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A Letter from the
PRESIDENT

In January 2007 and more recently,

January 2008, four prominent and experienced

statesmen—Henry Kissinger, former National

Security Advisor and Secretary of State under

Presidents Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford;

William J. Perry, former Secretary of Defense

under President Bill Clinton; George P. Schultz,

former Secretary of the Treasury and Secretary

of State under Presidents Richard Nixon and

Ronald Reagan; and former Senator Sam

Nunn who served as Chairman of the Senate

3 Armed Services Committee, a bipartisan quar-

FrOTOBYEVERODRESON et of individuals with impeccable and impres-

sive credentials as “Cold Warriors’—wrote two extraordinary essays for

The Wall Street Journal* that called for immediate and urgent attention to

be paid to the fact that, as they noted, “the world is now on the precipice
of a new and dangerous nuclear era.”

Summing up how we had come to this tipping point, Kissinger,
Perry, Schultz and Nunn wrote, in 2007, “Nuclear weapons were essen-
tial to maintaining international security during the Cold War because
they were a means of deterrence...But reliance on nuclear weapons for
this purpose is becoming increasingly hazardous and decreasingly effec-
tive.” In 2008, expounding on the global spread of nuclear weapons,
a force no longer restrained by the boundaries of the mutually assured
destruction doctrine, they wrote that today, “We face a very real pos-
sibility that the deadliest weapons ever invented could fall into dan-
gerous hands.” In that connection, it is sobering to think that in the
more than sixty years since the first nuclear weapon was exploded
(an occasion that moved one of its developers, Robert Oppenheimer,
to famously admit that the sight made him think of the lines from the
Bhagavad-Gita, ““Now I am become death, the destroyer of worlds”), the
threat to humanity from nuclear weapons has not only resisted contain-
ment but rather morphed into new forms. Indeed, the list of those whose
nuclear capabilities we must now be concerned about includes more than
the traditional “nuclear weapons states” comprising the U.S., Russia, the
United Kingdom, China, and France, along with India, Pakistan and
North Korea, which have conducted nuclear weapons tests—as well as
Israel, which is widely presumed to have nuclear weapons—but those
with more recent local, regional or even international nuclear ambitions
such as “non-state actors,” most alarmingly, terrorists; potential “rogue
states’; and messianic groups expecting the end of the world (and per-
haps not opposed to hastening it). There is also continuing concern on
the part of the U.S., the European Union, China and Russia about Iran’s
intentions and progress toward building a nuclear weapon.

Nuclear dangers abound on many fronts. Some quick snapshots:
all told, there are currently nuclear weapons materials in more than 40
countries, some, as Sam Nunn noted in a 2007 speech, “secured by noth-
ing more than a chain link fence.” In the U.S., there have been incidents
such as one where nuclear warheads were mistakenly loaded onto an
airplane and not reported missing for many hours; in Russia, weapons-
and reactor-grade nuclear materials have disappeared from the country’s
atomic facilities; and Abdul Qadeer Khan, the father of Pakistan’s nuclear
bomb, is reported to have sold his country’s nuclear secrets, helping to

increase the proliferation of nuclear technology on a wide scale.

These and other related issues were the focus of a February
2008 international conference in Oslo on “Achieving the Vision of a

World Free of Nuclear Weapons.” The gathering was convened by the
Government of Norway in cooperation with the Nuclear Threat Initiative
(a nonprofit organization focused on “developing and implementing
projects...to reduce the dangers from nuclear, biological and chemical
weapons,” which is co-chaired by Sam Nunn and philanthropist Ted
Turner and is a Corporation grantee) and Stanford University’s Hoover
Institution and attended by over 100 international representatives. Much
discussion centered on what is one of the most basic conundrums of
the nuclear age: despite the many treaties aimed at limiting—and even
reducing—the world’s stockpile of nuclear weapons including the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, SALT I and II, and START I and
II, progress toward this end has been disappointing, a conclusion
shared by the foreign ministers of Australia, Chile, Indonesia, Norway,
Romania, South Africa and the United Kingdom who, just a few years
ago, issued a declaration calling for strengthening adherence to nuclear
non-proliferation and disarmament agreements. Nevertheless, roughly
27,000 nuclear warheads remain in the arsenals of the nine states that are
known to have produced weapons-grade fissile materials (with 95 percent
of this material controlled by the U.S. and the Russian Federation). These
stockpiles do not seem to prevent the nuclear powers from admonish-
ing the rest of the world to refrain from joining the nuclear club—or be
subject to possible sanctions—a situation that Sam Nunn has described as
telling people not to smoke while you have a cigarette dangling from your
mouth. This is a policy that has already failed, in part because the nuclear
powers have reneged on the promise of their various treaties which, after
all, were supposed to be temporary measures, meant to keep the genie
in the bottle while complete disarmament was the goal down the road.
If we are still journeying toward that goal, it only seems to be getting
further and further away.

An additional problem is the question of nuclear fuel. In a world
hungry for energy, nuclear fuel may be a necessity, but there is always the
danger that the technology for creating nuclear fuel will be channeled
into weapons development. One solution that has been proposed—
prompted, in part, by Iran’s insistence on its right to enrich uranium as
part of its plan to develop a nuclear fuel program—is the creation of an
international “nuclear fuel bank,” run by the International Atomic Energy
Commission, that countries could draw from rather than setting up their
own program. Through the Nuclear Threat Initiative, billionaire investor
and philanthropist Warren Buffett has pledged $50 million to the effort;
the U.S. has contributed $50 million and Norway, which gave $5 mil-
lion, plans to lead the effort to raise the rest of the funding needed.

In 1986, President Ronald Reagan—who said that he wanted to
make nuclear weapons “impotent and obsolete’—and Soviet Union
leader Mikhail Gorbachev met in Reykjavik, Iceland, to discuss the
elimination of ballistic missiles and, to the surprise of their aides, the
possibility of banning nuclear weapons. It was a summit that failed in the
short term but one that many believe still serves as a shining, symbolic
moment in time when the leaders of the world’s two greatest nuclear
powers nearly agreed on the complete elimination of nuclear weapons.
It took great courage to even approach such a pivot point, and I believe
the fact that it almost happened means that it caz happen, but it will take
men and women of vision and commitment to release the world from
its nuclear chains. In 2008, in Oslo, there was urgency in the air and
hope in every handshake that the shining moment will come again and
this time, we must be ready to turn that opportunity into the reality of
a world free of nuclear weapons.

N G-

VARTAN GREGORIAN, President

* A World Free of Nuclear Weapons,” The Wall Street Journal, January 4, 2007 and “Toward a Nuclear-Free World,” The Wall Street Journal, January 15, 2008.
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A Note About the Carnegie Reporter

When we created the Carnegie Reporter in 2000, a fol-
low up to the much-respected Carnegie Quarterly, which was
begun in 1953, we wanted it to be a magazine that was a hub
for ideas. It was not planned as a public relations vehicle for
Carnegie Corporation grantees, or as a magazine that would
tout the Corporation’s story. It was, however, a place where
foundations, nonprofit leaders, scholars and journalists would
find philanthropic strategies examined and shared.

I think this current edition features both ideas and strat-
egies that are hard to find elsewhere. For example, after years
of supporting academic research focused on states at risk,
the outcome and testing of that research is revealed in Karen
Theroux’s story on the Peacebuilding Commission: “Peace
in Our Time?.” A UN agency that steps in when the troops
leave, it is an institution with promise but with no easy path
ahead. Data-driven decision making is one of the levers of
change for the Corporation’s National Program and in Lucy
Hood’s story on “The Impact of Data on Education,” she
reveals, dramatically, how data can bring about real change
in education. PBS celebrated its 40th anniversary in 2007
and the Corporation convened national and local leaders
to assess the challenges and opportunities that the digital
world poses for public broadcasting. ideastream, a nonprofit,
multiple media organization based in Cleveland and its public
broadcasting outlets, have been experimenting with the
future and in his story, “ideastream and Public Media,” writer
Michael Zuckerman takes us there! Since the Corporation
created the Carnegie Medal of Philanthropy in 2001, we
have been exploring new trends in philanthropy in the U.S.
and abroad. Veteran journalist Ponchita Pierce examines the
growth of African American philanthropyin herstory, “African
American Philanthropy: A Deep-Rooted Tradition Continues
to Grow” and Judith Dobrzynski follows up her story on
international philanthropy in the Fall 2007 issue of the
Reporter with an article focusing on the fast-growing world of
giving in China. Our “Back Page” essay is by Admiral William
A. Owens, who is just retiring from the Corporation’s Board
of Trustees and now works and lives in China; he brings us
a unique view of the U.S.-China relationship in a piece he
calls “The New Commons.”

Vartan Gregorian, president of Carnegie Corporation of
New York, always says that needs don't attract philanthropic
support—ideas do. We want to share with you the ideas that
have excited us: ideas that have real impact.

SusanN King, Vice President, External
Affairs and Program Director, Journalism
Initiative, Special Initiatives and Strategy

An extended version of the Carnegie Reporter, with additional articles, can be found on the web site of Carnegie Corporation of New York, www.carnegie.org



ideastream:

-

5

e asitenii

-\

The New “Prblic Media”

Jerry Wareham and Kit Jensen

of ideastream
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ALL PHOTOS BY WETZLER STUDIOS PHOTOGRAPHY UNLESS NOTED.

by M.J. ZUCKERMAN

In Cleveland, a partnership between a public radio and
public television station may be one model for the future

of American public media.

A short walk from the Rock and Roll
Hall of Fame and not far from “The
Jake,” home of the Cleveland Indians,
there’s a curious 95-year-old seven-story
building—originally a fashionable fur-
niture showroom—which, recently
renovated, is the home of ideastream, a
re-invention of public broadcasting that
is generating a digital pulse of media
excitement in the surrounding commu-
nities while, nationally, attracting curios-
ity and some downright envious stares.

An engagingly open structure, with
more than 80 feet of windows on the
avenue enticing passersby to peer in on
live broadcast operations and dance stu-
dio rehearsals, the building is the physi-
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cal manifestation of an elegantly simple
concept. This is the vision of two media
veterans who placed the mission ahead
of all other interests to create an organi-
zation whose work is rippling outward
into the education community, rejuve-
nating real estate development, bringing
at least a thousand jobs to downtown,
increasing public access to government
and the arts, providing a center for per-
forming artists to train and exchange
ideas, giving rise to a hip tech neigh-
borhood and convening public debate
about American ideals.

And those are just the bonuses, the
add-on benefits. Originally, when this all
began about 10 years ago, the goal was




to define a sustaining purpose for public
broadcasting in Cleveland. The underly-
ing concept was to merge the resources of
public television and public radio. And
then things kept percolating. By most
accounts, ideastream has not only suc-
ceeded in defining a sustaining purpose
for public broadcasting in Cleveland, but
also demonstrated enduring potential as
a hybrid: public media.

Along the way, ideastream’s found-
ers struck upon what more than a few
leaders in the industry see as one of the
most robust models for the future: A
multiple media public service organiza-
tion operating on broadband and built
on two critical principles: 1) a commit-
ment to the mission of “strengthening
our communities,” which is realized
by 2) placing the values of partnership
ahead of any desire for control.

If this sounds simple, it isn’t. Even
if you are deeply versed in the pervasive
challenges facing public radio and public
television, there is likely to be an “Aha!”
moment as you come to understand that
Jerry Wareham and Kit Jensen—respec-
tively, the CEO and COO of idea-
stream—have established a raison d’etre
for public television and public radio
that transcends traditional notions of
broadcast and simultaneously offers a
model that could, in time, remedy what
some have called “the flawed business
model” of public broadcasting.

Wareham, formerly CEO of televi-
sion station WVIZ, acknowledges that
his “midwestern modesty” is an essential
asset, keeping ideastream’s partnerships
free of control issues and, yet, it is also
a quality that innately limits his ability
to openly tout the accomplishments he
has realized in concert with Jensen. He
is the genial host and deal maker, she
is the firewall and executor of planning.

Jensen, the former CEO at radio
station WCPN, is a serious woman who
chooses her words carefully and whose
frontier, can-do spirit (she spent nearly

20 years in Alaska, building the state’s
first National Public Radio station,
which for years broadcast the only state-
wide news content) has been instrumen-
tal in shaping ideastream. Jensen recalls
arriving in Alaska in 1968 as a period
ripe with potential, a time when the
federal government was anxious to see
Alaska’s social, cultural and economic
infrastructure developed in support of
the oil pipeline to Prudhoe Bay. But she
says it took “intentionality” to make the
government’s interests dovetail with the
community’s need for honest, broadcast
information.

