innis was already a valued member of the American intellectual community that
included in its higher councils leading American social scientsts and members of the
philanthropic elite.

Given these strong tes, it is not surprising that Robbins, Innis, Trotter and such
other veterans of American-sponsored projects as Coats and C.A. Dawson looked to
American foundatons for both financial support and expert advice. After all, the
foundatons, in addition to providing such opportunites for Canadian researchers, had been
giving both these valuable commodities to such American research councils as the American
Council of Learned Societies (ACLS), Social Science Research Council (SSRC), and the
National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) since the early 1920s.%5 The foundadons
were, for their part, interested in at least exploring the possibility of establishing Canadian
counterparts to the American research councils.

Officers from both American foundatons encouraged the Canadians to study the
policies and operating procedures of the American research councils. In November 1938,
Keppel sent Wesley Mitchell, Head of the Department of Economics at Columbia
University and one of the founders of the American SSRC, to attend a meeting of the
Canadian social scientists. Mitchell addressed the group on what he saw to be the best
aspects of the American SSRC's programs, focusing specifically on the council's scholarship
and grants-in-aid of research ininanves as well as the success the organization had enjoyed in

breaking down what was seen as "the excessive departmentalizing of the social sciences
g g

%See chapter 1.
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within the universites."® As Robbins noted to Carnegie officer Charles Dollard, Mitchell's
presence "greatly reduced...[Robbins's] obligation to put before the committee some of the
lessons to be learned from the experience in the United States."¢’

In a broader sense, the American research councils and their relationship to
philanthropy was, as Donald Fisher points out, "an important source of ideas for Canadian
social scientists and became the model for the instituton [the CSSRC]."%® To keep the
Rockefeller Foundanon apprised of the state of the social sciences in Canada, Coats sent the
Rockefeller Foundation's Social Science Division a copy of the group's "Preliminary Survey
of Research in the Social Sciences in Canada."® [n March, 1940, six months before the first
official meenng of the Canadian Social Science Research Council (CSSRC), Trotter sent
Willits a draft of the new council's consttutdon. [n a letter accompanving the document,
Trotter noted that, in writing the draft, he had tried to follow Willits's advice that he keep
the organization simple and flexible. He also asked the Rockefeller Foundaton Director for

any "criticisms or suggestions” he might have given his "experience with the development of

56"Points on Which the Members of the Group Seem To Be in Agreement,” Memorandum sent by John E.
Robbins to Charles Dollard (Carnegie Corporaton officer), § November 1938, File: CSSRC, 1938-1945,
CCNY A

%"Robbins to Dollard, § November 1938, File: CSSRC, 1938-1945, CCNY A.

8Fisher, The Social Sciences in Canada, p. 9. Reginald Trotter, the first chairman of the CSSRC, attended
the annual conference of the American SSRC held at Skytop, Penasylvania in September 1939. See "Minutes
of a Meeting of the Committee on Research in the Social Sciences held in the Senate Room, Old Ar's Building,
Queen's University, 9:30 AL, Saturday, November +th, 1939," sent from Robbins to Dollard, 9 November
1939, File: CSSRC, 1938-1945, CCNY A.

®R_H. Coats to the Social Science Division of the Rockefeller Foundadon, RG 2, Senes 427, Box 181,
Folder 1303, RF, RAC.
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such organizadons."™ Revealing his sensitivity to the Canadian scene, Willits later observed
that in leaving out "provision for geographical or institutonal representation,” the Canadians
"might be following the example of American SSRC too closely."”!

From their offices in Manharran, Carnegie and Rockefeller officers kept a close
watch on developments in Canada. Acung almost as if they were officers in a single
corporation, Willits and Keppel shared informaton and analysis; when it came ome for
acton, they coordinated their grants for what they hoped would be maximum effect. While
it 1s temptng to see the two foundadons as rvals for cultural power, it is important to note
that in the interests of efficiency -- interests which were at the heart of corporate
philanthropy and of the scienafic management of culture -- Carnegie and Rockefeller
officers pracused a careful division of labour. Accordingly, when informaton was obtained
by one organization, it was often quickly shared with the other.””

As a consequence of this cooperadon, officers from both foundatons were already
reaching some tentative conclusions about the Canadian Social Science Research Council
even before its first formal meeting in September 1940. Reacting to advice from Raleigh
Parkin, an executve with Sun Life Assurance and Vincent Massey's brother-in-law, thata

Carnegie grant to the new council might set off a power struggle between the organizatdon

“Reginald Trotter to Joseph H. Willits, 5 March 1940, RG 2, Senies 427, Box 201, folder 1421, RF, RAC.

“"Willit's observadons were made in a handwritten note on a copy of Trotter's letter which was circulated to
all Rocketeller Foundation social science officers. Indeed, the counal was almost entirely made up of scholars
from English-speaking institutions in central Canada.

“2See, for instance, the exchange of minutes of the early meenngs of Canadian social science group.

Frederick Keppel to Joseph Willits, 3 November 1939, and Willits to Keppel, 15 November 1939, RG 2, Senes
427, Box 181, Folder 1304, RF, RAC.
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and the Canadian Institute of [nternatonal Affairs, Keppel sought Willits's impressions of
"both the setup and of the men on [the council's] slate."™ In response, Keppel noted that in
"dealing with the Canadians," he had found Robbins to be "one of the most promising," and
he was partcularly anxious for Willits's assessment of his role in the new council. Was "the
proposed arrangement,” Keppel wondered, "for the purpose of promoting Robbins or of
side-tracking him[?]"™ Assuring Keppel of his confidence in the Council's structure, Willies
noted that Robbins's positon as permanent secretary was likely to be the most important
one in the associaton. "Incidentdy,” he noted in conclusion, "I quite fell in love with
Troter."™

Caudous as always (it was not the habirt of foundaton officers to venture boldly into
only slightly charted waters) both American foundadons felt comfortable enough with the
new Canadian research council to offer small grants in the CSSRC's early days. By the ume
of the council's first meetng, the Carnegie Corporation had already agreed to fund a scudy of
differenaal birthrates in Canada conducted by Dr. Enid Charles for the CSSRC. By the end
of the year, the Carnegie Corporation provided the CSSRC with some security in the form

of a two-year grant of $10,000 to cover administrative and transportation costs.”®

“Keppel to Willits, 14 August 1940, RG 2, Series 427, Box 201, folder 1421, RF, RAC. Parkin's warmnings
are recorded in "Camegie Corporation Cross Reference Sheet - [MR and Parkin,” 13 November 1939, File:
CSSRC, 1938-1945, CCNYA. Keppel was later wamed by E.A. Cotberr, head of the Canadian Associadon of
Adult Educaton that, of the members of the CSSRC, "[Harold] [nnis is the one most completely divorced from
reality.” See "Office of the President: Record of Interview SHS (Stephen H. Stackpole) and E.A. Corbett,” 16
December 1940, File: CSSRC, 1938-1945, CCNY AL

“Keppel to Willits, 14 August 1940, RG 2, Series 427, Box 201, Folder 1421, RF, RAC. See also Keppel to
Willics, | November 1939, File: CSSRC, 1938-1945, CCNY AL

Willits to Keppel, 19 August 1940, RG 2, Senes 427, Box 201, Folder 1421, RF, RAC.

“SFisher, The Sodial Sciences in Canada, p. 9.
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Predictably, the Rockefeller Foundadon -- by far the more bureaucratcally-
structured of the two organizatons -- was slower to act. The activides of Ianis, Robbins,
Coats, and Trotter impressed Willits and compelled him to consider re-orientating his
division's programs to include a broader commitment to Canada. In this he was also, no
doubt, influenced by the interest in Canada by John Marshall, Associate Director of the
Humanites Division of the Rockefeller Foundadon.” While "in full sympathy with the
thought being given to South American programs,” Willits reminded his colleagues in the
Social Sctence Division "that the area to the north of us, which intellectually and industrially
has so much in common with us is entitled to an equally great share of our interest."™

In the short term, Rockefeller "interest” would be less lucrative for the CSSRC than
was the Carnegie Corporaton's. Willits and others in the Foundauon were content, at first,
to supplement the Corporation's sustaining support with small grants to meet specific and
clearly defined needs. In the long term, however, the significance of the Foundanon's re-
orientation was much greater. While clearly not yet ready to commit to CSSRC in the way
both foundations had embraced American research councils, the Social Science Division
began to move steadily in the early 1940s in the direction of acceptance of the CSSRC
leadership group as the legitimate representatives of the social science community in Canada.

It was indicatve of the guarded nature of the Rockefeller officers' opumism that they

were not, however, ready to allow the CSSRC to act as the sort of clearing-house [nnis had

“See chapter 3.

Inter-Office Correspondence, Subject: Scholarly Work in Canada, JHW (Joseph H. Willits) - Social
Science, 11 March 1941, RG 2, Senes 4275, Box 222, Folder 1548, RF, RAC.
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envisioned when he began his efforts to organize Canadian social scientists. Before acting,
Willits wanted to survey the social sciences in Canada in general, and learn more about the
CSSRC in pardcular. In the spang of 1941, Willits dispatched Associate Director Anne
Bezanson to conduct a three-week survey of the social sciences in Canada.

In summarizing her findings in a document that established the pattern for
Rockefeller Foundauon support for the social sciences in Canada in the 1940s, Bezanson
noted that it "would be easy to do harm by assuming the pattern of work in the United
States...." "If we do anything,"” she advised her colleagues at the Foundaton, "we should
have a long-time program which is planned to fit Canadian needs."” Intrigued by the
quality of Canadian scholarship in fields such as economics, political science and history,*
she was impressed by the opportunities for the Foundation to "encourage scholarship in
Canada" with relanvely small oudays. Despite her associaton with Innis she was less sure
that the Foundaton should work through the CSSRC.

Bezanson, like so many earlier advisors for both American foundatons, discovered
in Canada much individual talent but little in the way of central structures to facilitate and to
coordinate research. "There is no doubt,” Bezanson noted in her report, "that Canadian
institutions have enough leading men to carry on work by mature scholars at the research
level." Echoing the words of earlier foundation surveyors, Bezanson observed, however,

that these "leading men" were scattered at struggling institutions across half a condnent,

Anne Bezanson, "AB's Report on Social Sciences in Canada,” p. 22, RG 2, Sentes 427, Box 222, Folder
1548, RF, RAC.

%History was included in the American SSRC and, until the creation of the Humaniues Research Council of
Canada, was also among the disciplines represented by the CSSRC.
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loaded heavily with undergraduate teaching, and trying to keep graduate work alive.!
Notng in partcular the "surprising number of able economists, with broad training in
economics, economic history, and polidcal science,” Bezanson singled out for praise Innis
and W.A. Maclntosh, who she was sure were "scholars who would be hard to match with
equally trained men at most of our own universities.” After these scholars she grouped
Clifford Clark of Queen's and Vincent Bladen, the Dean of the Graduate School at the
University of Toronto.*

Bezanson also suggested that the Foundation might wish to address the lack of an
adequate number of pre-doctoral and post-doctoral fellowships, and of funds for
publicadon. In noung these deficiencies, of course, she was only repeatung what Canadian
social scientists had been telling the American foundations since the late 1930s.** Even as
Bezanson was preparning her report, Reginald Trotter, writing as Chairman of the CSSRC,
was advising Willits that there were numerous manuscripts and many research projects
languishing without funding* Aware of this scarcity of resources and of the impacrt that
even small Rockefeller grants would have on the Canadian scene, Bezanson wamed that the
Rockefeller Foundation had to be parucularly careful if it was to make more fellowships

available in Canada. Echoing Innis's concerns about the haphazard fashion in which

$'Bezanson, "AB's Report on Social Sciences in Canada,” p. 9, RG 2, Series 427, Box 222, Folder 1548, RF,
RAC.

S bid.

$3See, for instance, J.E. Robbins, ed., "Research in the Social Sciences in Canada: Some Conclustons from a
Preliminary Survey,” May 1939, RG 2, Series 427, Box 181, Folder 1303, RF, RAC. The report was also sent to
the Camegie Corporation, see File: CSSRC, 1938-1959, CCNYA.

HReginald Trotter to Joseph Willits, 27 May 1941, RG 2, Sentes 4275, Box 222, Folder 1548, RF, RAC.
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Amencan organizadons selected Canadian candidates, she noted that because

they have few good fellowships to award...they pride themselves upon

finding all likely candidates to consider. When suddenly, Guggenheim or

some American group picks, without consultanon, a man who never would

get onto their preliminary lists, it puzzles them to figure out the basic of the

selecdon.... They will always feel that we should seek more advice.

With the recent creaton of the CSSRC she wondered: should the Foundation "take some
thoughr about the method of selecton?"#

Everywhere she visited, she was told of the need of a fund for support of academic
publishing. Although she observed that "Professor Shotwell's committee [for the Carnegie
Canadian-American relations series] solved part of the problem by getting work in process
finished and printed," this had only provided temporary relief.3 To illustrate for her
colleagues in New York the problems of Canadian academic publishing, Bezanson cited the
case of H.A. Logan, an economist at the University of Toronto. Despite the fact that his
manuscript "A Social Approach to Economics" was praised by other leading scholars in the
field, he was initally unable to publish it. It was finally published, but only after three
professors at the University of Toronto agreed to fund production out of their own salaries.
As Bezanson reported, "there is no real publishing house in Canada as we understand the

term.” Canadians scholars wishing to publish material likely to command a limited Canadian

market could only do so if the work was funded by some outside agency.¥’

%Few of these errors in selection, she was sure, were made by the Rockefeller Foundaton or by the
Foundauon-sponsored American SSRC. Bezanson, "AB's Report on Sodial Sciences in Canada,” p. 10, RG 2,
Sentes 427, Box 222, Folder 1348, RF, RAC.

%Ibid., p. 22

¥Ibid., pp.16-17.
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The question as Bezanson saw it was, how could the Foundation most effectvely
support and influence scholarly research and publicaton in Canada? In attempting to
answer this question, Bezanson cautioned against working exclusively with and through the
new CSSRC. Worried abour the legiimacy of the council's claim of leadership in the social
sciences, Bezanson noted, "if it loses, as it may, some of its best sponsors, we would do well
to work on our own."™ She further noted that, in designing any program of scholarly aid in
the social sciences, the Foundaton had to account for Canada's unique culrural and regional
requirements. Because any system had to meet the needs of French Canadians, as well as
scholars from western Canada, she warned that the Foundaton could not simply "favor the
obvious road of building up one really strong graduate school."®

At this early stage, Bezanson recommended that the Foundation implement a
program designed "to aid individual scholars doing specific pieces of work of their own
choosing." The program, she advised, should include a fund for publicaton, graduate
scholarships, and research support for the "best” senior scholars. Although the CSSRC
could be used in an advisory capacity, she felt that the Foundadon officers should make all
final decisions, at least for the time being. "We cannort be sure at this stage," she offered,
"that we can depend upon their inexperienced counsel for our selectdons. They might know
the applicant's qualifications, but they could not inquire about available means for pursuing

his project, as we could."?

#1bid., pp. 24-23.
Ibid., p. 24.

Tbid.
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Bezanson's report set the tone for the Rockefeller Foundation's early relations with
the leadership of the CSSRC. Willing to offer some encouragement for social scientists in
Canada and eager to see the CSSRC leadership group emerge as the legitimate representative
of Canadian social scientists, the Foundation nonetheless hesitated before fully supporting
the CSSRC with 1ts full power. Reflecting this position in September 1941, the Foundaton
awarded the CSSRC a §5000 grant to create a fund to aid in the publication of manuscripts.”!
This fund, Bezanson felt, "was much needed,” and "would strengthen the Council."
Reiterating her earlier position, Bezanson wrote Willits at the tme that she opposed placing
funds with the Canadian council in aid of research. "These [projects],” she argued, "should
be selected by us, for the present at least unal their Council forms experience and irons out
its own relatonship to other associauons.” As far as the future was concerned, it was
possible that "their advice could be used on scholarship awards," although she had begun to
"doubt that RF should ever put research funds with the CSSRC for allocatdon.™?

Bezanson's mission should be understood in the light of foundation practce and
earlier surveys, datng back to George Vincent's and Richard Pearce’s investigation of
medical educadon for the Rockefeller Foundaton. As a visiting cultural diplomat
representng the Rockefeller Foundaton -- already a potent force in the politcs of
knowledge in Canada -- Bezanson was engaged in far more than simply gathering

informadon. The role of the foundadon officer was to judge individuals and organizations,

"!Grant Record, RF 42076 - Canadian Social Science Research Coundl, 19 June 1942, RG 1.1, Sedes 4275,
Box 31, Folder 319, RF, RAC.

??Bezanson to Willits, 25 August 1941, RG 2, Sedes 427, Box 222, Folder 1548, RF, RAC.
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to form strategic alliances with valued advisors in the field, and to determine effective
strategies for philanthropic influence. Despite the trappings of scientific investigation, these
judgements were made impressionistically and, more often than not, were based on an
officer’s only vaguely defined sense of "quality."”® In this case Bezanson was willing to
endorse -- but only tentatvely -- the leaders of the Canadian SSRC in their campaign to take
control of the direcuon of the social sciences in Canada.

Despite Bezanson's tentativeness it was not long before the Rockefeller Foundaton
Social Science officers were expressing far more confidence in the CSSRC. By spring of the
following vear, the officers were already considering an escalation in the foundaton's
support for the CSSRC. McGill sociologist C.A. Dawson's replacement of Trotter as
chairman of the council for 1942 meant that another friend of the foundadons was formally
in charge.” By bringing McGill formally into a network formerly dominated by intellectuals
in Toronto, Otrawa and Kingston, the Council was providing itself with a stronger and
broader mnstrutonal base of support. At the same ume, Dawson's leadership further
centralized scholarly authority in central Canada -- a process encouraged also by both
American foundadons which preferred to work through central bases or hubs.”

As had been the case in the 1930s with Keppel's Canadian cultural committee, the

For a discussion of the concepts of taste and quality and their functon in the social relations of power see
Pierre Bourdieu, Distnction: A Social Critique of the [u nt of Taste, trans. Richard Nice (Cambndge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1984).

%*The post rotated annually.
%0On Dawson's appointment, see Roger F. Evans, handwritten note on a copy of a letter from Janet M.
Pane (Joseph Willit's secretary) to C.A. Dawson, 23 Apnl 1942, RG 1.1, Senes 4278, Box 31, Folder 319, RF,

RAC. See also Interview: Innis and Anne Bezanson, 15 November 1941, RG 1.1, Seres 4275, Box 31, Folder
318, RF, RAC.
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desire for a central base did not signal disinterest in the periphery on the part of the
Rockefeller Foundatdon. To justfy full support, the leadership of the CSSRC had to present
evidence thart its scope was truly national. Encouraged by the council's handling of the
publicatons fund, and apparently eager for the CSSRC to enter into 2 program of truly
nadonal proportons, the Rockefeller Foundaton rewarded the CSSRC with a second, larger
grant in June 1942, Although the grant was made with no formal restrictions on its use, it
was expected thar the council would use the funds to "encourage individual research
especially in the smaller and newer insatutons of western Canada and the Mariumes.” Ths
grant of $20,000 over two vears established a pattern of general supporrt of $10,000 annually,
which the Foundatgon maintained undl the late 1940s. In limited recognition of the
CSSRC's autonomy, and of the scope of its leader's knowledge, the Foundadon stpulated
that it was allowing the council's disciplinary sub-committees to distribute research aid from
the grant.”

Although increasingly supportive of the CSSRC's direction, the Rockefeller
Foundauon was not ready to abandon other avenues for the social sciences in Canada. After
travelling again to Canada in the fall of 1943, this ume to survey the scene in western
Canadian universites, Bezanson updated her positon on the Social Science Division's
Canadian policy. In her report to her colleagues in the Social Science Division, Bezanson
recommended that the organization "continue to work, aid and encourage the Canadian

Social Science Research Council, depending on them for advice, for discovery and aid to

%Rocketeller Foundation Grant Record, RF 42076 - Canadian Sodial Science Research Council, RG 1.1,
Sertes 4275, Box 31, Folder 319, RF, RAC.
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young scholars, [and] for recommending young scholars for fellowships."?” Bezanson also
recommended, however, that the Division should pursue two policies independently of the
CSSRC. In a reversal of her earlier positon regarding the dangers of focusing attendon on
any single instatution, Bezanson suggested that the University of Toronto "should be
supported as the center for advanced graduate work in Canada." To offset the dangers of
such concentrated support, she also recommended that the Foundaton award a number of
"modest grants-in-aid to the ablest mature scholars and rising scholars in insdtudons far
from Toronto."”™

The number and size of Rockefeller grants to the CSSRC that immediately followed
discussion of Bezanson's second report reflected the growing desire of the officers to work
primanly, if not exclusively, with the leaders of the research council. In additon to renewing
the CSSRC's two-vear grant for $20,000 in September 1944, the Foundadon also funded two
special projects -- studies of the Canadian northland and of the Social Credit movement -- to

be carried out under the council's supervision.” In the official record of the Foundaton's

“"Responding to the last point, Willits suggested that the Division "have an understanding with them [the
leaders of the CSSRC]" that the Foundation would reserve three fellowships from its Amencan compettion
"for them to fill."

"Inter-office Correspondence from JHW (Joseph Willits) to AB (Anne Bezanson) and RFE (Roger F.
Evans), 22 December 1943, p. 1, RG 2, Series 427, Box 257, Folder 1768, RF, RAC.

"The study of Canada's northern region was financed by a Foundaton grant awarded in December 1943.
The Social Credit study was financed by a grant awarded in June 1944. See Grant Record, RF 44078 -
Canadian Social Science Research Council, 16 June 1944, RG 1.1, Series 427S, Box 31, Folder 319, RF, RAG;
and Matthew D. Evenden, "Harold Innis, the Arctc Survey, and the Politcs of Social Science During the
Second World War,” The Canadian Historical Review 79 (March 1998): pp. 36-67. Of the two projects, Social
Credit inquiry was by far the most successful. Published work from this project represented a wide-range of
perspectves and ideologies. Included in the senes were such noteworthy texts as: W.L Morton, The
Progressive Party of Canada {Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1950); C.B. Macpherson, Democracy in
Alberta: The Theory and Practice of a Quasi-Party System (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1953); J.R.
Mallory, Social Credit and Federal Power in Canada (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1954); V.C. Fowke,
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sustaining grant to the CSSRC in 1944, it was noted that the organization had been in
operation for three years and had "already” earned "a place of first-rate importance to
Canadian scholarship.” While it was recognized that previous to the creation of the CSSRC
"research in the social sciences in Canada was on a considerable scale,”" the officers observed
that "no general overseeing of research activites existed and no attempt had been made to
appraise them from a disanctly Canadian viewpoint and in relation to Canadian problems as
a whole." Content that the leaders of the CSSRC, aided by the strong support of the
Rockefeller Foundadon, would be able to provide centralized structure and leadership, the
officers decided to back the research council. Support for the CSSRC, the officers
concluded, was "the most effectve means of supportng social science research in
Canada."!™

The Rockefeller officers' confidence in the council's leadership was, no doubr,
enhanced when |. Bartlett Brebner conducred a report on the state of the scholarship in
Canada in 1944.19' Brebner's study for the CSSRC (paid for by a Rockefeller grant) provided
independent confirmaton by a trusted advisor and foundaton-insider of the Canadian
leadership's assessment of the requirements of Canadian scholars. In any case, by the end of

1946, Innis's dream of a semi-autonomous national research council with the power to

provide leadership and to operate a range of programs of support for the social sciences in

The National Policy and the Wheat Economy (Toroato: University of Toronto Press, 1957); S.D. Clark,
Movements of Political Protest in Canada, 1640-1840 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 19539); and John
A. Irving, The Social Credit Movement in Alberta (Toronto: Unuversity of Toronto Press, 1939).

Wbd., pp. 1-2.

WScholarship for Canada: The Function of Graduate Studies (Ottawa: CSSRC, 1943).
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Canada was within reach.

In the following year both American foundatons moved in directons that indicated
the growing confidence they had in the CSSRC. Willits and his staff at the Rockefeller
Foundadon's Social Science Division decided that it was dme to fund a fellowship program
for Canadian social sciences. On the advice of Donald Young, Chairman of the American
SSRC, the Rockefeller Foundation awarded a grant to the CSSRC of $10,000 to cover four
fellowships per vear.'’> The Carnegie Corporadon condnued to provide to the CSSRC with
what were, by this dme, relagvely small sustaining grants to cover the Council's operanung
expenses. More significantly, at about the ame the Rockefeller Foundanon was handing the
council a fellowship program, the Carnegie staff approved a $15,000 grant to the group to
supervise what was intended to be a major exploradon into aspects of English-French
relations in Canadian history.!™ At the proposal stage the project was to include several
studies in which both the tensions between the two peoples and the accommodations that
had kept the naton together were to be examined.!™ After several unsuccessful attempts at
breaking ground on the ambitous project, it was decided by members of the CSSRC and

officers of the Carnegie Corporation that all would have to be sausfied, if not pleased, with a

“XDuring the previous decade the American council had reserved two fellowships per year for Canadian
candidates. See "Interview: Willits and Evans with Donald Young, 30 December 1946," RG 1.1, Series 42785,
Box 31, Folder 321, RF, RAC. Although the Foundation reduced the level of support suggested by Young by
half in its grant of September 1947, less than a vear later the award was raised to the full amount. The
Rockefeller Foundation also maintained its general support for the CSSRC. See Rockefeller Grant Record, RF
46074, 21 June 1946, Rockefeller Grant Record, RF 48088, 18 June 1948, and Rockefeller Foundation Grant
Record, RF 48089, 18 June 1948, RG 1.1, Senies 4275, Box 31, Folder 319, RF, RAC.

WStackpole to Corry, 24 May 1948, File: CSSRC, 1938-1959, CCNY A
™ _\. Corry, "Report of the Chairman of the Canadian Social Science Research Council, 1947-48," seat to

Robert M. Lester (Secretary of the Carnegie Corporation of New York) by John E. Robbins, 28 September
1949, File: CSSRC, 1943- 1955, CCNY A
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single volume of papers edited by Mason Wade, the Director of Canadian Studies at the
University of Rochester.!%> Many years later the collection was published as Canadian
Dualism/La dualité canadienne: Studies of French English Relations/Essais sur les relations
entre Canadiens francais et Canadiens anglais.'™ By that tme, due in large part to influence
exerted by the CSSRC and its sister council, the Humanities Research Council of Canada
(HRCC), on the federal state, Canadian scholars in the social sciences and the humanides

were basking in the glow of the Canada Council's light.

Canadian Research Councils, the Massey Commission,
and the Winding Road to State Support.

In an era when there was little consistent state support for scholarship outside the
natural sciences, the leaders of the CSSRC, aided crucially by the officers of the Carnegie
Corporaton and the Rockefeller Foundation, had made their organizaton a powerful force
in Canadian cultural politics. That cultural power increased exponennally when, in 1949,
Canadian Prome Minister Louis St. Laurent created the Royal Commission on National
Development in the Arts, Lerters and Sciences and appointed Vincent Massey as chair. The
Massey Commussion provided such groups as the CSSRC and the HRCC an unprecedented
audience and formal access to political power. The influence these groups exerted was

reflected by the commission's recommendations for the establishment of a state program of
) progr

93Stackpole to Jean-Charles Falardeau, 30 December 1953, File: Canadian Social Science Research Council -
Studtes of Biculturalism, CCNY AL

%Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1960. See Fisher, The Social Sciences in Canada, p. 23.



support for scholarship. When, much later in the 1950s, a national council to encourage
development in the arts, social sciences and humanites was finally created, the new council
incorporated the work of the research councils and used the programs they had developed in
collaboration with the American foundations in the 1940s as models for the new state
system.