“I had this incredible opportunity
to be there and be part of it, so my
background is predisposed to possibili-
ties and a little broader view of what
broadcast could be and mean to a com-
munity,” she says. “It was an exciting,
and heady time.”

She speaks similarly of her work
with Wareham in creating ideastream
and later overseeing the renovations of
the building at 1375 Euclid Avenue,
now known as the Idea Center. Though
Jensen sees the development of idea-
stream as mostly the product of “really
hard work,” she also says, “I think a lot
of it is making your own luck. Seeing
things as they might be and asking:
Why not? I think it’s a matter of will,
willing it to be and using every asset
you can find to bring it about.”

Initially, what Wareham and Jensen
sought to accomplish, the merger of
WVIZ and WCPN, was by itself no
small management task. While each
organization had outgrown its facilities
and recognized the benefits of conver-
gence, both in terms of technology and
reducing costs through shared infrastruc-
ture and operations, they faced an uphill
struggle in making their boards and
staffs understand the value of surren-
dering separate, time-tested identities as
traditional programmers and broadcast-
ers to become a single, multiple-media
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public service organization.

And, as they began to wrap their
minds around the challenges inherent
in such a merger, the tougher, bedrock
issues emerged: lingering 20th century
questions facing public broadcasting,
made more critical by the digital era’s
costly rules of engagement:

B [s public television still relevant
in an era when 90 percent of American
households are wired to receive 500
television channels, which in many
cases deliver the type of content for-
merly available only from the Public
Broadcasting System (PBS)?

B How are PBS, NPR, their affili-
ates and sister organizations to produce
competitive, quality programming when
the business model for financing public
broadcasting—dependence upon the
whims of federal, corporate and phil-
anthropic sponsors, supplemented by
mind-numbing on-air fund drives—is
showing signs of new structural defects
and losses in audience?

The answer, in Cleveland, was to
create a multiple-media center that is
not only about more or better-targeted
programming but also about becoming
a resource for community interaction,
providing a variety of traditional broad-
cast and extraordinary broadband-
related services.

David Giovannoni, whose market
analysis of public radio over the past
20 years is widely credited with shaping
today’s success at NPR, insists that it’s
a mistake to lump radio and television
together. They are separate entities with
their own strengths and failures. “There
is no such thing as ‘public broadcast-
ing,”” he says. “There is public radio
and there is public television, and then,

M.]. Zuckerman is a veteran freelance
Journalist, author and lecturer, currently
on the adjunct staff of the George
Washington University School of Media
and Public Affairs
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arguably, there is something you could
call public media.”

From the consumer’s perspective the
merger is seamless. WCPN is still pub-
lic radio and WVIZ is still public tele-
vision. Morning Edition is there when
folks awake and All Things Considered
brings them home at night; Sesame
Street inspires children’s learning and
The NewsHour informs adults’ ideas.
But when you talk to those who have
worked with ideastream, they will tell
you, again and again, that together, the
two stations are doing much more than
they could ever have done separately to
serve their communities.

The media and technology here
runs the gamut: obviously there is
television and radio and, certainly,
Internet, but also broadband deliver-
ing on-demand, digitally stored lesson
plans, live accounts from the state leg-
islature and the state supreme court,
hi-tech classrooms to help educators
learn cutting-edge software to engage
their students and a truly stunning
state-of-the-art theater adaptable for
live performance and/or broadcast.
They have done away with separate
TV and radio staffs; there is no “news-
room.” Instead, they have merged into
a single “content staff,” charged with
finding new ways to embrace and
engage various communities—defined
with a broad brush as regions, ethnic
groups, political interests, technologies,
educators, health matters, families,
children, religions, and so on—with
a digital presence. That’s how you
compete and remain relevant in a 500-
channel environment.

Think of ideastream as a digital com-
munity center or a virtual YMCA, seeking
to draw together the resources of “heritage
institutions” (museums, theaters, colleges,
libraries, medical centers, government
agencies, etc.) and make them digitally
available on-demand to patrons, clients
and students. For these and other services
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they develop, ideastream and its partners
receive grants or are paid an operating
fee by school districts, government agen-
cies or philanthropies. This is still a not-
for-profit organization, but one financed,
sometimes directly, by the communities
it serves. They call it a “sustainable
service model.” Skeptics have called
it “pay to play.”

Ideastream is certainly not the only
PBS or NPR affiliate attempting these
kinds of initiatives. Warecham and
Jensen rattle off the call letters of many
affiliates in cities large and small that
have inspired, influenced and informed
ideastream’s efforts. Many of the 355
PBS and 860 NPR stations are examin-
ing the benefits of mergers or partner-
ships, experimenting with new media,
working with new ways to produce and
distribute content, and becoming more
interactive with their communities. Yet
ideastream, for now, seems to be ahead
of the crowd.

“What Jerry and Kit are doing in
Cleveland may well be the model for
what other stations should be doing,”
says David Liroff, a widely recognized
visionary of public media. “And they
are not alone in this. They just have
focused more clearly as a locus and cata-
lyst and convener of civic discussion.
And what is truly radical about them is
that they mark such a departure from
the traditional expectations of what the
traditional public television and public

radio model should be.”

Origins of Public Broadcasting
There seems little doubt that the
original lofty goals set out for public
broadcasting remain deeply woven into
the character of the organization and
the aspirations of its leaders. “On a sus-
taining basis no one is in the space that
we're in,” says Paula Kerger, President of
the Public Broadcasting System. “At the
end of the day, the commercial market-
place simply is not fulfilling what pub-
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lic television originally set out to do,
which was to use the power of media
to entertain, educate and inspire. They
[cable] sometimes entertain pretty well
but they don’t always hit that educate
and inspire part.”

While several of the 500 chan-
nels—“the vast wasteland” as former
FCC Commissioner Newton Minow
famously labeled television in 1961—
have sought to produce high-minded
programming, it rarely survives Wall
Street’s demands for ever-increasing
profits, which require large and loyal
audiences, typically built on a formu-
laic “lowest common denominator” of
public interests. Thus, A&E has low-
ered its once PBS-like standards and
now provides prime-time staples such as
CSI Miami while Bravo touts its lineup
as: “Fashion, Comedy, Celebrity and
Real Estate.”

Although commercial attempts at
playing in the PBS marketplace have
frequently fallen short, PBS itself, while
true to its calling, struggles to maintain
its viewership, with the commensurate
loss of pledges those viewers provide.
Add to that erosion in the financial sup-
port it previously enjoyed from busi-
ness, foundations, governments and
universities.

The New York Times wasn’t the
first to question PBS’ future this past
February, when it wrote a biting analy-
sis beneath the headline “Is PBS Still
Necessary?” According to the article,
“Lately, the audience for public TV has
been shrinking faster than the audience
for commercial networks. The average
PBS show on prime time now scores
about a 1.4 Nielsen rating, or roughly
what the wrestling show ‘Friday Night
Smackdown’ gets.” Acknowledging the
occasional “huge splash” from a Ken
Burns special, the Zimes uses the term
“mustiness” to describe PBS’s prime-
time lineup, noting, “The Newshour,
Nova, Nature, Masterpiece [Theatre] are




into their third or fourth decade, and
they look it.”

While PBS viewership has slipped
from 5.1 million members in 1990 to
3.7 million in 2005, public radio scored
dramatic gains in weekly audience,
up from about 2 million in 1980 to

Pavla Kerger, President and CEO of PBS

nearly 30 million today. But NPR, too,
is realizing significant losses, according
to Giovannoni, whose market research
is the gold standard of public radio.

There was a 6 percent decline in
listeners to All Things Considered and
Morning Edition between 2004 and
2005, Giovannoni’s research found.
His most recent report, Audience 2010,
which “set out to identify what is caus-
ing public radio’s loss of momentum”
found that “our listeners are still listen-
ing to radio [but] increasingly not lis-
tening to us.”

Losses in popularity translate into
lost revenues. While listeners and view-
ers who remain loyal have been willing
to pay more in annual subscriptions or
membership fees—on the PBS side,
an average of $55.04 per subscriber
in 1990 rose to $99.84 in 2005—the
loss in market share has taken its toll
as corporate sponsors follow the audi-

ence. And because the federal side of
the ledger is light in a good year, the
bulk of funding comes from subscrib-
ers, corporate sponsors, foundations
and state and local government, with
the balance coming from colleges, uni-
versities, auctions and other activities.
For 2005, the last year for
which the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting (CPB)
has reported data, statistics
reflect a one-year loss of 6.7
percent in business sponsor-
ships, a 7.1 percent decrease
in foundation support, a 3.9
percent cut by states, a 3.7
percent loss in federal grants
and contracts, and a meager
0.3 percent rise in subscriber
support.

Adding to the difficulty,
each year since taking office,
the Bush administration has
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sought to slash spending for
public broadcasting opera-
tions, most recently seeking
a $200 million slice of the $400 mil-
lion Congress approved for the FY2009
budget. Each year the faithful have ral-
lied, successfully preserving the 10-to-
20 percent federal share of the PBS and
NPR budgets.

This financial dilemma is as old
as public radio and public broadcast-
ing in the U.S.. In January 1967, the
landmark Carnegie Commission on
Educational Television, created by
Carnegie Corporation of New York,
completed a two-year study, providing
the blueprint for creating public televi-
sion—to which Congress added, over
some objections, public radio—and
enacted the Public Broadcasting Act
of 1967, creating CPB as the oversight
mechanism which, in turn, created
PBS in 1969, and NPR in 1970, as the
national content producers and par-
ent organizations for stations through-
out the nation. Congress rejected the
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Carnegie Commission’s proposal for a
2-to-5 percent excise tax on the sale of
television sets—modeled on the British
system for funding the BBC—to guar-
antee the unfettered, financial health of
public broadcasting.

Ten years later, a second Carnegie
Commission, often called Carnegie
11, issued A Public Trust: The Report of
the Carnegie Commission on the Future
of Public Broadcasting, which sought,
once again, to secure financial inde-
pendence for media technology and a
more forward looking purpose for
public broadcasting.

Carnegie II recognized that new
technologies were affecting the media
and reinforcing the deeper questions,
raised by visionaries such as Marshall
McLuhan, regarding media’s influence
on society, cultural values and democ-
racy. Said the report, “This institution
[public broadcasting], singularly posi-
tioned within the public debate, the
creative and journalistic communities,
and a technological horizon of uncer-
tain consequences, is an absolutely
indispensable tool for our people and
our democracy.” Thus, Carnegie II
sought to keep the door propped open
to future technologies through a strong,
independent financing mechanism, not-
ing, “We conclude that it is unwise for
us to attempt to chart the future course
of public broadcasting as it continues to
interact with new technologies. We are
convinced, however, that it is essential
for public broadcasting to have both
the money and flexibility necessary to
enable it to chart its own course as it
responds to the future.”

That idea, too, went nowhere. Not
surprising, suggest Liroff, a 28-year
veteran of WGBH in Boston and cur-
rently Senior Vice President, System
Development and Media Strategy at
CPB. He says, “It was, to paraphrase
McLuhan, as though we were speed-
ing into the future at 90 miles per hour
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with our eyes firmly fixed on the rear-
view mirror. The idea of public broad-
casting pre-Internet, pre- any of these
technologies, was going to be a mani-
festation of the broadcasting system
they knew at the time, dominated, of
course, by commercial broadcast.” He
continues, “This question of what is
the role of public broadcasting in the
media environment is as relevant today
as it was back then except that the
answers have to be very different. This
is hardly the environment in which
this system [of media distribution] was
first envisioned.”

Increasingly, there is appeal for pub-
lic broadcasting to expand its traditional
role, to grow their portfolios as ideast-
ream has done in order “to provide new
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Television Control Room at ideastream

services in new, non-broadcast ways,”
explains Richard Somerset-Ward, an
expert on public media and senior
fellow at the Benton Foundation, which
promotes digital media in communica-
tions. “This includes distributing other
people’s content as well as its own; to
open up the possibility of new revenue
streams and to become, in general, a
community enabler, a go-to organiza-
tion at the heart of the community, one
whose identity is bound up in that of
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the community,” he says.

Ward and others argue that pub-
lic broadcasting has followed a flawed
trickle-up business model: local public
broadcasting stations must raise funds
which they pay to NPR or PBS to pro-
duce programming. This has created
enormous challenges, primarily for tele-
vision where production costs are huge
and viewership is decaying.

“The problem with the PBS sta-
tions is that they've never been able to
contribute enough for PBS to not be
almost totally dependent upon sponsor-
ships, which they have been unable to
keep up,” says Somerset-Ward. “What
you need to do is to increase the amount
of funding the stations put in and that
means optimizing the health of the sta-

tions. That doesn’t
mean an entirely new
business plan [for the
stations], justaugment-
ing the present one.
And the way is open to
do that because of digi-
tal and all that implies.
And Cleveland is the
best example of how
that can be done.”
However that
requires an attitude
adjustment on the
part of broadcasters
accustomed to an “I-
produce, you-view”
model, in which con-
tent is tightly control by producers and
“pushed” to consumers, says Liroff.