It would be misleading to suggest that the Massey Commission was made up of
individuals who were merely sympathetic to the idea of greater public support for
scholarship and culrure. In fact, commission members Georges-Henn Lévesque, N.AM.
MacKenzie, and Massey had already devoted good portions of their careers to the building
of Canada's cultural and intellectual infrastructure. Broadly speaking, they were part of the
collective project to organize Canadian "Arts" and "Lerters" long before their appointments
to the Roval Commission. The structure of the commission's work, moreover, guaranteed
that the research councils -- and, indirectly, the Amencan foundanons -- would be granted
far more than just a fair hearing. While Massey, Lévesque, and Hilda Neatby, a history
professor from the University of Saskatchewan, took primary responsibility for the
commission's recommendations concerning art and high culture, MacKenzie, an original
member of the CSSRC, was left to chair the commission's Advisory Committee on
Scholarships and Aid to Research.!Y In addition to Mackenzie's strong presence, the
CSSRC was represented on the commitree by Reginald Trotter and John Robbins. As the

group's secretary, in fact, Robbins was responsible for drafting thz Scholarship

WiFisher, The Sodal Sciences in Canada, p. 32.
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subcommirtee's recommendatons to the commission. %8

In representung Canadian scholars before the Massey Commission, the CSSRC was
accompanied by the Humanites Research Council of Canada. Created with the support of
the CSSRC and of the Rockefeller Foundaton in 1943, the HRCC had been attempting to
provide Canadian scholars in the humaniges with the same services the older council had
provided for its consatuents. With leaders who were largely unknown to the officers of the
American foundadons the HRCC had not, however, managed to win support on the scale
Canadian social scientists had achieved. In spite of this fact, the council mainrained its
existence with small sustaining grants from the American foundadons and even managed to
provide limited support to Canadian scholars.

[n August 1949, the leaders of the two research councils presented separate briefs to
the Massey Commission. Delivered by T.F. Mcllwraith and Jean-Charles Falardeau, the
CSSRC's contribution called for the creation of a state-funded system of research grants,
fellowships, and scholarships for the social sciences. To ensure that such support for
scholarship would be free of state interference, the authors of the brief offered the services
of their own council to administer the program. In additon, the CSSRC called for the
creation of a national library, better preservaton of public records, and the reorganizaton of

the Natonal Museum.!"?

18R obbins to Stackpole, 10 October 1949, File: Humanines Research Council of Canada (hereafter HRCC),
1944-1962, CCNYA. For the ennre pre-Canada Council lives of the humanities and social sdence councils
Robbin's salary as joint secretary was paid for by grants trom the Carnegie Corporation.

1""Bref to the Rt. Hon. Vincent Massey, P.C., CH., Chairman and Members of the Royal Commission on

National Development in the Arts, Letters, and Sciences,” discussed in Fisher, The Social Sciences in Canada,
p- 32
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Speaking for the humanides were HRCC chairman |.F. Leddy and former Council
Chairman Maurice Lebel. Descnbing the HRCC's purpose and structure, Lebel and Leddy
discussed ideas developed earlier by Council's founders Watson Kirkconnell and A.S.P.
Woodhouse in their Rockefeller-sponsored survey, The Humanites in Canada (1947). In
this volume, Kirkconnell and Woodhouse documented the obstacles that had hindered the
development of the humanites in Canada, including inadequate research faciliges, little
support for publication and research, and heavy teaching responsibilides.!!" Qutlining the
HRCC's attempts to confront these obstacles with limited resources, Leddy and Lebel
informed the commissioners that the organizaton had survived almost exclusively on funds
provided by the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundadon.!"! Acknowledging
their gratitude for the support of the foundadons, Leddy and Lebel pointed out that it could
not, "and indeed should not, be expected to contnue indefinitely." "It is significant
commentary on the maturity of our culture,” Leddy and Lebel oftered,

thar such an as organization as the Humanites Research Council of Canada

should have been financed almost endrely by grants from the United States.

The irony of this situation has not been lost on the members of the Council

who have felt for some tme that many of its enterprises contribute in a

direct and effective way to the cultural development of Canada, as a whole,

and that the Council should therefore most properly receive the support of

Federal grants for the contnuance of its work.!!?

MacKenzie, although convinced of the broader necessity for greater Canadian

110"  Brief Presented by the Humanites Research Council of Canada to the Roval Commission on Nadonal
Development in the Arrs, Letters and Sciences.” 15 July 1949, pp. 2-3, sent to Stackpole by Robbins, 10
October 1949, File: HRCC, 1944-1962, CCNYA.

"bid., pp. 3-6.

Wibid,, p. 6.
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support of the social sciences and the humanities, was not impressed by the HRCC's brief.
He felt the leaders had failed to present their case forcefully and that Canadian humanists, in
general, had failed to link their research to practical problems confronting the modern world.
The social sciendsts, Carnegie Corporatdon officer Stephen Stackpole noted after hearing
MacKenzie's assessment, were "getting better in this respect as their trained men are finding
useful jobs to do." For this to happen in the humanines, Stackpole continued, "will take
something more than money."!!3

During the proceedings, it was rumoured that the commissioners were intending to
recommend the government form a nadonal council for arts and letters. Fearful that the
social sciences and the humanites might fall between the junsdictons of the new arts
council and the Natonal Research Council (NRC),!* the leaders of the CSSRC and HRCC
convened a joint session of the two councils for the purpose of preparing a supplementary
brief to the commussion.!'S On 19 january 1950, Mcllwraith and Leddy presented the
document to the commission.

The two scholars began by asserting "the great importance of scholarly research in

the social sciences and the humanites for the cultural and intellectual life of the Canadian

13"Cross Reference Sheet, WHS, SHS and Norman A.M. MacKenzie - Humanities Research Council,” File:
HRCC, 1944-1962, CCNYA. The unwillingness of members of the HRCC to look bevond the narrow confines
of the tradidonal academic studies in the humanides had long been a source of frustradon to the officers of
both Amencan foundatons. The officers were partcularly disturbed by the lack of dialogue with French-
Canadian scholars. This dissatisfaction was, in large part, responsible for the disparity between the foundations'
support for the CSSRC and the HRCC. See "Interviews: JM and Stackpole,” 5 December 1947, RG 1.2, Senes
427R, Box 8§, Folder 80, RF, RAC; and "Office of the President: Record of Interview, SHS and Mr. John
Marshal, R.F., 5 December 1947, File: HRCC, 1944-1962, CCNYA.

The federl funding agency for research in namral sciences.

Fisher, The Soctal Sciences in Canada, p. 32
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community.” The social sciences and humanities were, Leddy and McIlwraith argued, "the
necessary complement to the natural and physical sciences, and they cannot, without the
gravest danger to the national culture, be allowed to languish, for from them it receives an
important part of its impetus and direction." Although they recognized that "the mere
collection and classificaton of facts” was of little importance, Leddy and Mcllwraith argued
that "the vitality of academic study in Canadian universites, and the quality of teaching in
the ennre educatonal system, depend[ed] on the maintenance of a high level of scholarly
research in these subjects." Noting that the CSSRC and the HRCC were created with the
maintenance of this standard in mund, the scholars spoke proudly of their councils' programs
of scholarships, fellowships and of grants-in-aid for individual and collective research
projects.'!6

Echoing the warning sounded earlier in the HRCC's brief, Leddy and McIlwraith
then turned to the issue of the councils' dependence on American philanthropy. The
councils' support for Canadian scholarship was funded, the leaders told the commissioners
(who knew all too well), by the Carnegie Corporaton and the Rockefeller Foundation.
Although the leaders welcomed and appreciated this aid, it was "the considered opinion of
the two Councils, [that] it is necessary that the interests which they serve should receive
further support; and it is especially desirable that this support should come from Canadian
sources.” Accordingly, the bref concluded with a request that "the interests of research and

scholarship in the humanides and social sciences should be effecavely represented” in any

116" A Supplementary Bref Presented to the Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts,
Letters and Sciences by the Canadian Socal Science Research Council and the Humanites Research Counal of
Canada,” sent to Stackpole by Leddy, 28 January 1950, Box 175, File: HRCC, 19441962, CCNYA.
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new organizaton or council created to provide stimulation in the arts, and letters.!"’

It was known before the formal proceedings began that Massey favoured the
creanon of a body styled after the British Arts Council, which had been created by the
British government in 1945 to support theatre, ballet, opera and the fine arts.!'® With the
support of Neatby, MacKenzie and especially Lévesque, however, there was little chance
that the research councils' interests would be ignored in the commission's recommendations.
The Amencan philanthropic foundatons and such Canadian collaborators as Innis, Trotter,
and Dawson had so effecuvely established the American model of the research councils that
they could not be ignored or superseded by recommendations for the creaton of federal
academic infrastructure. All that was at issue, in reality, was whether the commissioners
would recommend the creaton of one Canada Council or of separate bodies for the arts and
the academic disciplines. Even in that respect, models established in the 1930s and 1940s by
the interventons into Canadian culture by American philanthropy were too powerful to
ignore. In the end, the commissioners agreed thar the safest way to ensure that both
constituencies would be looked after was to recommend the creation of one council.!'? The
Canada Council which emerged in the commission's recommendatons to the federal
government thus resembled more the uniquely Amercan mult-purpose philanthropic

foundanons than it did the Brtish Arts Council.

Clbid.

'¥Claude Bisseli, The Imperial Canadian: Vincent Massey in Office (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1986), p. 227. For a discussion of the Baush Arts Counall, see F.F. Ridley, "State Patronage of the Arts in

Brtain: The Polincal Culture of Culrural Polines,” Social Science Informaton 17 (1978): pp. +-49-187.

!YFisher, The Social Sciences is Canada, pp. 32-33.
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The Massey Commission's lengthy report was released to the public in June 1951. In
it, the commissioners recommended that the federal government create a "Canada Council
for the Encouragement of the Arts, Letters, Humanides and Social Sciences...."'? Lirtle in
the way of formal structure was suggested, and there was no explanation of the financial
details involved in such "encouragement." While neither group expected quick action on
the part of the government, both the representanves of the research councils and of the
American foundatons assumed that the new council would be established over the next
couple of vears and would, in some manner, make use of the exisang programs of the
CSSRC and the HRCC.!*!

As Paul Lutt points out, "something of a creationist myth for Canadian cultural
natonalists” has been constructed around the Massev Commission.!>* Massey biographer
Claude Bissell hints at the roots of this narrauve when he claims that the report functoned
"to bless and release the energies that awaited an authoritadve summons."'> It is no doube
true that the commission's commitment to state support for culture and scholarship was a
significant vicrory for the research councils and for the leaders of the artstic community.
The officers of the American foundations took it as an indication that the programs they had
been so instrumental in creating would some day be absorbed into the Canadian public

infrastructure. However, the Massey Commission's report only really signified the end of

12" Report of the Roval Commisston on Nanonal Development in the Arts, Letters and Sciences,” p. 377.
R"Interview: Marshall and Stackpole, 7 June 1951," RG 1.2, Seres +27R, Box 8, Folder 81, RF, RAC.
1=The Muses, the Masses, and the Massey Commission (Toroato: University of Toronto Press, 1992), p. 5.

'BThe Imperial Canadian, p. 236.
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one campaign and the beginning of another. What the Massey Commission's
recommendation did -- and this was the victory —- was to encode and legitimate a private
interest group's agenda as official objectves for public policy. That agenda was created, and
had been nurtured for years, before the Massey Commission was formed. Making the
federal government pursue elements of this agenda would consume the efforts of both the
leaders of the research councils and their American collaborators for the next five vears.

A paracularly harsh reminder that the war for state support was not over was the fact
that at the very ame the Massey report was being released to the public, the research
councils were facing the prospect of exunction. The promise of state support in the
unspecified future did nothing to provide funds for the next academic year's sabbadcal,
research, publicaton, and fellowships programs. So at the moment of victory, the leaders of
both the CSSRC and the HRCC wrned hat-in-hand to their patrons in New York.

[n the case of the CSSRC, negouatons were painless. The Rockefeller Foundaton's
Social Science Division had already made plans for a three-year extension of the council's
grant, complete with an increase to counteract the effects of increased demand and
infladon.!** [t was the Canadian leaders who suggested that the Foundadon mighe prefer a
more temporary measure while both sides waited to assess the fallout from the Massey
Report. Writing Social Science Division Associate Director Roger Evans, C. Cecil Lingard,
the CSSRC's new Secretary-Treasurer, suggested that the Foundaton might wait "to be fully
advised of the Commission's recommendadons and their fate at the hands of our

government before considering an appeal from our Council for a longer period than the year

1%Grant Record, RF 51079, RF 51080, 31 May 1951, RF 1.1, Senes 4275, Box 31, Folder 319, RF, RAC.
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1951-52."1% Noting that "if it had not been for the imminence of this report," they would
have been fully prepared to approve the longer rerm, the officers acceded ro the wishes of
the CSSRC and approved a one-year award of $50,000.1%¢

The situation in which the leaders of the HRCC found themselves was quite
different and significantly less comfortable. The contrast, in fact, is evidence of the extent to
which Canadian scholarship in this era was susceptble to the whims, biases, and strategies of
the officers as well as to the bureaucratc idiosyncrasies of the American foundadons.
Notng that the level of support the HRCC offered Canadian humanists was far below that
which the CSSRC provided for its consutuents, humanides council chairman Donald
Creighton requested a substantal increase in the size of the Rockefeller Foundanon's grant
to his council.!¥

While the Foundaton's Humanites Division officers were sufficiently satsfied with
the Canadian humanists to award the group a two-year grant worth a lirtle less than $20,000,
they were not about to bring the HRCC grant up to the level of the CSSRC appropriadon.
To make matters worse for Creighton and his council, the Rockefeller Foundation award
was earmarked specifically for "planning and development."'** Accordingly, it could not
even be used in the way deemed most approprate by the council’s leadership, and the

HRCC was forced to finance its entre financial support program with the $5,000 per vear

13C Cecil Lingard to Roger F. Evans, 18 April 1951, RG 1.1, Sedes 427, Box 31, Folder 324, RF, RAC.
%Grant Record, RF 51079, RF 531080, 31 May 1951, RF 1.1, Senes 4275, Box 31, Folder 319, RF, RAC.