Larry Grossman, the former PBS
president, highly regarded as a vision-
ary in public broadcasting, began talk-
ing in the 1980s about the need to
create “a grand alliance” of “heritage
institutions,” bringing together public
broadcasters, universities, libraries and
museums. Today, Grossman remains

committed to a top-down approach
in which PBS and NPR lead and the
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stations follow. What is lacking, he
says, “is a blueprint and anybody artic-
ulating the dream: what is the role of
public broadcasting, what should it be
going forward?”

Yet, Grossman’s vision in the
1980s remains vital today. Explains
Liroff,“What Grossman saw more
clearly than the rest of us is that pub-
lic broadcasters and universities and
libraries and all the rest are all in the
same business and the old business
model that makes them look so differ-
ent is being compromised—in the best
sense of that word—in terms of their
separate identities by digital technolo-
gies, which they all share. So it is just
as likely...that digital technologies allow
these heritage institutions, among oth-
ers, to begin to extend their services...
on the Internet in ways, which at least
in form, will be indistinguishable one
from the other.”

Or, put another way, Internet con-
sumers tend to be agnostic about the
sources of data; they don’t necessarily
know or care which museum or library
provided the recording of, say, Robert
Frost reading “The Road Not Taken”—
just that they can access it. Add to that
the current steep declines in the cost of
digital storage and you have “extraordi-
nary consequences for any individual’s
ability to call up what they want when
they want it,” says Liroff.

What all this means is that broad-
casters and journalists, who have been
trained by competition and regulators,
most notably the FCC, to fiercely protect
and keep tight reign over their turf, to
serve as gatekeepers, must learn to loosen
the controls, become more interactive
and accepting of “pull” technologies.

But that raises an important ques-
tion: if traditional broadcasters are
expanding their roles to serve as con-
tent developers and data distributors
on platforms other than broadcast, does
the mean that five or ten years from




now their primary function could be
something other than delivering pro-
gramming by radio and television?

That seems a distinct possibility,
say many observers, including Liroff,
Grossman and Somerset-Ward. Yet
industry leaders, including Wareham,
Kerger and others, are quick to disagree.

“Everyone is quick to write off tradi-
tional broadcasting, but it’s been around
a long time and survived all sorts of
predictions of early demise,” says Ken
Stern, former CEO of NPR. “So I don’t
think that’s going to change.”

Stern resigned his post as CEO this
March after only 18 months, reportedly
in a dispute with his board over NPR’s
digital future, which he saw combin-
ing a strong video presence on the web
with Public Radio’s traditional radio
journalism. “I absolutely agree that the
audience is being fragmented and it’s
important for public broadcasters to
meet the audience where it is, so things
like podcasting and moving to multiple
platforms is the reality,” he says. “But
the need is to meet the audience across
many platforms and not to give up the
broadcast platform.”

Creating ideastream

Wareham and Jensen are absolutely
sure that they can’t recall the first time
they discussed merging WCPN and
WVIZ. That's probably because they
tried dating for a while before contem-
plating marriage—that is, the broadcast
operations, not Wareham and Jensen.

In 1997, the stations joined forces to
do a series of stories on “urban sprawl,”
and despite a rough start it pointed the
way towards greater cooperation. “It
was a really miserable experience,” says
Wareham, laughing. “The computer
systems didn’t talk to one another. The
radio people thought the TV people
were shallow. The TV people thought
the radio people were weird. But a funny
thing happened. We started getting these

phone calls from viewers and listeners:
‘Didn’t I see or hear something about
how to get involved in my community?’
And, in spite of ourselves, we had made
an impact and that got the attention of
our boards.” They continued to look for
joint projects and, with Wareham and
Jensen in the lead, by the fall of 1999 the
planning committees of the two boards
were in meetings discussing merger.

While Cleveland’s economy was
and continues to be distressed, the
financial motivations for merger related
to increased efficiencies realized in staff-
ing, marketing, fundraising and grant
seeking. Both were also desperate to
replace dilapidated facilities.

“But this did not start out with some-
thing being broken. Both broadcast sta-
tions were in good shape. Except for their
physical location,” says Susan Eagan,
then with the Cleveland Foundation,
which served as a neutral moderator to
the discussions. “It was mostly Kit and
Jerry looking out ahead and seeing a lot
of unrealized opportunities...and know-
ing that if public broadcasting was not
repositioned and aligned with what was
going on in the larger marketplace, at
some point down the road there could
be some significant issues.”

Wareham and Jensen argued that
the emerging reality, the shift in the
marketplace, meant, “Access to pro-
gramming through broadcast distribu-
tion is becoming relatively less valuable
than content creation, packaging, mar-
keting and control of intellectual prop-
erty.” In other words, having control
of the media delivery system is no lon-
ger sufficient to remain a player in the
community; content development is of
greater importance.

While much of this may seem
self-evident today, it wasn’t all so clear
in 1999 to members of the two boards.
To make their case, Wareham and
Jensen turned first to Chicago and then
to Cinderella.
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Network Chicago, a multiple media
public service organization operated by
Chicago’s WTTW was a model very
similar to what Wareham and Jensen
wanted to create in Cleveland. A 1999
promotional video, which they brought
to a meeting of the Cleveland boards,
explains, “We can create alliances with
cultural, educational and business
institutions...We can leap beyond the
television screen and carry our qual-
ity content to radio, print, and the
Internet...[create] strategic alliances...
driven by our values.” (Unfortunately
for WTTW, Network Chicago’s
business model relied heavily on
advertising in a print publication,
which did not succeed.)

But the “Aha!” moment in the nego-
tiations, the inspiration that enabled
people to understand how this worked,
they say, came when Jensen posed the
question, What is Cinderella? To illus-
trate the point, she passed around sev-
eral props including a Disney DVD,
an illustrated story book, a Cinderella
Barbie, and a volume of the original
French fairy tale. Which one of these
various media forms is Cinderella? “The
right answer was really intellectual prop-
erty,” she says. “We needed an object to
illustrate that platforms do not define
content, content just exists. Cinderella
had presented itself in all these differ-
ent media in all these periods of time.
And now we were facing the need to re-
invent how we present our stories. This
really worked for people.”

From that point forward, parties to
the talks say, there was only one essen-
tial sticking point: who’s in charge?
And this provided a defining moment
in ideastream’s reinvention of public
broadcasting.

“When it came to the CEO ques-
tion it all fell apart because people had
their loyalties,” says Eagan. The WVIZ
board pressed for Wareham; the radio
side wanted Jensen. But what hap-
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It was here, at 1375 Euclid Avenue,
back in the 1950s, in the studios of
WJW, that disc jockey Alan Freed
coined the phrase “Rock & Roll.” Well,
Cleveland still rocks!

All the proof you need is a visit to
The Idea Center, home of ideastream,
where you will experience a symbiosis of
community-based arts and media raised
to the highest level of quality. For exam-
ple: one afternoon last December, Alice
Walker and Marsha Norman sat facing
each other on the stage of the black box
theatre that occupies a three-story space
in the center of the building.

This was an event that served mul-
tiple purposes. Walker, author of 7The
Color Purple, was in Cleveland to pro-
mote the Oprah Winfrey musical based
on her book, due to open in the spring
of 2008. Norman, author of the play
night Mother, wrote the libretto for the
Winfrey musical.

Walker made a little news by say-
ing this would be her final appearance
on behalf of the book, the movie or the
musical. But the real show was listening
to these two sophisticated ladies light
up a corner of downtown Cleveland.

Filling the 300-seat bleachers
rising up two stories in front of the
floor-level stage were college and high
school students as well as several local
arts dignitaries, who took turns lining
up at the microphones to ask questions.
Meanwhile, at a half-dozen schools
throughout northeast Ohio, another
hundred-plus students watched the
event live via broadband and they,
too, lined up for a chance to interact
with the two Pulitzer Prize-winning
writers. Currently, ideastream is
linked via broadband to 115 pub-
lic schools and 190 private schools,
reaching a potential audience of
500,000 students.
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On any given day, the black box
theater does double duty, serving
primarily as a theater for the performing
arts sponsored by the Playhouse Square
Foundation and also as a live TV studio
for WVIZ and PBS. So, on this occa-
sion, the two-hour event was also taped
for local broadcast in the spring, when
The Color Purple is presented at one of
the major theatrical stages at Playhouse
Square and is being offered to PBS affil-
iates as one in a series of artist appear-
ances at the Idea Center.

These presentations, and the result-
ing TV productions, are called “Master
Moments,” where famous performers
speak candidly about their work. Some
other recent visitors to the “Master
Moments” stage include composer
Marvin Hamlisch, actress Chita Rivera
and composer/lyricist Adam Guettel.

Many of the student-questions
Walker fielded related to fame—How
has it changed her life? Does it make
writing easier or more difficule?>—
and with each answer she seemed to
become more succinct and focused
until, towards the end of the two-hour
session, she offered in reply a poem she
said she wrote some time ago:

Expect nothing,

Live frugally

On surprise.

A"ce w“"(er
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pened next was iconic in terms of the
ideastream partnership model: Wareham
and Jensen wrote a memo saying, if the
boards agreed, they would resolve the
leadership issue on their own. But until
the discussions moved off this point
neither of them would have anything
further to do with the proposed merger.
They took their egos off the table.

“That was a very, very critical
moment,” says Eagan. “And it set a stan-
dard that said, this is not about us, this is
what the community is entrusting to us.”

The boards bought it. Weeks later,
on a Sunday, Warecham and Jensen met
over coffee. Each made a long list of
what they liked most and least about
their jobs. They exchanged documents.
They agreed he would be CEO and
she COO. The same procedure was
followed with other managers at the
two stations.

Somerset-Ward and others credit
this enduring, almost stubborn, spirit
of cooperation as the primary reason
for ideastream’s success, stemming
from the Wareham-Jensen leadership
model. “They don’t take credit for
anything and that, of course, is one of
the main reasons why it works,” he says.
“Everywhere else, public broadcasting
stations that I know of, would leap at
the opportunity to grab credit. Jerry and
Kit understood from the beginning that
you couldn’t do that, not if you want
to be a partner. That is why they have
been successful.”

On July 1, 2001 ideastream became
a reality.

The Listening Project

Wareham is fond of noting how
clearly the current mission and approach
of ideastream mirrors a key statement of
the 1967 Carnegie Commission report,
which contends that the underlying
purpose of public media is not about
technology or distribution: “It is not
the location of the studio or transmit-




ter that is most relevant. Rather, what
is critical is the degree to which those
operating the facilities relate to those
they seek to serve.”

Toward that goal, Jensen created The
Listening Project, which has informed
ideastream’s programming, content and
partnerships since its inception. Every
year since 2001, ideastream goes out
into the communities it serves, drawing
leaders and citizens into a discussion of
what matters most to them, how they
see their lives, what assets they see in
their communities and what public ser-
vices they see a need for. Ideastream was
overwhelmed when nearly 10,000 peo-
ple took part in 2001. Since then, the
number has been held to a more man-
ageable level—1,410 in 2007—who
respond to on-air, in-print and online
solicitations to fill out a questionnaire.
There are also live town meeting discus-
sions open to the public.

This is not the usual market research
approach: what do you think of our
product and how can we make you use
it more? Instead, the key proposition
is how to connect to communities in
ways that are deemed useful by those in
the communities.

Four standard questions are asked
each year are: 1) What are the most
important assets of the community?
2) What are the most important chal-
lenges? 3) Who strengthens those assets
and challenges? 4) What could multi-
media do to strengthen those assets and
[address those] challenges?

What they have heard clearly is that
citizens want public media to look into
problems and then stay on the topic
long enough to lead the way towards
some resolution. That means, unlike
the normal modus operandi of media,
not merely shining a bright light on an
issue. Such an approach, The Listening
Project finds, only serves to increase
public anxiety.

“What the community was really

asking us to do was to do the partner-
ship, but then hang in there and be
consistent about addressing these chal-
lenges and assets,” says Wareham. “They
wanted us to create community connec-
tion and participation. They wanted us
to facilitate the process of community
members talking with one another.”
That has given rise to a community
advisory board and two new programs,
Sound of Ideas a daily radio show and
Ideas a weekly television program, which
extend the community dialogue.

In 2001, Doug Clifton, the editor
of The Cleveland Plain Dealer, asked
ideastream to join the newspaper in a
project ideal for the new organization.
Clifton wanted to do a series of stories,
editorials, town meetings and panel dis-
cussions examining the departure from
Cleveland and the surrounding area of
Fortune 500 companies. Warcham and
Jensen jumped at the opportunity.

During the next few years, the
organizations shared resources and pro-
moted one another’s efforts in what was
called “the Quiet Crisis,” which rapidly
became the shorthand by which every-
one in the region referred to the eco-
nomic downturn affecting northeastern
Ohio. “It was an effort to document
the depth of the decline, assess what
the future might hold and look at some
solutions,” says Clifton. “Although the
Plain Dealer penetrated the home mar-
ket very deeply some people would turn
to public radio and public TV and that
was the audience we were looking for.”

Both organizations saw the effortasa
success. “The sum of it was greater than
its individual parts because it brought
together three of the serious institutions
in the region who were speaking with
one voice,” Clifton says.

In addition to anecdotal evidence of
success, ideastream can point to:

® Combined 2007 radio and tele-
vision fund raising campaigns that

brought in $1,999,653, up from
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$1,419,530 in FY 2006, $1,425,575 in
FY 2005, $1,632,609 in FY 2004 and
$1,490,434 in FY 2003.

B Weekly cumulative audience
for the spring Arbitron ratings found
WCPN audience increased 32 per-
cent between 2001 and 2005. During
the same period, the national audience
increased 11.5 percent.

B Weekly cumulative audience for
the February Nielsen ratings period
found the WVIZ audience declined
6.25 percent between 2001 and 2005
compared with a 13.5 percent down-
turn regionally.

M In the past five years, public radio
and public television stations through-
out the U.S. have sought guidance from
ideastream; they have taken their story
on the road to public broadcast opera-
tions in at least nine states.

Parinerships: Inside ideastream
Playhouse Square Foundation
Provides a Home

Among the partnerships fostered
by ideastream, the most evident is The
Idea Center, at 1375 Euclid Avenue,
from which all else emanates.

One of Wareham’s and Jensen’s ear-
liest ambitions for the WVIZ-WCPN
merger was to combine their infra-
structure operations and develop a new
headquarters. After contemplating a
number of locations and partnerships,
they became enamored with a proposal
from Art Falco, Executive Director
of Cleveland’s Playhouse Square
Foundation, which, with 10,000 seats,
is the second largest center for the per-
forming arts in the U.S., after New
York’s Lincoln Center.

Over the past 20 years, Playhouse
Square has invested $55 million to
obtain and renovate almost one million
square feet of commercial real estate in
downtown Cleveland in an effort to
restore the once-thriving theater district,
says Falco. According to one economic
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impact study, the commercial and the-
atrical programs enabled by Playhouse
Square generate $43 million a year for
the local economy.

The building on Euclid Avenue
was seedy, run down, and only
about 10 percent occupied when the
mortgage holder agreed to donate it to
the foundation, which hoped to turn
it into auxiliary work space for its per-
forming arts operations. “We needed
to create an arts education space,” says
Falco. “We had these wonderful the-
aters but we didn’t have classrooms
and we didn’t have a dance studio, we
didn’t have a...theater, we didn’t have
gallery space.”

Knowing that ideastream was in the
market, he approached Wareham and
Jensen and after some design work the
two organizations realized they could
realize some big savings by sharing their
most costly facility needs: Falco wanted
a “black box theater” (unadorned per-
formance space) and ideastream needed
a second television studio, but neither
needed to have access to it on a daily
basis. “We knew that we could build
a great education and arts center and
they could built a great tech and broad-
cast facility, but we knew it wouldn’t
be as good as it would be if we did it
together,” says Falco.

By sharing their space needs, the
two groups reduced their total foot-
print from 120,000 square feet down
to 90,000, and saved $7 million. It also
meant that a greater portion of the four
upper floors would be available to rent,
creating revenue flow to defray their
annual operating costs. “It has turned
out to be a building that not only served
our purposes, but has been characterized
as a ‘cool’ building, where other com-
mercial tenants who have connections
with technology and architecture and
design want to be located,” says Falco.
“I’s surpassed my expectations.”

As has proven true with many of its
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partnerships, the ideastream-Playhouse
Square partnership is a wondrous sym-
biosis. Their combined capital cam-
paign exceeded its goal, bringing in
$30 million. They began moving into
the facility in fall of 2005 with the last
wave in February 2006. The upper
floors are 90 percent occupied, well

ahead of schedule.

OneCommunity Provides Reach

The grand symbiotic relationship
ideastream has embarked upon, which
has drawn national attention—includ-
ing a Harvard Business School study—
and opened vast opportunities for
Cleveland, is with OneCommunity.

OneCommunity—formerly
OneCleveland—was the vision of Lev
Gonick, who became CIO and Vice
President, Information Services at Case
Western Reserve University in 2001, just
as ideastream came into being and the
Cleveland community was coming to
know about the Quiet Crisis. Essentially,
what Gonick sought was to build a
regional broadband network at relatively
little cost to serve the educational, health
and nonprofit communities of northeast
Ohio. What he didn’t have in mind,
until he was approached by Wareham,
was someone to provide content to that
network and, perhaps more importantly,
someone with the community connec-
tions to bring together the nonprofit
community in Cleveland in support of
GonicK’s vision.

Toward the end of the 20th century,
an estimated $3 trillion-plus was sunk
into the streets of the U.S. in the form
of fiber optic cable in anticipation of the
explosion in broadband digital service,
which halted abruptly when the e-com-
merce bubble burst. Gonick understood
that this fortune in so-called “dark fiber”
(unused cable), was everywhere in the
country. In 2003, Gonick convinced City
Signal Corp. to donate several strands of
dark fiber to his nonprofit organization,
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for which the corporation got a substan-
tial tax write-off. In September of that
year, OneCleveland was incorporated
and Scot Rourke, a former venture capi-
talist and Cleveland native, became its
first executive.

If Gonick is the visionary, Rourke
is the master builder. Rourke’s plan for
the nonprofit was to expand the broad-
band connection well beyond the city
of Cleveland. What he proposed was

Its a tough challenge
for people to cede
control in terms

of the traditional
gatekeeper role
played by broadcasters

and journalists.

that the corporations donating some
portion of their dark fiber would not
only get a healthy tax write-off, but also,
said Rourke, “We are going to build
the market for you. We will expose
the community to the value of [broad-
band], we'll do the missionary work and
build a market demand for the rest of
your fiber.”

“Scot has a wonderful concept,”
says Wareham. “He refers to ‘Liberating
content held captive by various com-
munity institutions, universities, foun-
dations, and nonprofit organizations.””




Adds Rourke: “It’s not that they are try-
ing to imprison it, it’s that they don’t
know how to let it out.”

Some of the programs enabled
by the ideastream-OneCommunity
partnership:

Distance Learning enables schools,
which pay an annual fee, to have interac-
tive access to live shows and instructional
classes presented at the Idea Center.

Voices and Choices enables anyone
interested in the economic issues of the
region to log into a dedicated web site,
study the issues, make choices and con-
tribute to an ongoing dialogue, includ-
ing community town meetings.

One Classroom is the outgrowth of
a $2 million grant from the Cleveland
Clinic connecting 1,500 area schools
to the OneCommunity network, mak-
ing rich media content created by
ideastream, including lesson plans and
other educational content, available
on-demand. In time, this is expected
to include digitized content from the
many museums and cultural institu-
tions in the region.

Wireless Mesh Network is a work
in progress, building on ideastream’s
FCC licenses to develop a citywide wi-
fi network with OneCommunity, Case
Western Reserve University, the city of
Cleveland and area schools.

Rural Health Network, when
completed, would create a broadband
network for participating medical
institutions in Northeastern Ohio to
exchange medical data ranging from
paper records and MRIs to televised
medical exams.

Somerset-Ward says of ideastream
and its partnerships: “They are becom-
ing much more than just community
broadcasters, they are becoming commu-
nity enablers. And they are doing that by
forming partnerships with community
institutions. Jerry and ideastream are in
a class of their own...But it’s a model of
what communities can do when institu-

tions like schools, universities, and health
authorities create partnerships.”

Harsh Realities

Perhaps the toughest part of using
ideastream asa model isbroadband access.
Rourke, however, insists that should not
be a problem. Dark fiber exists through-
out the nation and large telecommuni-
cation companies are anxious to build
a market for broadband by getting the
attention of consumers—and one way to
do that is to donate a couple of strands of
fiber to a local nonprofit, with the added
benefit of a tax break. “We know we can
repeat this pretty much anywhere in the
United States by promising that we are
going to create the market and we arent
going to touch the residential customer,”
says Rourke.

Some observers say that an equally
tough challenge is finding people will-
ing to cede control, both in terms of
the traditional gatekeeper role played
by broadcasters/journalists and a will-
ingness to enter into partnerships in
which the traditional objectivity of the
broadcaster/journalist might be ques-
tioned. Other skeptics have challenged
ideastream’s partnerships with regional
institutions that are sometimes subjects
of media scrutiny, such as the Cleveland
Clinic, the second-largest employer in
the state, which has provided grants to
OneCommunity and ideastream.

Unquestionably, partnerships can
create the appearance of conflicts of
interest for journalists whose stock in
trade is perceived objectivity. But the
same can be said with respect to adver-
tisers: does 7he New York Times, for
example, have a problem covering a
scandal at General Motors because it
accepts ads from GM?

David Molpus, a veteran reporter
with NPR and Executive Editor at
ideastream since March 20006, says that
there are some legitimate issues to be
addressed when working with another
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organization on content creation.
“What are the rules of the game? We've
started to work that out and codify it,”
he explains. “We obviously see that there
is one level of cooperation with another
news organization like the Plain Dealer.
But then there are degrees of variation:
What could you do with the univer-
sity? What could you do with the city
library? What could you do with other
nonprofits? What could you do with a
government agency?”

There was an early dust-up over a
perceived conflict of interest, concern-
ing a grant provided to ideastream to do
stories about affordable housing by an
organization that also provided afford-
able housing. “There was concern in
the newsroom, at that time, that this
organization was setting some agenda,”
says Mark Smukler, ideastream’s Senior
Director of Content. “But they never
did get involved, there was no direct
conversation, no proposals, no story
ideas. At one point they did place a call
to the reporter that was working on it
and I told them not do that and they
said fine and that was the end of it.”

And, as with any merger or change
in corporate identity, there were myriad
management issues, including height-
ened staff distress and brain drain. “I
have a great deal of admiration for
the model and for the people who put
it in place,” says Mark Fuerst of the
Integrated Media Association. “Merging
any two organizations is a particularly
hard undertaking. There are fears, anxi-
eties and big concessions that have to be
made. Kit and Jerry deserve great credit
for what they’ve done.”

Neither Wareham nor Jensen is rec-
ommending others follow ideastream’s
lead. “I don’t know if our model can be
or should be replicated elsewhere,” says
Jensen. “But the key has to be to work
within the resources that the communi-
ties provide and with full recognition of
the communities’ needs.” ®

R EPORTER




by
PoNcHITTA
PI1ERCE

African

IMCrican

A DEEP-ROOTED TRADITION CONTINUES 10

From time to time,

the Carnegie Reporter
explores issues relating to
philanthropy. In this essay,
noted broadcast and print
journalist Ponchitta Pierce
takes a personal look at
how a group of prominent
African Americans view
philanthropic giving and
examines the relationship
of philanthropy and the
black community in

the United States.
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At a time when African-American philanthropy proudly bears the distinctive
stamp of its origins—notably, the key role traditionally played by black churches—
it is also being transformed by a new class of ultra-wealthy donors. “We're about
to see an enormous breakthrough in philanthropic institutions being created
by African Americans,” predicts Dr. Emmett D. Carson. “We may not be there
yet, but we are poised,” says Carson, who heads the Silicon Valley Community
Foundation, which has $1.9 billion in assets and a mission to “strengthen the com-
mon good, improve quality of life and address the most challenging problems”
throughout California’s San Mateo and Santa Clara counties.

Pioneering industrialists John D. Rockefeller, Andrew Carnegie, and Henry Ford
made a dynamic difference while they were alive, Carson observes, yet their posthu-
mous impact, particularly through the foundations and other institutions they cre-
ated, including Carnegie Corporation of New York, has been even more dramatic.

Ponchitta Pierce is a journalist, television host and producer, writer, and editor who
has been a special correspondent for CBS News, reporting for CBS Morning News
and CBS Evening News. At WNBC-TV she co-hosted a Sunday morning magazine
series, The Prime of Your Life. She also hosted and co-produced WNBC TV's Today in
New York. In addition, she has written about politics, social issues, health and finance
for national publications such as Modern Maturity, Family Circle, Newsday, Ladies
Home Journal, Ebony, Reader’s Digest, Parade and McCall’s.
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Carson singles out Oprah Winfrey, Bill
Cosby, and a host of athletes, and enter-
tainers as the first generation of what he
calls “African-American affluents.”