"Donald Creighton to Edward F. D'Armes, 12 March 1951, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 8, Folder 81, RF,
RAC.

Charles B. Fahs to Creighton, 22 May 1951, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 8, Folder 81, RF, RAC.

320



grant it received from the Carnegie Corporation.'®

The reaction of the representatives of the American foundations to Creighton's
concern about the inadequate level of support the HRCC provided Canadian scholars
dramatzed the power relations at play in these reladonships. After meeting with Creighton
at the annual meeangs of HRCC in June 1951, Carnegie officials noted, as if describing a
sibling nvalry berween two small children, that the "HRCC, which is only half as old as the
CSSRC, is rather jealous of the positon the latter has achieved for itself and in partcular, of
funds it has been able to spend." Noung, patemnalistcally, that the humanities council had
developed "into a sound and useful organization,” the Carnegie officers were somewhat
sympathedc to the HRCC's frustraton over the fellowship shortfall. Their assessment of
Creighton's atdtude was anything but sympathedc. Creighton, who by this time was already
a preémuinent Canadian historian, "seemed parucularly irritated and found it hard to
understand how one arm of the RF (social sciences) could have one policy toward
fellowships and another arm a different one.” [mpatent with what was p‘erceived to be the
historian's petulant atdrude, the Carnegie officials thought that "Creighton lent a somewhat
'cry-baby' ardrude to the meetings, which was hardly jusdfied...."!3

While leaders of the foundadons and the research councils remained optimistic

about the promised formaton of the Canada Council, both groups also made contngency

plans. It was clear to all, even at this apparent high-point of Canadian culrural natonalism,

¥"Carnegie Corporation of New York, Cross Reference Sheer, letter from John Robbins to the Carnegie
Corporaton, 31 October 1953," File: HRCC, 19441962, CCNYA.

13"Record of Interview, Subject: Humanities Research Council of Canada, 1 June 1951," File: HRCC, 1944-
1962, CCNYA.
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that the short-term existence of the councils' scholarship programs depended on
maintenance of the patron-recipient relanonship with the American foundations. While
attending the 1952 annual meering of the HRCC, Carnegie officer Stephen Stackpole
discussed prospects for the two research councils with Lester Pearson. Although Pearson
told the American that the formadon of the Canada Council was on the top of the
government's agenda, Stackpole concluded privately that it only seemed "likely that funds
for the Humanides and Social Sciences would be forthcoming within rwo or three years."!3!
When the academic year 1951-52 had passed without action from the federal
government, the leaders of CSSRC again turned to the Rockefeller Foundadon's Social
Science Division. Again they encountered little resistance and received a three-year grant
totalling $176,000. In the official Foundation record of the grant it was noted that the
previous award had been made on a temporary basis pending government action on the
Massey recommendatons. Such acton, it was further noted, "now seems indefinitely
deferred by defense claims and the political complicatons involved in entering a field that
has constitutionally been a Provincial prerogative."*2 While the officers were sympathetic to
the plight of the social sciences and were willing to help resolve the temporary funding crists,
they also advised the CSSRC's leaders that they would not condnue to support the council at

the level of the present grant and that "the base of Council support [should] be broadened

BlCamegie Corporation of New York, Record of Interview: "SHS atr Quebec, Humanides Research Council
of Canada," Folder HRCC, 1944-1962, CCNYA.

32Rockefeller Foundation Grant Record, RF 52112, 20 June 1952, p. 1, RG 1.1, Seres 427S, Box 31, Folder
319, RF, RAC.



from other sources."!33

By the summer of 1952 the HRCC again faced the task of negotating with the
foundadons to preserve its programs. Discussions with the Carnegie Corporaton were
relatively routine. After the exchange of several polite letters, Stackpole and A.S.P.
Woodhouse, the HRCC's chairman for 1952-53, agreed on a three-vear grant of $25,000 in
support of the council's programs.'** Negodations between Woodhouse and the Rockefeller
Foundadon's Humanines Division were far more involved, but, in this case at least,
surprisingly fruitful.

The dialogue began in earnest with discussions over the telephone between
Woodhouse and Humaniges Division Associate Director John Marshall in early May 1953.
Marshall asked Woodhouse and his colleagues at the HRCC to apprse the Foundadon of
"its present needs...in light of the present situation in Canada...." He further advised
Woodhouse that "the discussions of the Council...on this score should be in no way
influenced by the supposed interests of the RF."!%

In response to this invitadon, Woodhouse marshalled an impressive case fora
substantial increase in the Foundadon's support of the HRCC and for the use of the funds
to enhance the council's scholarship programs. In correspondence and conversaton with

Marshall, Woodhouse noted that "planning and development” should no longer be viewed

1bid., p. 2. See also Roger F. Evans to Jean-Charles Fulardeau, 5 May 1952, RG 1.1, Sertes 4275, Box 32,
Folder 325.

BYSeackpole to A.S.P. Woodhouse, 19 November 1952, Box 175, Folder HRCC, 1944-1962, CCNY.

135" Telephone interview: John Marshall and A.S.P. Woodhouse, May 11,12," RG 1.2, Sedes 427R, Box 9,
Folder 82, RF, RAC.
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as the HRCC's highest priority. Grateful that Marshall and the Foundation were open to a
change in policy, Woodhouse observed that he and his colleagues now felt that "Aid in the
Development of Personnel” should be placed on top of the research council's agenda.!*
Woodhouse pointed to two main reasons for changing the size and conditons of
Foundarion support for his council. First, he noted that expanded enrolment in Canadian
universites had increased the demand for humanists in Canada. Without greater support for
graduate work in the humaniues, promising students would conunue to flock to natural
sciences, and the social sciences and the supply of humanists would fall even further behind
demand. To support his second point, Woodhouse informed Marshall of Louis St. Laurent's
statement in the House of Commons on 27 April 1953 that he would move to create the
Canada Council if his government was returned to power in the up-coming federal elecdons.
[n the event of the promised legislanon, Woodhouse argued, "the best way to ensure that
the needs of the Humanines will be recognized and supplied is to have in being a pattern
which the government can take over and expand.” Accordingly, Woodhouse recommended
that the Foundation enable the HRCC to increase its fund for pre-docroral fellowships from
$5,000 to $45,000 and its post-doctoral fellowship fund from $3,000 to $15,000. "If this
plan or some modificadon of it," Woodhouse concluded, "could be put into operation
before the Canada Council was set up, our hope and expectation would be that the Canada

Council would take it over and administer it, either directly or through the HRCC,

BeWoodhouse to Marshall, 29 May 1953, RG 1.2, Seres 427R, Box 9, Folder 82, RF, RAC; and Rockefeller
Foundadton Interoffice Correspondence, from Marshall to Joseph H. Willits, Edward F. D'Armes, and Charles
B. Fahs, 30 May 1953, "Subject: DH aid o the Canadian Humanities Research Council," RG 1.2, Sedes 427R,
Box 9, Folder 82, RF, RAC.
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expanding it as the need arose."!3’

Marshall and the Humanites Division had all but decided to contnue with the
program of modest support for "planning and development" it had been extending the
HRCC."¥ The logic of Woodhouse's presentation, however, caused the officers to re-think
their positon. They were persuaded by Woodhouse's warnings the humanides mighe be
permanently neglected if the Canada Council took over an underfunded system of support.
Marshall noted at the time that "levels of support [were] apparently quite adequate in the
natural sciences, fairly so in the social sciences...burt utterly inadequate in the humanites."'%
Although he hoped that the new council would "recrify this disparity,” he agreed with
Woodhouse that "the chances of its so doing would be enhanced if it were faced by support
for the humanites already established at a more adequate level."!¥

Meanwhile, Marshall's other Canadian friends were sending him mixed signals about
the likelthood of the formaton of the new Canada Council. University of Toronto president
Sydney Smith informed Marshall that the legislaton needed to create the council would be
presented to Parliament in the fall of 1953 and that it would be operable before the 1954-55

academic vear. Smith referred Marshall to then Minister of Defence Brooke Claxton for

B"\Woodhouse to Marshall, 29 May 1953, RG 1.2, Sedes 427R, Box 9, Folder 82, RF, RAC.
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confirmadon.'*! John Robbins, secretary-treasurer for both the CSSRC and the HRCC and
long-dme friend of both foundations, was less opumistic: "The intention appareatly is to
proceed with establishment at some time after this year's election. But it is two vears this
week since the Massey Report was issued; years slip by quickly."!+?

Apparently convinced by Smith and Woodhouse that the Canada Council was
nearing reality, the Humanites Division approved an award to the HRCC of $65,000 over a
period of two vears. In justfying the substantal increase, the officers noted that during the
previous vear the HRCC had offered Canadian scholars a total of $8,000 in support, while
the CSSRC and the Nanonal Research Council had provided $37,000 and $226,000
respecavely.'* [n acknowledging the grant for the HRCC, the council's new chairman, Ray
Daniels, noted,

it 1s difficult for me fully to express our pleasure and our gradrude to the

Foundation; this will be a milestone in the history of Canadian research in

the humanisuc disciplines and it will serve as a springboard to project a

programme of humanistic research into the plans of the Canada
Council..."t#

A.S.P. Woodhouse, the Canadian architect of this expansion, suggested to Marshall that he

"may have done more for the ultimate well-being of the humanides in Canada than even you

tIbid., p. 4.
“IJohn E. Robbins to Marshall, 1 June 1953, RG 1.2, Sentes 427R, Box 9, Folder 82, RF, RAC.

WRockefeller Foundadon Grant Record, RF 53088, 19 june 1933, p. 2, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 8, Folder
=9, RF, RAC.

"Daniels to Flora Rhind (Secretary of the Rockefeller Foundation), 4 July 1953, RG 1.2, Sedes 427R, Box
9, Folder 82, RF, RAC.
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can guess."!¥

With this grant the HRCC could finally offer programs similar to, if not vet equal to,
those offered by the CSSRC. Both councils -- sull funded almost exclusively by the
foundatons -- were able to claim undisputed leadership in their fields and both were,
moreover, ready to play major roles in 2 new Canada Council. If history had worked in
exactly the way that its major actors intended, the Canada Council would have been formed
some time in 1954 or early 1955 and the American foundadons would have quietly left the
scene secure in the knowledge that their power had been insututonalized in the new state
apparatus. But history, partcularly Canadian culrural history, is not so neat -- or at least it
was not in this case. Despite a steady parade of promising signs and signals, among them a
November 1954 speech St. Laurent gave at an Ottawa conference on the humanines and
government in which he came close to announcing the formaton of the council, the
tesearch councils once again faced uncertain futures.'** The CSSRC, with its longer history
of high levels of foundation support, was, at least temporarily, able to finance its program.
[n the summer of 1955, however, Donald Creighton, again chairman of the HRCC, found
himself in the uncomfortably familiar position of heading a nearly bankrupt organizaton. In
what was by this time a well-practised pattern of dependency he turned to New York in
search of support.

Since the formadons of the CSSRC and the HRCC the Rockefeller Foundation had

W oodhouse to Marshall, 13 July 1933, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 9, Folder 82, RF, RAC.

HCarnegie Corporation of New York, Memorandum, Subject: Humanmes Research Council of Canada:
Conference November 19 and 20, 1954 in Ottawa on the Humanities and Government, File: HRCC, 194+
1962, CCNYA.
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used “carrots” and the promise of more of them to reward individuals and collective activity
of which the officers approved. While it was true that the social scientsts took in far more
of these prizes than their colleagues in the humanities -- by August 1955 the Foundadon had
contributed $541,195 to the coffers of the SSRC and $112,750 to the HRCC'¥ - neither
counci had been seriously threatened with the "sack.” At least not undl the summer of
1955.

Upon taking over the chair of the HRCC in early june, Creighton was informed by
the out-going chairman J.F. Leddy thar he had just received bad news concerning federal
support for the social sciences and the humanites. ].\W. Pickersgill wrote Leddy that the
government, after carefully considering the matter, had decided against giving either research
council direct grants. The leaders of the councils had already resigned themselves to the fact
that the Canada Council was not likely to be created in the current session of Parliament, but
it had also been thought the federal government would provide funding directly to the
research councils as a temporary measure. Pickersgill's letter eliminated even this temporary
remedy. ¥

Outlining the dilemma he again faced, Creighton advised Marshall in a letter that he
did not "believe...that the Government has altered its intention of establishing the Canada
Council and supporting the kind of work which we have been carrying on." The Prime

Minister had, in fact, recently reaffirmed his intendons in the matter. Moreover, Pickersgill

B™RF Grants to Canadian Research Coundils," August 1955, RG 1.2 Sertes 427R, Box 9, Folder 82, RF,
RAC.