Carson has been especially taken
with money manager and chair of
Fletcher Asset Management Alphonse
Fletcher, who operated below the pub-
licity radar until 2004, on the 50th
anniversary of the Supreme Court’s
1954 Brown v. Board of Education
decision, when he gave $50 million, to
be awarded over a number of years, to
endow scholarships that will advance
the ideals of the decision. Fletcher has
formed a committee, which includes
Henry Louis Gates, Jr., director of the
W. E. B. Du Bois Institute for African
and African American Research at
Harvard, to help him decide on the
most effective ways to disburse the
funds. Fletcher intends for a portion
of the money to support established
institutions such as the Howard
University School of Law, the NAACP
and the NAACP Legal Defense Fund,
but individuals doing innovative and
committee work on improving race
relations and related issues will likely
benefit, as well. “Fletcher is the future,”
says Carson, and he should know: when it
comes to research on African-American
philanthropy, Dr. Emmett Carson is the
gold standard.

For African Americans, Carson
explained during the course of a conver-
sation with this reporter, philanthropy
has been “a survival mechanism” almost
from the beginning. At first, African-
American philanthropy was character-
ized by aid from friends and neighbors
during periods of crisis: a house that
burned down, a passenger seeking safe
haven on the Underground Railroad, a
school or bank hungry for seed money.
“These direct services were often chan-
neled through the churches,” Carson
notes. “At many points in our history
we lacked access to the capital of main-
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stream society, so we have had to cul-
tivate our own charitable resources to
fuel our civic efforts. We have really had
to do things on our own.”

Carson defines the second stage
in the evolution of African-American
philanthropy as taking shape in the late
1960s and 70s as represented by the
National Black United Fund, which was
founded in 1972 “to provide a viable,
systematic, and cost efficient mecha-
nism for black Americans to make char-
itable contributions to black American
organizations engaged in social change,
development, and human services.”
For the first time, people were system-
atically donating money to causes and
institutions that were not necessarily
known to them personally, but that
they believed would benefit the African
American community as a whole.

“Now fast-forward to the year 2000
or 2001,” Carson continues, “and you
see the third stage in the evolution,
where wealthy African Americans are
beginning to serve as donor advisors
through community foundations—or
even setting up philanthropic founda-
tions of their own. Now consider what
a difference it would make if only a
fraction of wealthy African-Americans
were to ask in the course of their estate
planning, ‘How do I want to continue
to be generous when I'm no longer
here?”” Carson notes that since “wealthy
people share an information network
that differs from that of others” and
have more access to financial advisors, it
may be that today, distinctions among
groups of people are based much more
on class, than race, which may also be
a contributing factor in planning for a
philanthropic legacy.

Assessing the trends he sees emerg-
ing in African American philanthropy,
Carson is thoughtful, suggesting that,
“We have not used black philanthropy
in the modern period to support social
change nearly to the extent that we
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did in our earlier years.” Why is that?
Carson suggests that perhaps it’s because
in the past, blacks in America saw
themselves as an oppressed community,
and so their philanthropy reflected that
sense—but today, successful Americans
of every race have benefited from the
nation’s economic progress and so,
in many cases, seem less focused on
systemic reform.

When asked if the problem, then,
is that African Americans aren’t giving
enough, Carson says, “I tell charitable
organizations, ‘If people aren’t giving
to you, it’s not because of them—it’s
because of you.” People today are gener-
ous, but charities must be more account-
able: for instance, does your staff reflect
the diversity of the broader commu-
nity?” Citing specific examples, Carson
points to a study of teen pregnancy
in Newark, New Jersey that showed,
despite the high teen pregnancy rates,
Planned Parenthood lacked an office in
that city. “How can you mount a cam-
paign when you're absent from the com-
munity?” he asks. And, “Heart disease is
a leading cause of death for black men,”
he notes, “but how many times have
you seen an African American talking
about heart disease on a billboard or a
TV commercial?”

When asked about his own clear-
eyed view of charitable giving, Carson,
who has urged black philanthropists not
to limit themselves exclusively to sup-
porting black organizations or causes,
explains, “My father always said, “You've
got to rake the neighbors’ leaves, you've
got to shovel their snow.” By his own
actions—helping the elderly neighbors
on both sides—he demonstrated that
voluntarism is just as sturdy a pillar of
African-American philanthropy as giv-
ing money. Although I started working
in philanthropy only later in my life,
my father showed me that I had been a
philanthropist all my life.”

How does it feel for someone so




BUILDING BLOCKS OF
Black Philanthropy

Among the keystone organizations that aim to institutionalize Black philan-
thropy, these are a few of the notables that have either emerged in recent years
or endured for decades:

M Association of Black Foundation Executives, founded in 1971, focuses on
promoting “effective and responsive philanthropy in Black communities.”
The organization supports initiatives aimed at strengthening “the effective-
ness of philanthropic professionals and institutions whose priorities include
addressing issues facing communities of the Black diaspora.”

M The Twenty-First Century Foundation was created in 1971 as an endowed,
national philanthropic institution that supports the civil rights, economic
empowerment, and grassroots leadership of the African American commu-
nity in the United States through its grantmaking and donor services. Its mis-
sion is to facilitate “strategic giving for black community change. Specifically,
21CF works with donors to invest in institutions and leaders that solve prob-
lems within black communities nationally.”

M The National Black United Fund was founded in 1972 with a focus on
the areas of “health, education, children, criminal justice, economic develop-
ment, discrimination, and other systemic needs that shaped the quality of life
for Black Americans.” Among its current concerns: “A restoration of philan-
thropic values must be introduced to a young Black American wealthy and

affluent class, and systematic models and channels for philanthropic giving

must be created for both traditional and new generations of Black American

philanthropists.”

M National Center for Black Philanthropy “conducts National Conferences
on Black Philanthropy, which began in Philadelphia in 1997.” Today, the con-
ferences feature “on average, over forty workshops, panels and plenary sessions
exploring black participation in grant making, fundraising, individual giving,
and faith-based philanthropy through the Historically Black Church.”

thoroughly steeped in the psychology of
philanthropy to donate money from his
own pocket? “It gives me a sense of sat-
isfaction,” Carson replied without hesi-
tation. “It’s comforting to think that
a kid from the South Side of Chicago
could become secure enough in his
professional development—and in his
family’s financial future—to support a
cause he cares about without having to
worry about eating the next day.”

Of Social Networking
and Net Worth

The setting was casual yet elegant:
a summer dinner party in upscale Sag
Harbor, on the shores of New York’s
Long Island Sound. Japanese lanterns
lit the garden and threw soft highlights
on a pair of handsome Vietnamese vases
while jazz played in the background and
hot food beckoned from the buffet table.

Many of the guests that evening were
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African Americans of achievement who
knew one another from Manhattan.
Eager to trade the hustle and bustle of
the city for a weekend in the Hamptons,
the partygoers seemed intent on relax-
ing and enjoying themselves.

I was among the partygoers. As I
stood talking to friends, I heard someone
ask, “Are you coming to my benefit?”
The speaker was Reggie Van Lee, senior
vice president in the New York office of
Booz Allen Hamilton, and he was refer-
ring to the Evidence Dance Company,
which holds two benefits—one in
Bridgehampton and the other in New
York City—each year. The next event,
which was to be held in a week’s time,
would feature a special program: a fusion
of ballet, contemporary and African
dance performed by Evidence’s eight-
member dance troupe. Van Lee confided
his hope that the benefit performance
would raise $250,000 to $300,000—
nearly quadruple the $80,000 the benefit
had netted five years previously. He was
expecting 400 benefit-goers, up from 75
just four years ago.

“In truth,” Van Lee told me, “I
use every opportunity I get to plug my
favorite cause.”

He wasn’talone. Earlier that evening,
I had heard Charlynn Goins reminding
guests that her New York City Health
and Hospitals Corporation theater
benefit would be held later in the fall.
Starring Sarah Jones, who took home
a Tony for her one-woman Bridge and
Tunnel show, the benefit had an ambi-
tious fundraising goal of $300,000.
Sponsors aimed to get there by charg-
ing $100 to $125 for the performance
only, and a lofty $600 for cocktails, din-
ner, and the show. To anyone expressing
interest in the event, Goins handed an
envelope containing more details.

“I’'m no fundraiser,” Goins told
me, laughing. “I'm chairing this
benefit because I couldnt get anybody
else to do it.”
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Her words were an apt précis of
what I was about to discover in the
course of investigating the dynamics—
and mechanics—of African-American
philanthropy (or any other type of
giving, for that matter): Whether you're
trying to get people to donate their
money or their time, persuading them
to step up to the plate can be a difficult
task indeed.

During a weekend that summer
in which cultural events competed
with political fundraisers for African
American support, I also visited the
East Hampton home of well-connected
Carl and Barbaralee Diamonstein, who
were raising money for Congressman
Charles B. Rangel (D-Harlem) and his
political action committee.
Still several months in the
future was the Democratic
groundswell that would
sweep the Democrats back
into power in Congress and
hand Representative Rangel
the reins of the House Ways
and Means Committee,
making him the most power-
ful African American on the
national political scene. Even so, I was
surprised at the sparse African American
turnout at the fundraiser—and dis-
appointed by the low percentage of
black attendees who actually broke out
their checkbooks.

I had come to the Hamptons as the
weekend guest of Loida Nicolas Lewis,
widow of Reginald Lewis, the financial
guru whose nearly $1 billion leveraged
buyout of TLC Beatrice had galvanized
Wall Street in 1987. Not long after that
coup, Lewis was being hailed as the
wealthiest black man in America. It was
a wealth tempered by generosity: among
the many educational efforts Reginald
Lewis undertook during his lifetime was
to provide a $3 million endowment to
the Harvard Law School, which named
its international law center after him.
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When allegations of abuse were levelled at an

Leadership Academy for Girls in South Africa, which
South Africa and dealing with the problem directly.

“Is that those girls [will have an] idea of what a

When a brain tumor felled Lewis
prematurely at age 50, American finance
and philanthropy lost a role model for
African Americans all across the socio-
economic spectrum. The torch then
passed to Philippine-born Loida Nicolas
Lewis, who had married Reginald Lewis
in 1968. It was time for Mrs. Lewis to
make her own mark in the field.

Determined to keep her husband’s
memory alive, Loida and her two daugh-
ters, Leslie Lewis Sword and Christina
S. N. Lewis, pledged $5 million to the
Museum of Maryland African American
History and Culture in Baltimore,
where Reginald Lewis had been born;
it was renamed the Reginald F. Lewis
Museum. The $5 million in private seed
money donated by the Reginald E Lewis
Foundation ultimately helped to lever-
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age $30 million in public funds from
the state of Maryland. Indeed, since its
doors opened in 2005, the museum has
become a signature destination for city
visitors—and an archetype of African
American philanthropy.

“My husband taught me how to
give,” Loida Lewis told me in the mag-
nificent Fifth Avenue apartment she
once shared with Reginald Lewis. There
wasn't much money in the early years of
their marriage, Lewis recalled, but even
then her husband insisted on sending
Harvard an annual check for $10. As
the Lewises prospered, those contribu-
tions—not only to Harvard, but to other
institutions as well—steadily grew.

Today, Loida Lewis continues on as
a philanthropist in her own right. One
fundraiser she attended, a gala to benefit




the Studio Museum in Harlem, brought
out what Lewis dubs the “creme de la
creme” of African American society.
Thanks largely (but hardly exclusively)
to the patronage of America’s black cor-
porate elite—among them, American
Express chairman and chief executive
officer Kenneth Chennault; former
chairman of the board and chief execu-
tive officer of Merrill Lynch, E. Stanley
O’Neal; and Richard Parsons, chairman
of the board and former CEO of Time-
Warner—the benefit raised more than
$1.5 million in the course of a single eve-
ning. “Wow, it broke a record!” she said,
her pride and sense of achievement shin-
ing through. “That kind of thing is going

to happen more and more,” she told me,

noting that the audience was more than
90 percent African American.

From Citrus Grove
to Capital Management

In Baltimore, I met another African-
American philanthropist, investor Eddie
C. Brown, and his wife, Sylvia. My visit
to the elegant row house that holds the
offices of Brown Capital Management
told a tale of understated financial suc-
cess. Peering out through one window,
I caught a glimpse of the ultramodern
Brown Center, the beneficiary of a $6
million contribution the Browns made
to the Maryland Institute College of Art
(MICA) in 2003. The college contrib-
uted the remaining $14 million in costs.