¥Creighton to Marshall, 7 June 1955, p. 1, RG 1.1, Sedes 427S, Box 32, Folder 325, RF, RAC.



had stressed to Leddy that the Council would likely be formed some ume in 1956.
Creighton assured the Rockefeller officer, "we in the Humanities Council have done our
very best to induce the Government to proceed with its declared plans and thus to relieve
the Rockefeller Foundatdon of some, at least, of the burden which it has been carrying so
long on our behalf.""*? The Canadian historian also promised that, at the time the
Foundanon approved the previous terminal award for fellowships and grants-in-aid, "we
really believed that other resources would be available" by the tme the grant expired.
Fearing that his "chairmanship would be marked by an abrupt break in the contnuity of the
work upon which our academic community has come to rely,..." and notng that his positon
was "a very embarrassing one," Creighton wondered whether Marshall and the Foundation
could "help us out for another year...." 3"

Creighron had his answer in fast and somewhat furious fashion. After conferring
with Marshall on the history of the previous grant to the HRCC and receiving the officer's
firm advice that the Foundaton should not reconsider its positon, Foundatdon president
Dean Rusk replied to Creighton's pleas for help.!3! Citing the "heavy demands upon our
limited funds from urgent requirements all over the world,” Rusk told Creighton, "we do not
believe that we should contdnue support for an ongoing educadonal and scholarly need in a
country which is fully able to do what it considers important to do." Lecturing the historian

on the intricacies of Canadian cultural sovereignty, Rusk further noted that the "regular

197hid.
WTbid. p. 2.
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acuvitdes to which our graats to the Council have contribured....[surely] fall within the view
of the Massey Report that long-term responsibilites in Canada should now be Canadian."!3?
"The decision," Rusk concluded, "of the Canadian Government not to go forward at this
dme with the Canada Council does not seem to us to increase our responsibiliry.” 33

Rusk's letter seemed to close the door to further Rockefeller aid. Creighton wrote
Rusk that the president’s response was a "heavy blow" to the HRCC, but that he realized the
real source of his organizaton's financial crisis was the government's refusal either to create
the Canada Council or to offer the research councils direct support. True culrural naconalist
that he was, Creighton agreed with Rusk that projects providing support for Canadian
scholarship should be, and soon would be, funded by Canadians. He fully understood
Rusk's "reluctance to do once more what the Canadians apparently refuse to do
themselves." !>+

[f not for the intervendon of Canadian Secretary of State for Exrernal Affairs Lester
Pearson, the matter would have ended there. The prospect of the end of Rockefeller
Foundadon support for the humanides in Canada before the expected government take-over
compelled Pearson to act. Pearson advised Rusk that the Canada Council would be formed
and, when it was, the existing research councils would be at the "top of the list” of

beneficiaries. Apprising Rusk of the cultural and constitutional politics involved in

introducing legislation that would "in some provinces [be seen] as conflicung with provincial

32Dean Rusk to Creighton, 13 June 1953, p. 1, RG 1.1, Sedes 4278, Box 32, Folder 325, RF, RAC.
B3bid. p. 2.

HCreighton to Rusk, 15 June 19535, RG 1.1, Senes 4275, Box 32, Folder 325, RF, RAC.
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rghts and actvides in the educadonal and cultural field," Pearson nonetheless reaffirmed the
government's commitment to do so and requested the American's padence.!3

Pearson's appeal did not bring about an immediate reversal of the Foundadon's
decision, but it did open the door ever so slightly. In response, Rusk asserted (as he had to
Creighton) that "the role of government in this matter is a policy queston for Canada."
Noung thar the Rockefeller officers were of the impression that the Canadians had not
vigorously pursued private Canadian support, he promised to reconsider the matter if
Pearson in turn would pressure the HRCC in that direction.!3¢ With the matter re-opened,
at least, Marshall sought the advice of other trusted informants at the Canadian Writers'
Conference at Queen's University in late July 1955. [n response to the Rockefeller officer's
queries, Mason Wade, who was involved in the CSSRC's bi-culturalism study, assured
Marshall that the legislanon requured to create the Canada Council was already 1n print and
that the Council would be announced in the 1956 Throne Speech.'>” Raleigh Parkin,
Vincent Massey's brother-in-law and Marshall's "most trusted adviser in Canada," assured
the officer that Pearson was trying to borrow ume and that the federal government would
likely go ahead with the Canada Council after a conference on federal and provincial
relatons in October which Quebec premier Maurice Duplessis had agreed to attend. Parkin,
an officer with the Crane Foundadon in New York and thus well acquainted with the

strategies of corporate philanthropy, suggested the Rockefeller Foundaton make any future

133Lester B. Pearson to Rusk, 28 June 1935, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 9, Folder 82, RF, RAC.
13%Rusk to Pearson, 1 July 1953, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 9, Folder 82, RF, RAC.
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grant in a manner likely to encourage private donations from Canadians. '8

By late August it was becoming clear that the Foundaton would provide the HRCC
some support but only if such acdon would be matched by Canadian support for the
council. In a telephone discussion with John Robbins, Marshall confidendally informed the
Canadian that, although the official positon remained unchanged, Dean Rusk was "mulling
over Pearson's lerter." Robbins, in return, told Marshall of the successful fund-raising
campaign Montreal lawyer Arthur Goldenburg was directing for the CSSRC and the
HRCC.'"® Another optmistic message was delivered to Marshall by his fellow Foundation
officer George W. Gray. While in Canada reviewing the progress of the Mackenzie King
biography, which was supported by a large Rockefeller Foundation grant, Gray had
discussed the prospects for the Canada Council with Pickersgill. Echoing Pearson's words,
Pickersgill tried to reassure the Foundaton that the long wait for government funding was
about to end:

[ hope you do something tor Robbins. Please tell the Foundaton that I have

the cause of the Council very much at heart, and [ feel sure that we should be

able to get through a government appropriadon or grant at the next session

of Commons.'*"

With several trusted advisers making pleas for more ume, the prospects of Canadian

support looking much brighter, and the assurances of at least two federal cabinet ministers,

B8 Interview: Mr. and Mrs. Raleigh Parkin and Marshall, 29 July 1955," RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 9, Folder
82 RF, RAC.

159" Telephone Interview: Marshall and Robbins, 23 August 1935," RG 1.2, Sedes +27R, Box 9, Folder 82,
RF, RAC.

'®]nter-office Correspondence, George W. Gray to Marshall, | September 1935, RG 1.2, Sedes 427R, Box
9, Folder 82, RF, RAC.
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Rusk and Marshall were ready to make a final grant to the HRCC. Using a technique which
had long been favoured by the foundatons in the United States but was used only
infrequently for Canadian projects, the Foundation awarded the council up to $50,000 over
two years provided that the amount was matched dollar for dollar by Canadian
contributdons. 6!

Once again an action, or series of actions, in the New York offices of the Rockefeller
Foundaton seems to have had fundamental reverberagons on Canadian nagonal culture.
During the fall of 1955, the HRCC's fund-raising campaign, assisted by Chairman of the
Roval Commission on Canada's Economic Prospects Walter Gordon, was beginning to
show some success. From September 1955 to May 1956, the HRCC ratsed almost $25,000,
effectively matching the Rockefeller Foundadon's vearly grant. With the level of self-
confidence and arrogance typical of a Foundadon officer, Marshall suggested to Creighton
that the Foundation's provision of matching funds "has made a real contribudon to the
general development of philanthropy there."!%? Creighton, writing Marshall on 9 January
1957, was less willing to give all the credit to the American foundadon, notng that "Mr.
Walter Gordon's name no doubt effected the magical change...."1%3

By the time Creighton wrote this he could afford to be defiant. The previous day, in
the Throne Speech for 1957, St. Laurent announced that his government would soon be

presentng a resolution to the House of Commons that would finally lead to the creauon of

161R ockefeller Foundation Grant Record, RF 55123, 30 Seprember 1935, RG 1.2, Sedes 427R, Box 8, Folder
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the Canada Council.'* Just a little more than a month later, on February 13, the Canada
Council bill was approved by the House of Commons.

As was expected, the new council absorbed the existing decades-old cultural
infrastructure. While the Canada Council took over the responsibility of grandng
fellowships in the social sciences and humanites, the research councils were maintained and
supported as advisory boards to screen applicants for assistance. Although they were greatly
expanded -- in the first year alone the Canada Council handed out four hundred awards
divided equally between the social sciences and the humanites - the new council's programs
for support of scholarship were based heavily on the ones it inherited from the CSSRC and
the HRCC. 163

Alchough the Canada Council was allegedly created, in large part, to replace
American philanthropy and to provide Canada with defensive apparatus to protect it from
all-pervasive American cultural influences, the Council's leadership was more than willing to
learn from the American foundatons. Several members of the council (including Chairman
Brooke Claxton, Vice-Chairman Georges-Henn Lévesque, N.A.M. MacKenzie, and W.A.
Mackintosh) were veterans of projects supported by American philanthropy, and these men
consciously and sub-consciously looked at their experiences to guide them in creatng the
new council. Accordingly, it was not surprising that, along with Dean Rusk, representatives

of the Carnegie Corporation and the Ford Foundation also spoke at the first meetng of the

164Thid.
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Canada Council.!'é Ironically, it seems, the Amercan foundatons, and the research councils
they helped to establish in both Canada and the United States, were the models on which the
Canada Council's scholarship programs were patterned.

It would be inaccurate to argue that the foundations simply imposed American
patterns onto the Canadian intellectual landscape. As Rusk had pointed out to Pearson, the
Rockefeller Foundation had no specific interest in creating a nagonal publicly-funded system
of support for Canadian scholarship. The system that emerged was not a mere replica of the
one that the foundatons did so much to help create in American society. [n the United
States the foundations had negouated another formula for influencing the strucruring of
culture. It would be an equal disservice to history to be overtaken by natonalist pride and to
pretend that the creaton of the Canada Council shielded Canadian scholarship from
American influence and that intellectuals were members of the one Canadian social group
not affected by American culture. As [ have argued thus far in this chapter, the Canada
Council, the men who directed it, and the programs of support it offered were all products
of a culture in which American foundatons were key players. Far from being opponents of
strong federal programs of support for culture, the leaders of American philanthropy had
worked hand-in-hand with representatives of the Canadian state to create federal
infrastructure. Offering "carrots,” and very infrequendy showing the "stick," to such
Canadian builders as Innis, Robbins, Trotter, and Creighton, the foundaunons also provided

the knowledge gained from previous experience in the structuring of cultural actuvity. When

'66] L. Granatstein, "Culture and Scholarship: The First Ten Years of the Canada Council,” Canadian
Historical Review 65 (Dec. 1984): p. +49.
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the Canadian state absorbed the infrastrucrure the foundatdons had worked so hard to create,
the period of the American's direct influence came to an end. In a broader sense, however,

that influence was embedded in the new system of public patronage.

IIL. "Innis of Canada,..Men of Toronto": Building
Excellence in Central Canada

That the foundatons played such a key role in creating the broad, natdonal structures
of Canadian scholarship in the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s should not obscure another equally
important facet of their programs. To the leaders of the foundatons, it was impossible to
create a system that was collecuvely healthy without providing extraordinary incentves for
the "best” individuals and insttutons. So in additon to building natonal organizatons
designed to raise the general level of scholarship throughout Canada, the Rockefeller
Foundanon, in partcular, selected and supported certain individuals as scholars and leaders
of unusual ability. Following this pattern on an institcudonal basis, the Unuversity of Toronto
was singled out for particular attenton as the Canadian center for research in tie social
sciences and humanides. In the same way that the Carnegie Corporadon had encouraged
the development of the Natonal Gallery as the hub of a nanonal program for cultural
instrudons in the 1930s and 1940s, the Rockefeller Foundanon worked with Harold Innis
and his colleagues to construct the University of Toronto as its Canadian base for the social
sciences and the humanites.

Like the policy that led to the establishment of the research councils, support for

leading individuals such as Harold Innis, Donald Creighton and their colleagues at the

336



University of Toronto also had roots in foundadon-sponsored research projects of the
1930s. It was during the 1930s that the foundatons were exposed to most of the prominent
scholars in the social sciences and the humanites in Canada. As we have seen, personal and
professional des that developed then were significant when it later came dme to begin
building Canada's academic infrastructure. The bonds forged in the 1930s were no less
important when it came ame for the foundatons to select scholars for partcular support.
Despite Anne Bezanson's inidal judgement in 1941 that academic talent in the social
sciences in Canada was too dispersed to allow the Rockefeller Foundadon to focus attendon
on a single insttution, it was not long before Bezanson and the other officers of the Social
Science Division decided that the University of Toronto's department of political economy
deserved preferental treatment. By early 1943 the officers were convinced that the
Foundadon should assist "the unusual group” in Toronto. With its large staff and reladvely
high level of support within the university, the department -- which formally included
political science, economics and sociology and informally included the department of history
-- was alreadv making broad contribudons to the development of the social sciences in
Canada in a vadery of ways. In additon to providing junior scholars on temporary
appointments in the university with light teaching responsibilines and thus tme to use
above-average research facilities, the department subsidized members of its staff to teach at
smaller Canadian institutions for short terms. Many of the more senior faculty members
served as editors of the professional journals in their fields. "It was easy to see,” Bezanson

concluded in a letter to the department's leader Harold Innis, "that Toronto men are
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working too hard, [and are] sacrificing too much of their strength...."'¢” "Please understand,"
Bezanson advised Innis, "one of the things that interests us is getting 2 man named Innis a
chance to work with a little less sacrifice than he is now making."16%

To address their interests in the scholar and his department, the officers invited Innis
to New York for consultanon. Innis agreed with the Rockefeller staff that whatever the
Foundation did it must be careful to act "without impairing the exceptional standards of
work, scholarship, integrity, and sense of values,...[and without disturbing]| the fine
reladonships...both within the Univ. of Toronto, and also between the Univ. and other
educadonal instmdons throughout Canada...."!> While [nnis's friend Joseph Willits,
Director of the Social Science Division, was prepared to go ahead with a sizable fluid grant
to be used by [nnis as he saw fit, it was decided, at Innis's insistence, that the Foundadon
would provide Innis with a small experimental grant which the Canadian would distribute to
members of his staff at the University of Toronto to defray research expenses. Innis made
clear to the officers that he would use the grant "to take the immediate load off [Donald]
Creighton and to help a man like [S.D.] Clatk to get ahead."!™

At about the same nme the Social Science Division of the Rockefeller Foundadon
was courting Harold Innis, officers from both the Humaniges and Social Science Divisions

were, like Innis, investigadng ways of freeing Creighton from his heavy teaching load.