“We don’t believe in buildings so
much as in education,” Sylvia Brown

told me with a shy smile. “I think I
would have preferred for that gift to
remain anonymous.” On the other
hand, there is pride in the fact that this
stellar building—a new city landmark—
stands as a reminder to all city residents,
minority children among them, of just
how much a black man can achieve.
The source of that symbolism
is Eddie Brown, a modest man who
began his career as a portfolio manager
and vice president at T. Rowe Price
Associates in 1973. Nine years later,
he launched his eponymous invest-
ment company. Today, Brown handles
investments with a minimum entry of
$20 million—all this accomplished by a
man born to an unwed mother 66 years

administrator of the $40 million Oprah Winfrey
Winfrey had created, she was praised for flying to

“The good coming out of this...” wrote one reporter,

powerful woman looks like and what she stands for.”

ago, then raised by his grandparents in
a Florida farmhouse with no hot water
or plumbing. Although Brown helped
his grandfather pick oranges and grape-
fruits on the farm, his grandmother cor-
rectly sensed that better days lay ahead
for her sharp young grandson. On a trip
to Orlando, she pointed out to young
Eddie every man she saw wearing a suit
and tie. Education, she told him, was
the ticket that would take him from the
citrus groves to an office job.

The Browns™ business success has
enabled them to establish a consid-
erable art collection, with a primary
focus on African American artists. In
2002, for example, they gave a partial
gift of Henry Ossawa Tanner’s Bishop
Benjamin Tanner to the Baltimore
Museum of Art. In Brown’s office hangs
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another Tanner, The Three Wise Men,
alongside an arresting sculpture by
Edmonia Lewis, Rebecca at the Well,
Edward Bannister’s Woodland Interior
and Jacob Lawrence’s Genesis Series.

Oprah and Others

An African American donor partic-
ularly distinguished by both her wealth
and her generosity is Oprah Winfrey,
the television host who once famously
opined that “The benefit of mak-
ing money is to give it away.” When
Winfrey traveled to South Africa in
2002 to deliver gifts to 50,000 children,
she wound up adopting 10 children,
ages 7 to 17, who had no parents or fam-
ily. She placed them in private boarding
schools and told readers she
had hired caretakers to look
after them.

Then she went to visit
them—unannounced.

As Oprah related the
scene in the December 2006
edition of her namesake mag-
azine, she was shocked by
what she saw of their newly
adopted lifestyles: “When I
sat them down in the living room for
a conversation, everyone’s cell phone
kept going off—the latest ‘razr’ model
that costs about $500. That inner spark
I was used to seeing in their eyes was
gone, replaced by their delight in rooms
full of things.”

Immediately, Oprah said, she real-
ized she had given them too much. And
she had not helped to instill the proper
values to help them appreciate those
gifts. “What I now know for sure,” she
revealed in the pages of her magazine,
“is that a gift isn't a gift unless it has
meaning. Just giving things to people,
especially children, creates the expecta-
tion of more things.”

That disappointment didn’t prevent
Winfrey from traveling to South Africa
in January 2007 to open the $40 million
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Oprah Winfrey Leadership Academy for
Girtls in the hamlet of Henley-on-Klip,
south of Johannesburg. The school
received 3,500 applications for the 152
spaces available, but will eventually
make room for 450 girls. Later in the
year, Winfrey was reportedly devastated
by the news that a dorm matron at the
school had been arrested for abusing
some of the students. Winfrey flew to
South Africa to meet with school offi-
cials and parents, and many praised
her for directly confronting the prob-
lem. Writing in the Lexington Herald-
Leader, columnist Merlene Davis said,
“The good coming out of this...is that
those girls, who all have come from
extreme poverty, have some idea of
what a powerful woman looks like and
what she stands for. So do those who no
longer work at the academy.”

Another prominent African Ameri-
can donor is music impresario and en-
trepreneur Russell Simmons, who has
contributed more than $10 million to
various charities. He tells family and
friends that he hopes his tombstone will
say, “Here lies a philanthropist.” Yet an-
other noted figure in the African Ameri-
can community, Tiger Woods, receives
countless requests to donate his golf earn-
ings to worthy causes, but he has opted
to focus on building a learning center in
California and another in Washington,
D.C. where young people will find tools
to further their education.

Magnanimity Enshrined
in Arts and Culture

On September 26, 2007, the
Smithsonian Institution, partnering
with IBM, announced the opening
of the National Museum of African
American History and Culture,
the Smithsonian’s 19th and newest
museum. Perhaps the most interesting
thing about the museum—in its cur-
rent incarnation—is that it’s a virtual
institution, existing at the moment
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only online, at http://nmaahc.si.edu.
The physical museum—created by an
Act of Congress in 2003—will be built
on the National Mall in Washington,
D.C. and is scheduled for comple-
tion in 2014. Its collections and edu-
cational programming will focus on
slavery, post-Civil War Reconstruction,
the Harlem Renaissance, and the
Civil Rights movement, among other
issues and events.

Historian, author, curator and
educator, Lonnie G. Bunch, III is the
founding director of the museum, and is
deeply involved in developing the muse-
um’s mission, coordinating its fundrais-
ing and membership campaigns, and
establishing its collections and cultural
partnerships. If Bunch feels burdened
by that responsibility, he doesn’t let on
in person. On a balmy September morn-
ing not too long ago, I walked across the
Mall in Washington, D.C., the gravel of
the wide walkways crunching noisily
beneath my feet, to visit Bunch in his
office near the museum. Bunch’s ever-
present smile and spontaneous bear hug
embodied his contagious determina-
tion. He feels confident, for example,
that in support of the museum, he is
about to tap into a new, younger source
of African American philanthropy.
“If my parents gave to the church,” he
told me, “and my wife and I give to
education, then my daughters—follow-
ing their own interests—will cast their
net even wider.”

If that’s the case, it may signal a
marked departure from the experi-
ence, for example, that independent
producer Margo Lion had fifteen years
ago when she tried to raise money for
“Jelly’s Last Jam,” starring Gregory
Hines and directed by George Wolfe of
the Joseph Papp Public Theater/New
York Shakespeare Festival. The musical
brought to life the controversial turn-
of-the-century New Orleans jazz musi-
cian Ferdinand “Jelly Roll” Morton, yet
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Lion was able to attract very few African
American investors. Seeing investment
in the theater as a barometer for raising
money, she told me, “I'm interested in
where African American philanthro-
pists—or perhaps I should say those
in a position to be philanthropic—feel
their money could best be applied.
What projects are they most interested
in supporting?”

We were speaking in Lion’s cozy
office at the St. James Theater on New
York’s Theater Row. The office over-
flowed with mementos of her many stage
successes, among them “Hairspray,”
“Elaine Stritch at Liberty,” “Angels in
America,” and “The Crucible.” In her
latest coup, Lion brought the August
Wilson play “Radio Golf” to Broadway
in May 2007.

For all her obvious éclat, Lion has
found it challenging to raise large contri-
butions from African American donors.
“Broadway is always risky,” she muses,
“but August Wilson was a great figure
in the history of dramatic literature, and
‘Radio Golf” had received great reviews
all over the country. Wilson was writing
for all America, but the fact remains that
this is a play abut black Americans, and
I was frustrated by the lack of support
for it.” Lion acknowledges that there
might not be a rich history of theater-
going among African Americans—the
2002 National Endowment for the Arts
Survey of Public Participation in the
Arts reported African American atten-
dance at non-musical plays at under
seven percent—but she feels that the
financial barriers to that particular cul-
tural tradition are falling. “Surely there
are many African Americans who have
the money, no?”

Grassroots Giving

Does all this high-profile activ-
ity mean that only well-known players
are making an impact in the world of
African American philanthropy? Far




advancing human welfare;

or the National Council

of Negro Women, “a vol-

untary nonprofit member-
ship organization helping
women of African descent
to improve the quality of life
for themselves, their families
and communities.”

As Emmett Carson likes
to point out, “It’s not the
amount you have—it’s focus-
ing that resource on what
you care about.”

Numerous studies seem
to back up that notion: low-
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income people tend to give

Loida Lewis (right) with Kweisi Mfume, then-

president of the NAACP, signing documents

establishing a $1 million endowment for the
NAACP Reginald F. Lewis Youth Entrepreneurial

at Morgan State University in Baltimore,
Maryland.

from it. Individual donors—includ-
ing those with modest lifetime earn-
ings—can make a difference, and often
a disproportionate one. For example,
there is Oseola McCarty, the 87-year-
old laundress, who gave her life sav-
ings of $150,000 to the University of
Mississippi for scholarships. She said
of her gift, “I'm giving it away so the
children won’t have to work so hard,
like I did.” In many ways, McCarty
reflects the bedrock role that African
American women have long played in
philanthropy, whether it was enacted
by the Links, a membership organiza-
tion of 12,000 professional women of
color that also supports programs and
services aimed at improving the qual-
ity of life for African Americans; the
Delta Sigma Theta sorority, founded in
1913 by twenty-two collegiate women
at Howard University to promote aca-
demic excellence and to provide assis-
tance to persons in need, and which,
with a current membership of over
200,000, continues to work toward

a larger percentage of their
disposable income to chari-
table organizations than do
the rich. America, in particu-
lar, seems to have developed
what Carnegie Corporation
of New York president Vartan Gregorian
has termed “a culture of giving.” A recent
study by the Center on Philanthropy at
Indiana University adds more evidence,
reporting that the average American
donates 2.6 percent of his or her income.
When it comes to giving by blacks spe-
cifically, a Chronicle of Philanthropy
report reveals that blacks give 25 per-
cent more of their discretionary income
to charity than do whites. For instance,
blacks who make between $30,000 and
$50,000 give an average of $528 annu-
ally, compared with $462 donated by
whites in the same income range.

That model of grassroots gener-
osity is one familiar to many African
Americans. It certainly underlies the
story Charlynn Goins, chairperson of
the board of directors for the New York
City Health and Hospitals Corporation,
told me about her husband’s dream of
attending medical school. After confid-
ing those hopes to his own physician,
Dr. Aurelious King, Warren Goins
was admitted to Howard University
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Medical School in 1959. Goins worked
his way through all four years on what
he thought were academic scholarships.
In his second year of medical school
he found out through documents the
school had sent him that Dr. King was
paying those tuition bills.

That story is readily understood by
Loida Lewis, who remarks that the “sub-
rosa generosity” of African-Americans
often renders it invisible to larger or
different communities. For example,
“The white community probably did
not—could not—fully understand the
community where my husband grew
up,” she observes. “African Americans
have always been giving—but not
necessarily in a very public manner.
They’ve sent their nieces or nephews
to school, or they've paid the overdue
rent for an uncle or aunt or best friend.
There’s a similar dynamic at work in
the Philippine-American community,
where philanthropy is spontaneous,
small-scale, and not splashily publi-
cized. Because it takes place beneath
the radar, the philanthropic associations
tend to discount it. But the fact of the
matter is that giving is going on in the
African American community.”

Charity Begins at...College?

A more typical historical target
of African-American fundraising has
been the educational institution, often
singled out by individual donors. At
board meetings for Xavier University
of Louisiana in New Orleans—which,
among other accomplishments, is
distinguished by its high number of
outstanding pharmacy graduates—I
listened as the college’s development
officer described Xavier’s struggle
to raise enough money to cover its
annual budget of around $90 million.
In 1999-2000, the university received
major grants from the Kresge and the
Southern Education foundations to
enhance their development program.
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In 2006, Xavier received a $4 million
grant from Carnegie Corporation of
New York to help revitalize higher edu-
cation in New Orleans after Hurricane
Katrina. (Tulane and Dillard universi-
ties received Corporation funding for
the same purpose.)

In December 2006, the Presidential
Medal of Freedom—the nation’s high-
est civilian award—was conferred on
Dr. Norman C. Francis, who has served
as president of Xavier for more than 40
years, for his “steadfast dedication to
education, equality, and service to oth-
ers,” and in recognition of his work as
Chairman of the Louisiana Recovery
Authority, in which he played “a vital
role in helping the people of the Gulf
Coast rebuild their lives in the after-
math of Hurricane Katrina.”

In a wide-ranging conversation, Dr.
Francis constantly touched on the moral
responsibility of raising money to help
the university achieve its educational
mission. His face lit up as he retraced
the last half-decade—banner years for
Xavier University in terms of alumni
giving. “My parents and the families
around us had to focus their time and
resources on raising children and hold-
ing down jobs,” Dr. Francis remarked.
“Today’s college graduates have different
priorities. A crucial dimension of their
lives is to give back to the institutions
that played a significant part in their
growth and development. 'm thrilled
to see Xavier graduates responding to
our needs; [their contributions] tell me

black philanthropy is flourishing.”