6"Bezanson to [nnis, 3 January 1943, RG 1.2, 4275, Box 17, Folder 166, RF, RAC.
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Creighton had caught the attenton of Bezanson and Humanites Associate Director
Marshall with his work for the Carnegie series. His Commercial Empire of the St. Lawrence
impressed Marshall as "a major work," and led the officer to conclude that Creighton was
"one of the ablest if not the ablest historian...[he has| encountered in Canada.” After
returning from a trip to Toronto in December 1942, Bezanson advised Marshall that
Creighron was having trouble completing his general history of Canada, The Dominion of
the North, because of teaching commitments. The officers agreed, a record of their
interview indicates, "that it would be both strategic and generally advantageous to make
known to Creighton the readiness of the RF...to consider assistance which would bring him
release from teaching to complete his work."!"!

The idea of a direct award to Creighton was dropped in early 1943, at least
temporarily, after it was learned that Innis had plans to use a large part of his Social Science
Division grant to support Creighton in the complenon of Dominion of the North.
Confused by the lines of division between the humanites and the social sciences in Canada,
the officers noted that at the University of Toronto, history was treated as a social science.
In any case, they observed after speaking to Innis, "Creighton...is now a member of the
group around Innis."!"? Significantly, the officers agreed that Creighton might still require
assistance at a later date and that the lines of communications should be left open.

During the early months of 1943, Marshall and Creighton corresponded about two

P1"Interview: Marshall and Bezanson, 16 December 1942, RG 1.2, Senes 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF,
RAC.

"Inter-Office Correspondence, "Subject: Possible aid to Professot Creighton, University of Toronto," 26
January 1943, Marshall to David Stevens, and Bezanson, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF, RAC.



of the former's favourite projects. Creighton wrote to Marshall after reading the manuscript
of the Rockefeller Foundation's August 1942 New England-Maritime Region conference in
Rockland, Maine. The Canadian historian was not convinced by the validity of the regions
Marshall was intent on investigating. He thought that, despite the best efforts of the
Rockefeller Foundation, the regions "break apart at the international boundary in more than
one important way,..." but he admirted he was intrigued "by the questions which [were]
raise(d]...." by the investigadon.!” He would, he added, be interested in attending a similar
conference on the Great Lakes region if he was available.

Of more lasting significance to Creighton's career was Marshall's interest in the
reladonship between the study of history and the values of modern society. The Humaniges
Division had helped a number of American historians receive release from teaching to
consider the issue in the American context. In Apml 1943, Marshall wrote Creighton asking
him his advice on whether or not there would be any interest in a similar inquiry in Canada.
Noting that he was "drawn to the idea," he admitted that he had "no means of knowing
whether or not the climate of opinton in Canada would make Canadian partcipation
approprate.” He asked Creighton if he knew of historians in Canada who would "be
interested in it of their own accord."!™*

Over the next couple of months it became clear that the Foundation was offering to
include Creighton in the project when he finished his general history of Canada. Even

before discussing the proposal with Creighton in any specific sense, in fact, Marshall had

3Cretghton to Marshall, 6 January 1943, RG 1.2, Seres 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF, RAC.
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received assurances from University of Toronto president H.J. Cody that, as long as the
Rockefeller Foundation was willing to pay the bill, the university would release Creighton
from his teaching responsibilides for a period of time.'”> With the release thus already
approved, Marshall wrote Creighton on 9 June 1943 to inquire whether or not he would be
interested in participating. In offering Creighton support, Marshall noted that it was his
"conviction that there is a very important conuibudon here which...vou are uniquely
qualified to make...." Marshall claimed that he and the others at the Foundanon

should certainly not wish to be in the position of suggesting this study,

although it clearly has grown out of talks which both Miss Bezanson and I

have had with vou....[but] If this is something vou really wish to undertake [

shall be only too glad to see what [ can arrange on this end....!"6

Despite the opportunity provided by Marshall to escape teaching, Creighton was not
about to replace his own research agenda with Marshall's. He began his response to the
Rockefeller officer by observing that the scheme Marshall presented to Cody in order to get
the latter's approval for Creighton's sabbatical was "rather more concrete...[than| the scheme
vou and [ have been discussing by correspondence and about which I talked to Miss
Bezanson at Hamilton towards the end of May."'”7 He thought Marshall's question: "What
values in Canadian History its study should bring to realization?" to be "general and
inclusive...." Although he admitted he was intrigued, he did not feel he had ume to get

involved in the inquiry or that he wanted to make it a prionry. He further noted that he

understood it to be Foundaton policy to make grants of assistance to scholars "on request.”

5)Marshall to H.J. Cody, 3 June 1943, RG 1.2, Senes 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF, RAC.
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He did not, he informed Marshall, "like being put in the position of making such a
request...."!78
After a series of conversations involving Marshall, Bezanson, Innis and Creighton,
the air was cleared.'”® Assured by Innis that the Foundation would be interested in
supporung a project of his own, Creighton wrote Marshall and thanked the officer for his
interest and for the "assistance [the Foundadon] is ready to extend me in my work." While
he was sull in the last stages of writing his Canadian text he was almost ready to "discuss the
suggestons which you have made and perhaps to settle upon some project which would be

satisfactory to us both."!%

Almost a vear later, in late March 1944, having completed Dominion of the North,'!
Creighton wrote Marshall requesting the Rockefeller Foundaton's support for his next
major project, a biography of Canada's first Prime Minister, Sir John A. Macdonald. In
making his applicanon Creighton argued that "the subject jusafies itself pretey well. Unless
there is no value in the study of Briush North Amencan history, it must be conceded that
Macdonald is a figure of central importance and interest.” Notng that there was "no

biography of any value" on Macdonald, Creighton proposed "a definitely interpretatve study

7 Creighton to Marshall, 9 June 1943, p. 1, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF, RAC.
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of the man and of the whole generation to which he belonged."'8> To enable him to begin
the project, he requested that the Foundadon arrange with the University of Toronto a
release from his teaching responsibilides for the following academic year. He further
requested funds to cover the costs of research which he assured Marshall would exceed what
he could pay for our of his regular annual salary.'83

True to his word, Marshall wrote Creighton immediately and informally approved
the historan's applicadon. "The importance of such a study,” Marshall observed, "is
perfectly patent both for itself and for its larger implications." More importantly, he
informed Creighton, he approved of the project "because it 1s the thing that vou vourself
have come to after what [ know to be full and mature deliberation."'®* On a copy of
Marshall's letter to Creighton that was circulated to Humanities and Social Science personnel
at the Foundation, Anne Bezanson wrote prophetcally that she "was cheered by this
grant....[and that the study it supported was an] important subject in the hands of an able
man at a tme that may well mark a turning point in his career."%

Clearly, the Foundaton's support made possible research which under normal
condinons would have taken Creighton years to pursue. Sounding every bit as "electrified

with eager enthusiasm," as he later accused Mackenzie King to be on the eve of his meetng
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with Roosevelt at Ogdensburg,'3 Creighton wrote Marshall of his excitement: "The whole
prospect which you have opened up before me seems almost too good to be true and [ am
stll a little dazzled by the opportunides which will be open to me in the next twelve
months."' During this ime Creighton worked studiously at Macdonald's papers at the
Public (now Natonal) Archives of Canada in Ottawa. Finding the materals rich, Creighton
wrote Marshall enthusiasucally abour the potendal for the finished product. "I despair,” he
wrote the Rockefeller officer at the end of the year, "of ever thanking vou and the
Foundation adequately for the grear oppormunity which you have given me."'® [ronically,
considering how far Marshall had gone to convince the historian to work on a project of the
officer's choosing, he wrote in return to Creighton's letter:

I think I shall always look back to this grant as one of the happiest [ have had

anything to do with. You seemed to me perfecty clear in vour mind as to

what you wanted to do; and by vour present account the job proved even

more interesung and, as you say, more exciting than vou had andcipated.'®?

[t was late in 1952 when the first volume of Creighton's biography was finally
published.! At that ume, Creighton made a second application to the Foundation in
support of a research trip to England that was necessary for the completion of the second

volume of the biography. After consultadon with University of Toronto president Sydney

Smith, Marshall approved a grant of $2000 to assist Creighton. Three years later Creighton

18See the quotation which opens this chapter from Creighton, The Forked Road, p. 43.
18"Creighton to Marshall, 21 Aprl 1944, RG 1.2, Senes 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF, RAC.
8 Creighton to Marshall, 14 July 1945, RG 1.2, Seres 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF, RAC.
1893 farshall to Creighton, 18 July 1945, RG 1.2, Senes 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF, RAC.

'""John A. Macdonald: The Young Politician (Toronto: The Macmillan Company of Canada Ltd., 1952).
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completed his work on Macdonald with the publication of his second volume.!?!

The Rockefeller Foundation's support of Creighton's work was an exceptonal case,
but it was not unique. In 1946 the CSSRC applied to the Foundaton for a grant to enable
the research council to establish a program of sabbadcal support. The Foundation's social
science officers preferred, instead, ro control the selection and suggested that the CSSRC pur
forward candidates for consideradon on a case-by-case basis. Following Innis's advice and
trusting their own perceptons based on an ever-expanding web of interacton, the officers
provided direct aid in this way for a small group of Canadian scholars. Arthur Lower, for
example, was given leave from United College in 1946-47 to complete a manuscript
"Metropolis and Hinterland"!""? and to contemplate future projects.

When approached about the arrangement, the principal of United College was
reluctant to give his consent, fearing realistically that Lower would go east and never
return.'” [t was likely this scenario was not only a possibility, but was actually what the
Rockefeller officers and Innis had in mind in selecting Lower. This mouve is suggested in
correspondence berween Willits and Bezanson during the summer of 1946:

Lower needs no comment. He has been the centre of the intellectual group

in Manitoba for many vears. [ can't help hoping that he will go elsewhere

now that the vounger men are returning [from the war]. [ half think Innis
agrees, and that the year will mature both their plans.!”*

Ylohn A. Macdonald: The Old Chieftain (Toronto: The Macmillan Company of Canada, Ltd., 1953). See
Marshall to Sydaey Smith, 15 January, 1953, RG 1.2, Series 427R, Box 14, Folder 128, RF, RAC.

¥2The manuscript was never published.
19" Interview: Roger F. Evans and [nnis, 26 April 1946," RG 1.1, Senes 4278, Box 32, Folder 338, RF, RAC.

MInteroffice Correspondence, Bezanson to Willits, 25 July 1946, RG 1.1, Senes 427§, Box 32, Folder 338,
RF, RAC.
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Like Creighton, Lower was singled out for attention because of his reputation in the United
States and even more because he had the Harold Innis stamp of approval. He was one of
the few individuals not employed at the University of Toronto who was so blessed (although
even in his case the decision to support his work was clearly predicated on the hope that it
would facilitate his move to central Canada -- which it did, in 1947, when he took up a
positon at Queen's University in Kingston, Ontario). By mid-decade the Rockefeller
Foundaton was following, informally, a policy designed to solidify the University of
Toronto's claim to be the primary center of advanced study in Canada in the social sciences
and the humanides. The trend of direct support to the University of Toronto was
accelerated after 1946 when the leaders of the HRCC and the SSRC decided that the nwo
councils would focus on the needs of the smaller regional insttudons and leave the major
centers to support scholarship internally."> Knowing that scholars from the University of
Toronto would thus be all but ineligible for assistance from the research councils, the
officers felt justified in increasing the level of direct aid to Innis's group.

Other developments probably contributed to the increase of Foundaton support for
Innis's group at the University of Toronto. In 1946 the University of Chicago offered Innis
a senior position on its faculty. At about the same time, however, developments were
occurring at the University of Toronto that promised to bring [nnis's plans for his political
economy group closer to fruition. The new president of the university, Svdney Smith,

established an internal fellowship fund for scholars in the humanites and the social sciences

5Bezanson, "Education in Canada: Report on Toronto Conference” (internal memorandum), p. 1, May
1946, RG 2, Sedes 4275, Box 344, File 2330, RF, RAC.

346



at the university. Innis himself was given a raise of $2,000 as part of general campaign by
the university to increase salaries. Committed to running his Canadian empire out of the
University of Toronto and pleased with Smith's initiadives, Innis decided to remain where he
was. 196

The social science officers of the Rockefeller Foundation, equally commirted to
keeping Innis as their Canadian lieutenant and pleased also with Smith's support for the
social sciences, again approached Innis with offers of support for his personal research and
for his department of political economy. [n March 1948, Willits wrote to inquire on the
progress of [nnis's history of communicatons. Expressing concern that the study was
restricted by "the terrible burdens vou are carrying,..." Willits wondered whether Innis's
"coming trip to England could not additonally provide the chance for a sabbadcal part-
vear." [f Innis was interested, Willits added, he was sure the Foundation could arrange
support.t’

Although Innis did not think thar the next vear was a good possibility, he was clearly
recepuve to the idea of a sabbatcal in the next couple of vears. He was particular intrigued,
he wrote Willits, with "India and other countries in the east." Revealing the direction in
which he was now heading, he wrote,

[ am becoming very enthusiastic about certain developments in the work on

communications and in pardcular on the whole place of oral tradition. [

have come to feel that we have completely overlooked its enormous
significance, and would like to get a clearer picture of such countries as India

1961bid., p. 1. See also Bezanson, "Report on Tdp to Toronto, Canada,” 15 July 1947, RG 2, Sedes 4275,
Box 344, File 2330, RF, RAC.