Making a Leap of Faith
Although a handful of naysayers
continued to contend that philanthropy
has yet to gain serious traction within
the black community, it’s a matter of
historical record that African Americans
have always generously supported

Lonnie Bunch, left, director of the National Museum of African American
History and Culture, navigates through the museum’s new web site.

their churches, their schools, and
their families.

“When I was growing up,” Norman
Francis recalls, “I watched people with
very small incomes give to their churches.
Religion was close to them. If there was
one sustainable part of their lives, they
knew it had to be their church. ‘God will
take care of you in times of need,” they
believed. “The bread you give up today
will come back to you tomorrow.” My
Neighbor is not just that person next
door—he is any human being in need.”

Indeed, writes LaTasha Chaffin in
“Philanthropy and the Black Church,”*
“Historically, the Black church has been
a core institution for African-American
philanthropy. The Black church does
not only serve as a faith-based house of
worship, but it facilitates organized phil-
anthropic efforts including meeting spiri-
tual, psychological, financial, educational
and basic humanitarian needs such as
food, housing, and shelter. Black churches
are also involved in organizing and pro-
viding volunteers to the community and
in civil and human rights activism.”

If the black church has not his-

* See: http:/fwww.learningtogive.orglpapersfindex.asp?bpid=47
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torically matched the endowment and
special-giving levels of other faiths,
Reverend Tom Watson, pastor of
the Greater New Orleans Council of
Black Ministers, suggests that it is only
because the members of its congrega-
tions have lagged commensurately in
individual wealth. “We still have a long
way to go,” he notes, in terms of overall
economic disparity.

Reviewing the keystone role played
by black churches, Reverend Watson
also notes how it has served as a path
to leadership for many notable African
Americans, including, of course, Dr.
Martin Luther King. “We didn’t own a
lot of businesses,” says Watson, “except,
perhaps, for the occasional franchise, so
the institution we relied on as our wedge
into large-scale political participation
was the black church.”

As African Americans do, increas-
ingly, join the ranks of the American
middle and upper class, the role of the
black church in terms of charity and phi-
lanthropy seems to be changing as well.

“The strongest black churches, “notes
Watson, “are led by the black middle and
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upper classes, which have become larger
and more educated. These institutions
have strong constituencies, and their
congregations understand the role played
by philanthropy because the economy
has allowed them to participate in it.”

Should African Americans
Give More?

Dr. Alvin F. Poussaint, the civil
rights champion-turned-Harvard-aca-
demic (he is professor of psychiatry
and faculty associate dean for student
affairs at Harvard Medical School, as
well as director of the Media Center
of the Judge Baker Children’s Center
in Boston) told me about a fundraiser
given in his honor and chaired by Bill
Cosby. It netted about $170,000—a
tidy sum considering that the donors
were far from wealthy, and that their
average gift was $1,000. This was cer-
tainly an example of generous giving—
but at the same time, Dr. Poussaint said
that he felt torn. In his mind, at least,
African Americans can and should be
doing much more on the front lines of
philanthropic giving.

Dr. Poussaint says he sometimes
thinks that “African Americans don’t
have enough commitment to charitable
giving, even though it works in their
behalf. There’s also a trace of suspicion:
‘Will my money be used right?” And
then there’s the reluctance to hand over
money that might be better used for
something else.”

When I asked Dr. Poussaint to
diagnose the current state of African
American philanthropy in America, he
said, “It has to improve, because right
now, it’s not sufficient to support our
organizations. We can do much, much
better. Indeed, it’s crucial for African
Americans to give more.” In his opin-
ion, many programs meant to benefit
blacks show an over-reliance on corpo-
rate support, as opposed to the sort of
grassroots funds that might be raised

from the black community. He draws
an analogy to black businesses that fail
in the black community because the lat-
ter neglects to support the former.

Especially damaging, said Poussaint,
is when scandals enter the picture—
when some major religious figure gets
convicted for embezzling funds from
his own church, for example. “People
read about scandals like that and worry
about whether their money was simply
paying that official’s fat salary.”

“People like to see results,” Poussaint
continues. “What did you accomplish?
What victories have you had? What are
you going to use this money for in the
future? Some people prefer programs in
which their money funds ‘general operat-
ing expenses,” but that sounds just unac-
ceptably vague to me.” Where should
African Americans concentrate their giv-
ing, then? “The needs in the black com-
munity are so great,” Poussaint answers,
“that in the beginning you should help
take care of your own.”

Pouissant’s detractors might well
disagree, pointing out that giving
takes many forms within the African
American community. Though some are
perhaps not nearly generous enough—a
charge often leveled at black athletes
and entertainers raking in millions of
dollars—others are generous to a fault.
And, as noted earlier in this article,
many blacks whose income is hardly
even near the “wealthy” range tend to
be steady and dedicated givers.

Generation Next:
The Future of Philanthropy
Mention the name “Vernon Jordan”
and not everyone will call to mind his
wife, Ann Dibble Jordan. Yet she is a
powerhouse in her own right, chairing
or sitting on the boards of corporations
and nonprofits alike—among them, the
National Symphony Orchestra, public
television station WETA (Washington
D.C.’s PBS affiliate), the Washington
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Area Women’s Foundation, Sasha
Bruce Youthwork, and Catalyst. This
year, Jordan retired from the boards of
Citigroup, Johnson & Johnson, and
ADP, after long years of service.

Some observers see Ann Jordan as
a “philanthropic influential”—some-
one who can wield her fiscal expertise
to benefit select worthy causes; a person
strategically positioned to broker con-
nections between donors and recipi-
ents. She doesn’t deny it. “You have to
use what resources you can,” she said to
me, laughing. “We all reach out to our
friends, who we think can help us or
introduce us to other people in pursuit
of a worthwhile cause.”

Corporate America has become
a stakeholder in African American
philanthropy, Jordan believes, but at
the same time “we always want to see
more.” Looking forward ten years, she
sees African-American philanthropy as
part of the mainstream. “All of these
young people you see doing so well
have sound philanthropic instincts,”
she notes. “Young people focus on their
return on investment, which is a smart
way to do it. They want to know what
percentage of funds raised go directly to
the cause versus what percentage goes
to administrative costs. When I think
about the intelligence they are applying
to the process, I feel optimistic about
the future of charitable support for
community organizations.”

Why Tavis is Smiling

One recent event not to miss for
those interested in African American
giving was the Sixth National
Conference on Black Philanthropy,
held in Washington, D.C. over three
days in July 2007 and sponsored by the
National Center for Black Philanthropy.
The symposium explored how African
American philanthropy in particu-
lar can help solve the problems facing
many black Americans.
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The touchstone throughout the
conference was Tavis Smiley’s searingly
honest essay collection, The Covenant
with Black America (Third World Press,
2006), which takes a hard look at the
array of social and economic circum-
stances confronting African Americans.
Attendees were challenged to come up
with new ways of identifying poten-
tial donors, as well as new ways of
welcoming young people into the
philanthropic fold.

The first thing you notice about
Tavis Smiley is, in fact, his smile.
Perhaps it’s the occupational legacy of

neighborhood. “Many young black
men around the country face that chal-
lenge,” Smiley says. The mother asked
Tavis if her son could shadow him for
a day, and Tavis decided to extend their
time together to a week. For a while,
the boy traveled everywhere Smiley’s
work took him, including on a busi-
ness trip to Canada. Smiley described
their growing bond of trust during one
of his commentaries on the nationally
syndicated radio program, The Tom
Joyner Morning Show.

That's when the floodgates opened
up. “Every mother in the country,

B When a grant comes in, you
can’t simply spend what has been given
to you.

W Backers need to know what you've
done with their money.

B Reports not filed on time can
cause problems.

B Someone who is an ace at pro-
gramming can make a lousy book-
keeper. You need someone strong in
that position so you don’t find yourself
spending money you don’t have.

B It’s never a good idea to blow the
deadline on submitting the results of an
internal audit.

“What truly lives on is the work you do for young people,

because theyre going to pass it on to other young

people, in turn,” says lavis Smiley. He adds,

“I never realized that giving could feel so good.”

the countless television shows on which
he has appeared, including his current
platform: a late-night television talk
show, as well as his radio program,
The Tavis Smiley Show, which is dis-
tributed by Public Radio International
(PRI). Smiley has also written an
autobiography, What I Know for Sure:
My Story of Growing Up in America
(Doubleday, 2006).

What people may not know for
sure is that Smiley directs one of the
most successful charitable founda-
tions around. The mission of the Tavis
Smiley Foundation is to “enlighten,
encourage and empower youth by pro-
viding leadership skills that will pro-
mote the quality of life for themselves,
their communities and the world.” It all
began when Smiley became the mentor
of a young boy whose mother was seek-
ing influences that would shield her son
from gang recruitment in their Atlanta
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it seemed, wanted me to do this,”
Smiley explains. He also received—and
answered—an avalanche of mail from
young people seeking his advice about
some fairly profound intersections in
their lives. So dynamic was this feed-
back—and so dramatic was Smiley’s
positive effect on his “mentee”—that
in 1999 he created his eponymous
foundation to try to continue the work
on a wider basis.

In forming the foundation, Smiley
sought out a council of experts who had
trod these paths before. They advised
him how to set up the foundation, how
to manage the finances, and how to be
crystal-clear about the mission. “From
the very beginning,” Smiley recalls, “we
knew exactly what we wanted—and that’s
half the battle right there.” Still, Smiley
doesn’t hesitate to admit to mistakes.
Among the early painful lessons Smiley
and his team had to learn were these:
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Because Smiley’s name was on the
foundation, he wanted to be intimately
involved in every aspect of its work.
That commitment has enabled him to
engage with young people, which in
turn has made him increasingly hopeful
about the future. Each year he spends
time speaking with students at the foun-
dation’s annual Leadership Institute,
a five-day conference held during the
summer on a college campus. Since its
inception, more than 6,000 youths ages
13 to 18 have participated in the foun-
dation’s Youth 2 Leaders program. “A
lot of bright, talented, ambitious young
people out there want to make a mean-
ingful contribution to their community
and country,” Smiley says.

Blinkered by the intensity of his
drive to reach the pinnacle of his pro-
fession, Smiley explains that he had
no clue his one-on-one work with kids
would emerge as the most rewarding




aspect of his work with the foundation. Q/{ G&l [ [g;f'y 0 f

“That’s going to be my focus going for-
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lifetime legacy, as well. The TV show,
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gone—none of that matters. What truly

lives on is the work you do for young

people, because they’re going to pass
it on to other young people, in turn.”

He adds, “I never realized that giving
could feel so good.”

A Last Word
Clearly, African Americans have

a long tradition of philanthropy, giv-
ing not only their money but also their

time and other personal resources to a
variety of organizations and causes,
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which are by no means confined to the
black Community. They have proven Russell Simmons Charlynn Goins
time and time again that they are com-
mitted and consistent givers in a wide
range of areas such as humanitarian
causes, institutional development—
including schools and churches—and
they give to advance social issues, edu-
cation, political causes and to promote
the arts and cultural enrichment. The
habit of being philanthropic may, in
fact, be so deeply ingrained in the
African American community that
many don’t even regard themselves as
being particularly generous, even when

they have to stretch their own resources Reggie Van Lee S

to assist others. For many, thats just the

way they were brought up. The new

crop of wealthy black Americans, it

seems, are therefore simply carrying on
the traditions passed on to them down
the generations—but each, in his or her
own way, has found an individual phil-
anthropic path for addressing the issues
they care about. That’s a form of per-
sonal expression that is surely satisfying
to the giver, but the benefits to society
are potentially, limitless. m
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This overview of the development of philanthropy in China—a relatively new

henomenon—is part of Carnegie Corporation’s occasional series of articles examinin
g g

issues relating to philanthropy in the U.S. and internationally.

Inasurvey of the history of modern China,
the names Deng Xiaoping and Li Ka-shing
may not immediately seem linked. But think
again. Deng, China’s de facto leader for over a
decade, unleashed the Chinese economy with
a series of reforms begun in 1978 that opened
it to global markets and turned a drab, cen-
trally controlled, impoverished country into a
dynamic, economic powerhouse. And Li, who
benefited from those reforms to become Asia’s
richest self-made man, may well do something
similar with Chinese philanthropy.

In 2006, Li, who is chairman of
Hutchison Whampoa Ltd. and Cheung Kong
Holdings in Hong Kong, announced that he
would donate a third of his fortune, now esti-
mated as $32 billion by Forbes magazine, to
his philanthropic foundations, which support
Chinese universities and various other proj-
ects around the world. He likened his founda-
tion to his “third son.” Then, last fall, he told
the Wall Street Journal that he wanted to set
an example of public giving, mimicking the
American model, in hopes of prompting other
Chinese entrepreneurs to follow suit.