\Willits to Innis, 25 March 1948, RG 1.2, Series 4275, Box 17, Folder 166, RF, RAC.
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where it is sull extremely important.!%

It was agreed the Rockefeller Foundaton would, for the ume being, give Innis a $5000 grant
to support his summer research and other work that he wished to pursue in the future.

At the same aume, the officers continued to provide support to the group of scholars
at the University of Toronto on a case-by-base basis and always on Innis's recommendaton.

In 1951 the Foundaton awarded the department a series of grants totalling $14,000 to
support S.D. Clark's work on Social Credit, Edgar Mclnnis's study of internatonal
developments which followed the end of the war, and a number of small research
projects.!”” One can only speculate on how long this informal relatonship might have
condnued if not for Innis's death in early November 1952. Even before the leader's death
the Foundanon was moving in the direction of greater and more consistent support of the
department. With Innis no longer on the scene to direct social science policy both at the
Cruversity of Toronto and for Canada, the officers of the Rockefeller Foundaton were
forced to clanfy their objectives on their own.

The Rockefeller Foundadon's response to Innis's death could serve as a model for
corporate efficiency in times of personal and professional crisis. Anne Bezanson, long a
friend of Innis, was despatched to Toronto to represent the Foundadon at his funeral and to
assess future policy in light of discussions with the remaining leaders at the University.

In writing her superior Joseph Willits from Toronto, Bezanson observed that the

"[anis to Willits, 2 Apnl 1948, RG 1.2, Seres 4278, Box 17, Folder 166, RF, RAC.

"Grant Record, "Grant in Aid to the University of Toronto to be used as a general fund for the
furtherance of research in the soaal sciences,” 28 May 1951, RG 1.2, Sentes 4275, Box 17, Folder 166, RF,
RAC.
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recent events required an "over-all review" of the situaton in Canada. No one man, she
observed, could be selected by the Foundaton to replace Innis as its representatve with the
CSSRC or even within his group at the university. "With his prestige," Bezanson eulogized,
"the advice of Innis was sought without his ininative, because he was thought of as 'Innis of
Canada'; his colleagues, however unselfish in aim, will be thought of as 'men of Toronto.""*"
Bezanson recommended that the immediate focus of the Foundaton should be to aid in the
collection of Innis's research and the editng of any matenal ready, or nearly ready for
publicaton.®®! These tasks, she felt, should be entrusted to a group of his colleagues, which
would include Clark, Creighton, C.A. Ashley, Alexander Elliott, Vincent Bladen, Alexander
Brady and W.T. Easterbrook.> "It would not take much imagination," Bezanson offered,
"to see that this project might become the starting point for a centre for the interpretaton of
Canada's economic development." Retlecting on an i1dea that had first surfaced in her
reports on the social sciences in Canada in the early 1940s, Bezanson observed that she had
"long felt that the Foundaton would deepen and enrich their work by modest support of a
research centre [at the University of Toronto]."™?

The Foundaton was quick to act on Bezanson's advice. A little more than a month
after Innis's death a grant of $5000 was approved. An advisory committee led by Clark,

Creighton, and Easterbrook was struck to begin the difficult task of combing Innis's

WBezanson to Willits, 18 November 1952, RG 1.2, Senes 4275, Box 16, Folder 160, RF, RAC.

'The project was actually suggested to the Foundanon by S.D. Clark five days before [nnis's death. See
S.D. Clark to Willits, 3 November 1952, RG 1.2, Senes 4275, Box 16, Folder 160, RF, RAC.

W2Bezanson to Willits, 18 November 1952, pp. 1-2, RG 1.2, Senes 4275, Box 16, Folder 160, RF, RAC.

hid., p. 3.
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voluminous notes and unpublished writings.”® A little more than half a year later the
Foundadon moved on Bezanson's more long-term advice. On 19 June 1953, the
Foundation awarded the University of Toronto a six-year grant of $215,000 "for a program
of research on the problems of Canadian development" in commemoration of Harold
Innis. 205

To put the size of this of this grant in perspectve in the context of the pre-Canada
Council era, the Rockefeller Foundaton had given a similar sum (8220,000) to the CSSRC
over the council's twelve-year existence to that point.™ [t cannot be said that the grant
elevated the political economy group to leadership status. That status had been achieved
earlier -- the grant was made 1n recogniton of the fact. It did, however, solidify the
University of Toronto's position as the national center. Administered by a committee of
former [nnis followers, the vearly grant of $40,000 was to be distributed to scholars engaged
1n "the study, over time, of problems of Canadian development - economic, politcal, social,
historical, and internadonal - since Confederadon." One senior scholar per vear would be
selected as the "Harold A. Innis Visiting Professor,"*"” while smaller grants would be

distributed to other scholars in support of research.”

" Grant-in-Aid to the university of Toronto toward the cost of assembling, typing, and organuzing the
unpublished matenals of the late Professor Harold A. Inms,” 11 December 1952, Rg 1.2, Seres 427S, Box 16,
Folder 160, RF, RAC.

YGrant Record, RF 33086, 19 June 1933, p. 1, RG 1.2, Sedes 427S, Box 16, Folder 156, RF, RAC.

YDuring its shorter life the HRCC had received $46,500. See "RF Grants to Canadian Research Counails,”
August 1955, RG 1.2, Sedes 427R, Box 9, Folder 82, RF, RAC.

YDespite this designation the scholar could be on permanent faculty of the University of Toronto.

YGrant Record, RF 53086, 19 June 1953, p. 2, RG 1.2, Serdes 4278, Box 16, Folder 156, RF, RAC.
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The University of Toronto grant accompanied the large grant to the CSSRC that was
discussed earlier in this chapter and a smaller, but stll significant, graat to the economics
department at Queen's University.?? These grants signified not only a quandtative
adjustment in the Foundadon's Canadian policy, but also a qualitative change. By placing
more money and resources in Canadian hands the Foundaton was, of course, giving away
direct influence. As Direcror Willits wrote to Vincent Bladen, who was serving as the
chairman of the Innis committee, "in a certain sense the committee will be discharging
funcrons analogous to those of the Foundaton."*!"

However, this should not be misinterpreted as an abdicadon of authority but, more
precisely, as a ransformaton in the network of authorty. All of the grants were, as always,
provided on a limited basis. Furthermore, the Foundauon was only comfortable making
these larger grants with few restrictions after vears of working with, funding and influencing
members of what had by this tme emerged as a Canadian leadership group. More direct
intervention by the Rockefeller Foundadon was unnecessary. The Foundaton was more
than sufficiently represented by men such as Creighton who -- despite his later-day anu-
Amercan rhetoric -- clearly understood and shared the world view of the Foundation

officers when 1t came to the scientific and professional organizaton of culture.

To argue that Innis, Creighton, Lower, Carl Dawson, Clark and scores of other

The Queen's grant was for $43,000 over three years.

0\Willies ro Bladen, 19 June 1953, RG 1.2, Sedes 427S, Box 16, Folder 160, RF, RAC.
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Canadian academics relied heavily on the support of the Rockefeller Foundation and the
Carnegie Corporation does not, of course, make them "puppets” whose work was
"animated" by American wealth. Certainly, in Creighton's case, the fact that some of his
most memorable work - The Commercial Empire of the St. Lawrence, 1760-1850,%'! his
two-part biography of Sir John A. Macdonald, and his tibute to Harold Innis®'? -- was
assisted by Carnegie Corporaton and Rockefeller Foundation grants for publicanon, for
research, and for release dme from teaching commitments did not in any simple or obvious
manner bias his analysis. In his later vears he made very sure that his reputaton for ann-
American senument was unquestoned. Likewise, Carnegie Corporaton sponsorship of the
Canadian-American text series did not compromise [nnis's natonalism, either as the author
of The Cod Fisheries: The History of an Internadonal Economy (1940), or as the series
editor for the volumes relating to Canadian economic history.”!3 As Creighron later pointed
out in Harold Adams Innis: Portraic of a Scholar, Innis used his editorship to ensure that
Canadians were fully responsible for contributons to the series, and throughout his dealings
with the series general editors "insisted on the independence of Canadian scholarship."?!*

The same might be said of the manner in which I[nnis had used his role as the Rockefeller

M Toronto: Ryerson Press, 1937.

*"Dominion of the North could be added to the list of Creighton publications aided by American
philanthropy. Creighton worked on the text during his tenure as a Guggenheim fellow in 1941.

—”Berger "Intemnuonnhsm Commentahsrn and the \Vx:mng of History,"” pp. H, 532. See also Berger, The
it Wmm since 1900, 2nd ed. (I'oromo

bmres (Toronto: Ryerson Press, 1938), j.—\ Ruddxck's The Dairy [ndu:m in Canada, and G.P. Glazebrook 's A

History of Transporradon in Canada were produced for the senes unde: Innis's editorship.
*HDonald Creighton, Harold - Innis: Portrait of a Scholar, p. 79.

352



Foundadon's adviser on the social sciences and the humanides in Canada.

It is quite possible that, particularly in Creighton's case, the pracuce of repearedly
appealing to Americans for support only enhanced the sense of urgency he felt for finding or
inventng Canadian sources of support. Nonetheless, as Frank Underhill reminded readers
of the Canadian Forum in 1950, these men and the structures they helped establish
depended on American support in this critical era of development, and that irony is too
tantalizing to ignore. With needed funds and with the knowledge of how to build research
councils and research centers, the foundadons set the parameters for Canadian development
in the days before the creation of the Council. Even the Canada Council itself -- that
supposed bulwark against the negadve influence of American centred mass culture -- was
patterned after models built in New York City. It may be said that, in imporung these
models, Innis, Creighton and other "accomplices" of the foundanions may have been doing
precisely what Creighton would later crtcise Prime Minister Mackenzie King for doing --

turning to Americans for protection when there was nowhere else to turn.
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Egilogge

The final draft of this thesis was completed, ironically enough, in a spare office in a
building otherwise inhabited by the staff of the Ontario Research and Development
Fund/Canadian Foundaton for Innovaton Task Force at Queen's University. Itis the
funcdon of the task force to help scholars at Queen's obtain funding for the development of
academic infrastrucrure through "unconventonal parenerships” with the private sector. The
provincial and federal states, acting through the Ontario Research and Development Fund
(ORDF) and the Canadian Foundaton for Innovaton (CFI) respectively, encourage these
partnerships by pledging matching support for proposed collaborations that meet the
programs' critera.

The existence of the ORDF and the CFT -- both essentally government
foundations -- and of the Queen's University task force are evidence of the new realides of
Canadian academic culture. In contrast, the classification of private sector support for
academic infrastructure as "unconventonal” is lingering evidence of older realides. In the
new academic environment, the previous system of open-ended, "hands-off" transfer
payments originatng from the federal government, and passed on from the provinces to
public instrutons! is being replaced by a system of strategic government grants to programs,
departments, and individual scholars able to prove worthiness by winning the support of the

prvate sector. Thus, under the new system, programs are judged, even more directly than

'The systemn of federal transfer payments to the provinces for higher educadon that was legislated in 1952
was the first recommendation of the Massey Commission to be adopted. The policy was actually endorsed by
the federal cabinet even before the commissioners tabled their final report. See Report of the Royal

Commission on National Development in the Arts, Letters and Sciences, 1949-1951 (Ottawa: Edmond
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before, in terms of the social and technological requirements of capital. In this new mixed
political economy of knowledge, "accountability” and "profitability” are the morally encoded
catchwords of success. In this sense, the moaves behind this reduction and reorganization
of state support for higher educaton are not all that different from those of late-nineteenth-
century middle-class reformers who rationalized and strucrured charity so that only the
deserving poor were eligible or, for that matter, from the forces that mouvated the founders
of "sciendfic philanthropy” who gave only to the "best" individuals and instirudons. It takes
lirle imaginanon to see that requirements of the supposedly free market may leave very litde
on the table for Canadian arts and letters. Once again, academic and artstic agendas will be
dictated by the need to "fit" with the mandates of private foundadons and the interests of
individual entrepreneurs.

Of course, acuvity such as that carried out by the ORDF/CFI Task Force at Queen's
is only a small example of the adjustment Canadian universites are making to the new mixed
economy of knowledge. Faced with vearly decreases in the size of its annual operatung grant
from the provincial government -- last vear alone the grant was reduced by $54 million -- the
University of Toronto has embarked on a massive and precedent-setting fund-raising
campaign.® Although dwarfed by the now almost commonplace billion dollar fund-raising
drives of such "public” American insttudons as the University of Michigan and Ohio State
University, the University of Toronto's goal to collect $400 million by the vear 2000 doubles

McGill University's recent $200 million effort, the largest previous campaign by a Canadian

Cloutier, C.M.G., O.A., D.S.P,, Prnter to the King's Most Excellent Majesty, 1951), p. 355.

*Tanya Talaga, "A New Degree of Raising Funds: Campaign by U of T sets a Precedent Others Can't
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academic institution.?

The strategies and tactics employed by the University of Toronto in this campaign
are reminiscent of an earlier era and system of intellecrual patronage. The financial and
cultural brains and brawn of the operation is the high-powered and high society Group of
175. Included on the group's roster are former Ontario premiers William Davis, David
Peterson, and Bob Rae; Toronto art patrons Toby and Joev Tanenbaum; and such business
executives as General Motors president Maureen Kempston Darkes and publishing mogul
Avie Bennert. Using the universiry's national status and a combination of poliacal, financial,
and cultural leverage, the group has already collected $350 million dollars. They have
reached this target far in advance of their schedule by winning donatons large and small
from individuals and from corporate donors, including the Toronto Stock Exchange and the
Roval Bank Financial Group.* In the case of an elite instruton in the financial heart of
central Canada, higher educaton clearly sells. For less fortunate insurutons, it probably will
go tor a lower price.

[t sells, at least in Toronto and likely too in Kingston and Montreal, but at what
price? It should come as no surprise to students of earlier philanthropy that private support
comes with strings attached, no matter how invisible they may be. Upper adminstration at
the University of Toronto denies that the institution is selling academic freedom but as U. of

T. professor of Social Work Emie Lightman points out, "some people believe there is no

Ignore,” The Toronto Star, 5 Apal 1998, pp. F1, F4.
‘Ibid, p. F4.

‘Ibid.
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free lunch." Lightman also notes the obvious and the indisputable fact that a large donaton
"can lead a cerrain department in a certain direction."> Of even greater significance to the
future of higher education in Canada is the fact that certain disciplines and forms of research
will inevitably "sell” better than others. Again, one is led to ponder the future market for
Canadian arts and letters.

Universites and higher education are not alone in experiencing the process that has
recently been described as "the commodification of Canadian culture."® The arts in Canada
are "up for sale” as well. [n the new context of free trade agreements, cuts to cultural
programs, and the general impulse to reduce the size and scope of stte acuvity, artists and
art organizations are again, and increasingly, dependent on private sector support.” The
recent decision by McDonald's of Canada to distribute True North Comics, which are
produced by McClelland and Stewart and the CRB Foundauon and based on CRB's
"Heritage Minutes" series, highlights the dilemma now faced by Canadian cultural producers.

[n a recent article on the True North acquisition and on the "Heritage Minutes" series,
writer Katarzyna Rukszto suggests some of the dangers of the new cultural economy. In the
effort to create a nadonal heritage fit for "consumption,” the queston, Rukszto warns her

readers, "becomes which stones will be told, which aspects of Canadian collecuve memory

S[bid.

SKatarzyna Rukszto, "Up For Sale: The Commodification of Canadian Culture,” Fuse Magazine 20 (August
1997): pp. *-12.

"Susan Crean, "Now You See it, Now You Don't: Two Decades of Cultural Natonalism and the Arts in
Canada,” Fuse Magazine 19 (Spang 1996): p. 17.
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will be financed.”® The free market, not the "higher" values shared in the earlier era by
officers of philanthropic foundations and members of the Canadian elite, once again will

dicrate arustic and intellectual production in Canada.

The central irony (or even paradox) described in this thesis is that for anyone who
considers the effects of reliance on the privare sector for support of culture, the best
indication of what lies ahead can be found in the records of the American philanthropic
foundadons in the process of creating what became an official "public” culture in Canada in
the 1930, 1940s and 1950s. Itis a testament both to the desire and ability of the American
foundatons to cloak their influence with ingeniously-designed disguises and to the
chauvinism of natonalist historians that the history of Canadian cultural structures has been
so effectively "cleansed" of this element of American cultural imperialism. [t is as if the "arts
and letters” was the one aspect of Canadian culture too pure to be sullied by American
influence.

In the simplest possible terms, the American foundatons rarely influenced Canadian
development by forcing Canadian scholars, artists, and administrators to pursue certain
agendas. Far more frequenty, the leaders of the foundations exerted their influence subdy
by selecung Canadians for support who in terms of race, gender, class, and educatonal
backgrounds were very much like themselves and who were already pursuing goals and

objectves consonant with their own. [n a broad sense, both natonal elites had as their goal

8Rukszto, "Up for Sale: The Commodification of Canadian Culture," p. 7.
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the establishment of nadonal, professionally-managed and bureaucratic structures of culrural
authoriry.

The collaboraton between Canadian intellectuals and Amercan foundations was
manifested first in informal reladonships and later with the creation of a network of
intellecrual and cultural branch-plants which included such associations as the Carnegie
Corporation's Canadian museums committee, the Federation of Canadian Artists, the
Canadian Social Science Research Council, and the Humanites Research Council of Canada.

In the cases of each of these associatons, as dme passed the influence of the American
corporate patron became less overt, less direct and more institutionalized. The ultimate
stage in this process of institutionalization was achieved when the Canadian federal state
absorbed a policy or program that had been created with and nurtured by support from one
or both of the foundagons. Taken as a whole the new federally-funded cultural and
intellecrual systerns were remarkably in keeping with the world view of both foundations.
Constructed to serve the long-term requirements of liberal capitalism, Canadian cultural and
intellecrual programs were nonetheless insulated (or so it seemed) from the ebb and flow of
the free market and from the whims of individual entrepreneurs.

In making the case for the significant role played by the Carnegie Corporation and
the Rockefeller Foundation in the making of modern Canada, I have tried to interrogate and
transcend simplistc nodons both of American/Canadian difference and of the border
between the "public” and "private" spheres. From a narrow cultural natonalist perspective
it would have been appealing to add American philanthropy to the colony-to-nation

narrative of Canadian history by telling a glorious tale of Canadian agency and resistance to
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Amerncan cultural impenalism. In such an epic, Massey, Brown, McCurry, Innis, Creighton
and all the rest took the wealth of the Carnegie Corporaton and the Rockefeller Foundadon
and "ran with it" to strengthen the foundarions of the Dominion. Elements of this story
rng true. Members of the Canadian elite did use their des to American philanthropy to
pursue their own nationalist agendas and to supplement their own power. It is equally true
that aspects of the cultural policies that emerged in the 1950s and 1960s did not greatly
resemble the polidcs of culture in the United States. The system that emerged was, as a
whole, unique to Canada. The reality of the martter, however, was that there was no
fundamental contradiction berween the nanonalist agendas pursued by the Canadian cultural
elite and the foundadons' pursuit of the scienufic management of culture. In the case studies
discussed in this thesis, the shared upper-class notons ot cultural and intellectual
guardianship and leadership were ulomately telling; the potennally oppositional models of
culture "the nadon" might have pursued were marginalized. Herein resided the long-term

significance of the foundatons' involvement in the Arts and Letters in Canada.
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Table 1. Camegie Corporaton Grants to Universities, Colleges and Schools in Canada and

Newfoundland, 1911-1949.*

Canada (total) 5,990,576
Alberta

Mount Royal College 1,500
Provincial Insarute of

Art and Technology 1,325
Strathcona High School 1,325
Unuiversity of Alberta 241,500
British Columbia

Department of Educadon 8,975
Kitsilano High School 2,000
Shawnigan Lake School 3,000
University of British Columbia 72,550
Victona College 3,000
Manitoba

Kelvin High School 2,000
Ravencourt School 2,000
Riverbend School for Gitls 1,325
University of Manitoba 67,550
New Brunswick

Mount Allison University 152,050
Unuiversity of New Brunswick 4,500
Newfoundland

Memonal University College 293,325
Nova Scotia

Acadia University 328,700
Dalhousie University 1,412,126
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Halifax Ladies College
King's College
St. Franas Xawvier College

Onrario

Alma College

Assumption College

Bishop Strachan School
Fronter College of Canada
McMaster University
Ontaro Agrcultural College
Ontario Ladies College
Pickering College

Queen's University

Trinity College School
University of Otrawa
University of Toronto
University of Western Ontario
Upper Canada College
Ursuline College

Waterloo College

Quebec

Baron Byng High School
Bishop's College School
Bishop's College University
Laval University

Lower Canada College
McGill University
Montreal High School for Girls
School of Higher
Commercial Studies
Stanstead College
University of Montreal

1,475
800,500
144,000

2,000
2,400
2,000
10,000
57,750
4,250
2,000
2,000
408,350
2,000
4,500
243,250
40,050
152,000
1,500
2,400

2,000
2,000
4,500
6,000
1,475
1,249,900
2,000

3,000
1,800
8,000



Saskatchewan

Campion College 1,500
Luther College 2,400
Regina College 22,550
University of Saskatchewan 121,500

*From Report of the Roval Commission on National Development in the Arts, Letters, And
Sciences, 1949-1951 (Ottawa: Edmond Cloutier, CM.G., O.A., D.S.P., Prnter to the King's
Most Excellent Majesty, 1951), Appendix V, pp. 436-437.
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Table 2. Camnegie Corporation Grants to Instiutions Other than Universides, Colleges and
Schools in Canada and Newfoundland, 1911-1949*

Canada (total) 1,355,612
Arctic Insttute

of North America 56,500
Art Association of Montreal 29,000
Art Gallery of Toronto 55,000
Brome County Histoncal Society 1,000
Calgary Public Museum 1,000
Canada-U.S.

Committee on Education 5,000
Canadian-American Conferences 9,002
Canadian Association

for Adult Education 152,500
Canadian Bar Associaton 30,000
Canadian Bureau for the

Advancement of Music 38,000
Canadian Cinzenship Council 4,000
Canadian Council for

Educational Research 10,000
Canadian Educaton

Associadon 1,500
Canadian Insatute of

Internatonal Affairs 96,000
Canadian Libraries 4,000
Canadian Library Council 20,000
Canadian Museum Development 35,800
Canadian Museum Workers 7,300
Canadian Social

Science Research Council 47,300

Canadian Universities' Conference 16,000
Commuittee on Cultural

Relations in Canada 2,000
Edmonton Museum 1,500
Federation of Canadian Arusts 1,500
Humanitdes Research

Council of Canada 10,000
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Insumtion des Sourds-Muets 1,000
[nternatuonal Associaton

of Medical Museums 5,000
International Conference

of Agncultural Economists 1,225
[nternaannal Labour Organizanon 30,000
Jubilee Guilds of Newfoundland 4,000
Lady Tweedsmuir Prairie Libraries 3,000

Martime Provinces, Central
Advisory Committee on Educaton 20,754
Maritime Provinces,

Study of Education 3,132
Manitoba Museum 1,500
Montreal Botanical Garden 6,200
Montreal Children's Library 5,000
Nadonal Council of

Y.M.C.A. of Canada +,000
National Gallery of Canada 74,649
Newfoundland Adult

Education Association 19,500
Newfoundland

Public Libraries Board 10,000
Newfoundland Exchange of Visits 750
Nova Scotia Regional

Libraries Commission 50,000
Prince Edward Island Libraries 97,000
Public Archives of Nova Scota 1,500
Public Library Commission

of British Columbia 125,000
Quebec Associaton

for Adult Educaton 10,000
Royal Canadian [nstitute 6,500
Royal Society of Canada 163,000
Société Canadienne

d'Enseignement Postscolaire 3,000



Toronto Public Library Association 500

Vancouver Art Gallery 3,500
Vancouver City Museum 1,500
Victoria Provincial Museum 2,000
Winnipeg Art Gallery 1,500
Workers Educational

Associaton of Canada 23,500
Workers Educational

Association of Ontario 22,500

*From Reporr of the Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts, Letters, And
Sciences, 1949-1951 (Ortawa: Edmond Clouter, CM.G., O.A., D.S.P., Printer to the King's
Most Excellent Majesty, 1951), Appendix V, pp. 438-439.
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Table 3. Rockefeller Foundation Grants to Canadian Institutions and Associations, 1913-

1950*
Canada (total) 11,661,190.75

Baptst Union of

Western Canada 40,000.00
Bibliothéque

Municipale de Montréal 44.57
Canada--Provincial

Departments of Health

and Field Office 763,928.61
Canadian [nsttute

of International Affairs 113,396.70
Canadian National Committee

for Mental Hygiene 306,706.13
Canadian Political

Science Associatdon 1,928.49
Canadian Social

Science Research Council 162,918.77
Connaught Laboratores 460.55
Dalhousie University 907,937.90
Humanitdes Research

Council of Canada 19,090.62
Laval University 3,500.00
McGill University 3,528,044.48
McMaster University 270.24
Montreal General Hospital 5,534.68
National Film )

Society of Canada 38,863.11
Natonal Research Council 14,028.63
"Northern Plains in a

World of Change"” 352.15
Ontario Medical Associaton  23,727.07

Public Archives of Nova Scona  1,083.00
Royal Ontario

Museum of Archaeology 25,000.00
St. Franais Xavier University 577.33
Travel of Visiring Scientists 2,623.39
Travel and Training

of Public Health Workers 24,470.49
United College 1,000.00
University of Alberta 606,977.20
University of British Columbia 37,955.42
University of Manitoba 551,693.08
University of Montreal 386,335.52
University of New Brunswick  11,689.42
University of Ottawa 1,019.83
University of Saskatchewan — 27,815.43
University of Toronto 3,278,316.10
Visits by Individuals

and Commissions 2,208.81
Western Canada

Theatre Conference 955.00
Fellowships 748,162.03

Grants-in-Aid to Individuals 22,576.27

*From Reporr of the Royal Commission on National Development in the Arts, Letters, And
Sciences, 1949-1951 (Ottawa: Edmond Clouter, C.M.G., O.A., D.S.P., Prnter to the King's

Most Excellent Majesty, 1951), Appendix V, pp. 440-441.
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Figure 1. Jared French, Cavalrymen Crossing a River, Parcel Post Building, Richmond,
Virgimia. (Photograph courtesy of Fine Arts Collection, Public Buildings Service, General
Services Administration.)
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Figure 2. Joe Jones, Men and Wheat, Post Office, Seneca, Kansas. (Photograph courtesy of

, Public Buildings Service, General Services Administranon.)

Fine Arts Collection
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Figure 3. William Gropper, Construction of the Dam, Department of Interior Building,
Washington, D.C. (Photograph courtesy of Fine Arts Collecuon, Public Buildings Service,
General Services Administraton.)



Figure 4. Dawvid Stone Marun, Electrificadon, Post Office, Lenoir City, Tennessee.
(Photograph courtesy of Fine Arts Collection, Public Buildings Service, General Services
Administragon.)
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Figure 5. Svmeon Shimin, Contemporary Justice -- The Child, Department of jusuce
Building, Washington, D.C. (Photograph courtesy of Fine Arts Collection, Public Buildings

Service, General Services Administragon.)



Figure 6. Jared French, detail from "Preliminary sketch for Parcel Post Building."
(Photograph courtsey of Fine Arts Collection, Public Buildings Service, General Services
Administration.)
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