China certainly has the necessary condi-
tions. Now the world’s fourth-largest economy,
it boasts a GDP approaching $2.7 trillion,
about one-fifth the size of the U.S. economy.
It’s growing at the red-hot rate of around 10
percent a year and creating unprecedented
personal wealth. China, including Hong
Kong (which is administered separately),
has more than 100 billionaires, according to
Forbes, which pegs the total net worth of the
400 richest people in China and the 40 rich-
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est in Hong Kong at $467 billion. In 2006,
the number of Chinese worth more than
$1 million grew by nearly 8 percent to 345,000
people—more than the totals of India, Russia
and Brazil combined—according to the 11th
annual wealth report published last June by
Merrill Lynch and Capgemini, a global con-
sulting firm. China, the report says, is also
home to about one-third of the Asia-Pacific
region’s “super-rich”—those with $30 million
or more in assets.

Can philanthropy—which John Peralta,
managing director of Global Philanthropic,
a Hong Kong consulting firm, calls “the ulti-
mate expression of wealth”—be far behind?

Various news organizations, including
the Journal, Reuters, and the Hurun Report,
have reported several mega-gifts and pledges:
a talk-show host named Yang Lan placed
some $72 million into a foundation devoted
to education, environmental causes and cul-
tural exchanges; a hotelier-and-trading com-
pany chief named Yu Pengnian contributed
an estimated $270 million to health care—
including a pledge to provide free operations
for 100,000 to 150,000 cataract sufferers in
depressed areas over a five-year period—and
higher education; a dairy mogul named Niu
Gensheng put stock worth $600 million into
a foundation that will focus on agriculture,
education and health and so far has given
away $85 million of it; a property developer
named Zhu Mengyi has given $140 million; a
real-estate developer named Huang Rulun has
several times been named the most generous
individual in mainland China, giving more
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than $350 million for health care and fight-
ing poverty. And last December, the Swiss
banking giant UBS said that donations from
the top 50 publicly disclosed philanthropists
in China had risen eightfold in three years to
$11 billion in 2007.

But by tradition, rich Chinese keep their
wealth within the family and make their dona-
tions privately, exhibiting benevolence without
self-aggrandizement in the Confucian tradi-
tion. The money is meted out by the oldest
generation and generally goes to sating imme-
diate and, frequently, local needs—paying for
hospitals, relief efforts, basic education and
the like—and rarely to more strategic, long-
range goals. It is charity as opposed to philan-
thropy, in American parlance. It is a pittance
in the context of both overall wealth in China
and government spending on social programs.
And since the Communist revolution—until
Deng came to power—philanthropy has been
unnecessary in the Chinese ken, because the
state took care of everything.

So when Li told the Wall Street Journal
that “In the U.S., philanthropic support from
entrepreneurs is tightly integrated into the
fabric of society, whether it’s health care, med-
ical research or education. Now, slowly, China
will know this,” he took up a heroic challenge.
To make that happen, both the entrepreneurs
and the fabric of society will have to change.

Students of philanthropy around the world
have found that a country’s legal environment
is critical to the health of the philanthropic
sector—and in China that milieu is decidedly
mixed. As in Russia, Chinese authorities have




always distrusted private philanthropy, view-
ing philanthropists as a threat to their power
and as potential agents of conflict and instabil-
ity. “In all important government, economic,
and cultural institutions in China,” the U.S.
State Department advises, “party committees
work to see that party and state policy guid-
ance is followed and that non-party members
do not create autonomous organizations that
could challenge party rule.”

Lately, as private enterprise has grown
without causing too much disorder, the
Chinese government has slowly begun to
loosen its rein, granting approval to an increas-
ing number of charities and nongovernmental
organizations, although many have govern-
ment roots and continuing connections. But
at the same time, some of the more indepen-
dent-minded or controversial NGOs have
actually been shut down.

Meanwhile, authorities have signaled
that the government cannot pay for all the
social services needed by China’s 1.3 billion
people. Since 2001, the Ministry of Civil
Affairs has supervised the publication of the
China Philanthropy Times, a newspaper that
promotes the concept of both individual and
corporate philanthropy and bestows philan-
thropy awards. Recently, at the opening of the
17th Central Committee of the Communist
Party National Congress, General Secretary
Hu Jintao not only encouraged “private sec-
tors to operate educational undertakings” but
also said the country’s social security system
should provide for basic allowances to be “sup-
plemented by charity and commercial insur-
ance.” In a nod to civil-society groups willing
to fill the gaps, Hu also said the government
would accelerate the separation of “govern-
mental and nongovernmental functions.”

The government has also discussed what
many say is a necessary next step to encour-
age philanthropy: passage of a law that would
require charities to disclose and provide an
audited accounting of how they spend their
donations. But last year’s measure was shelved
and nothing has yet happened to revive it.

Another issue is China’s tax regime, which
provides little incentive to give. Neither main-
land China nor Hong Kong has an estate tax,
so families may preserve their wealth from
generation to generation. Neither has a capital
gains tax for individuals. Instead of an income
tax, the mainland government taxes the sala-
ries of top earners, obligating about 30 per-
cent of the working population to pay (vs.
about 50 percent in years past); it allows tax-

ASSOCIATED PRESS

payers to deduct 2 percent of their salaries for
charity and there is talk of raising that to 12
percent, according to Reuters. In Hong Kong,
individuals can deduct up to 25 percent of
their salaries for charitable contributions. But
few people pay income taxes anyway, and as in
many fast-developing countries there has been
little enforcement.

What has prompted the Chinese to give
is worldliness. Hong Kong is the base of most
of China’s big philanthropists, including Li.
“The wealth here is older and more sophis-
ticated,” Peralta says, thanks to Hong Kong’s
long stretch as a British Crown Colony. Many
wealthy Hong Kong Chinese—not just Li—
have been giving for years. And they havent
been shy about taking credit: Their names
adorn buildings and colleges at several univer-
sities in Hong Kong, for example.

Peralta says that philanthropy is “catching
on” in mainland China, but that the amounts
involved remain tiny. “The gifts are more
high-profile there because it’s new, but until
recently they had to be careful not to attract
investigations about corruption,” he says.
“Philanthropy had an association with cor-
ruption in the past.” Now, experts say, being
successful is starting to be defined in a way
that includes philanthropy as well as the right
clothes, car, and social activities.

That’s not to say that the dynamic of giv-
ing in China, Hong Kong included, is the
same as in the U.S. Generally, for example,
the receiver announces the gift, because the
giver must seem altruistic and humble.

Nor will “competitive philanthropy” take
root in China the way it has in America—with
rich individuals vying to top one another with
gifts. In China, a wealthy family would never
vastly overstep its position with an outsized
donation: Stanley Ho, worth an estimated $9
billion, would not out-give Li Ka-shing.

Another distinction is that while philan-
thropy in America is frequently aimed at fos-
tering social change, the Chinese prize social

harmony and stability, and the bulk of their
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Talk show host Yang Lan (above)
Business leader Li Ka-shing (left)

gifts go to safe, non-controversial areas like
education, poverty alleviation and basic health
care. Global warming would be out, as would
AIDS and women’s causes.

Here, too, Li seems to be leading Chinese
philanthropy. His gifts, an estimated $1 bil-
lion to date, have created Shantou University
near his hometown in rural China, established
health research centers, and set up medical
clinics for China’s poor and disabled, and for
cancer victims, according to the Chronicle of
Philanthropy. He has also given money to an
oncology research program at the University
of Cambridge in the United Kingdom, sup-
ported controversial health measures like the
use of palliative pain relief medicines, and
donated to charities in Australia, Europe,
North America, and Singapore.

Seeing how philanthropy develops in
China won’t be easy, though. Charitable foun-
dations created by Chinese philanthropists
are completely opaque, with few reporting or
auditing requirements and no requirements to
give money away. “They are black boxes,” says
Peralta. “You have no idea about the sources of
the money or how it’s doled out. It becomes a
multipurpose vehicle—they commingle busi-
ness, charity, and personal aims.” Indeed, in
January, the National Basketball Association
formed a Chinese entity with the Li Ka-shing
Foundation as an investment partner along-
side the Walt Disney Company, the Bank of
China, and two other business groups.

So the big-givers lists and the numbers
collected by publications and consultants
may be a tad less revealing than perceived.
Certainly, there are many wealthy Chinese
who have yet to join the new philanthropic
class. Still, as the consumer society grows,
when a history of this period is written Li may
not only be linked with Deng Xiaoping but

also compared to Andrew Carnegic. W

Judith H. Dobrzynski, a former a senior editor
at The New York Times, Business Week, and
CNBC, is a writer based in New York.
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Bosnia, Somalia, East Timor...
Haiti, Liberia, Nepal... Point
almost anywhere on the world map
and you won’t be far from an area
of conflict—past, present or on the
brink. As of this writing, Pakistan is
still reeling from a recent assassina-
tion and a post-election meltdown is
taking place in Kenya, while ongo-
ing efforts to stop the violence in
Sudan continue to come up short.
With so many countries coming
apart, can we count on an unproven United Nations Peacebuilding
Commission to stave off disaster? Maybe...if this fresh approach
performs as anticipated. Its way too soon to say. Even so, there’s a
compelling story behind how the UN’s newest idea for attaining a
more secure world came about.

After decades of costly attempts, the international communi-
ty’s record on building sustainable peace has attracted considerable
criticism. Yet foreign policy scholars say things are not as bleak as
they appear. According to Stephen Del Rosso, director of Carnegie
Corporation’s International Peace and Security Program, more
wars have ended than have started since the mid 1980s and the
number of armed conflicts in the world has fallen roughly by half.
“Rather than one side defeating the other, most conflicts have been
concluded through negotiation or by winding down,” Del Rosso

Karen Theroux is an editor/writer in the Corporations Public Affairs
department with many years experience in educational publishing.
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Shaped by Carnegie Corporation funding, the United

strives to bring security to a conflict-ridden world.
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In Burundi, war refugees wait at a border town before returning home from a decade in Tanzanian camps.
Inset: In strife-torn Guinea-Bissau, voters last cast ballots in 2005; new elections are planned for 2008.

Left: Miners pan for diamonds in Sierra Leone, now relatively stable after a 10-year civil war that displaced
millions. These three countries are the first to come under consideration by the UN Peacebuilding Commission.

Our [ime?

Nations’ start-up Peacebuilding Commission
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says, “in many instances thanks to
international peace efforts.” There have
been gaps in the process that have ham-
pered its success, he admits, but that
record should improve once the UN
Peacebuilding Commission is fully up
and running. At least that’s what he and
other experts in the global security field
hope will happen.

By some measures, more than a quar-
ter of the world’s states are considered at
risk of instability and collapse, Del Rosso
explains, and such states—particularly in
regions of the developing world where
national borders are porous and under
constant stress—not only imperil lives
at the local level, but also threaten secu-
rity, stability and prosperity around the
world. The ability of developed countries
to come up with a coherent approach to
this growing problem is one of the most
urgent security challenges of the 21st
century, he argues.

Significant research in this area
is funded by Carnegie Corporation’s
International Peace and Security
Program, and has been for years. To
support the new generation of experts
attempting to deal with this daunting
issue, in addition to funding research
on states at risk of instability or collapse,
the Corporation supports dissemina-
tion of grantees’ findings and best prac-
tices to practitioners and policymakers.
The goal is to smooth the path between
scholarship and consumers in foreign
policymaking circles and in the field.

The subject of global security has
become a “boom area of the political
science field, resulting in an impressive
body of knowledge,” says Michael Doyle,
Columbia University Harold Brown
Professor of Law and International
Affairs and previously vice president of
the International Peace Academy as well
as assistant secretary general and spe-
cial adviser to Secretary-General Kofi
Annan. “People are very engaged,” he
adds, “which is important. There is gen-
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uine scholarship and debate, similar to
the attention given to the issue of arms

control in the 1970’s.
between world-class scholars like Doyle

The pipeline

and the international policy commu-
nity encourages an active exchange of
information that influences many of the
positive steps being taken to improve
the world’s chances for peace.

“While many parts of the United
Nations have been involved in the
peacebuilding process, the sys-

tem has lacked a dedicated entity
to oversee the process, ensure its
coherence or sustain it through the
long haul. This resulted in fractured
peacebuilding operations with no
single forum for all the relevant
actors to come together, share
information and develop a common
strategy. Too often a fragile peace
has been allowed to crumble into
renewed conflict.”

—Former Secretary-General

Kofi Annan

To many in the field, one highly
positive step is the creation of the
Peacebuilding Commission, which rep-
resents the outcome of “outside-inside
collaboration requiring intellectual
heft from outside scholarship the UN
couldn’t produce in-house,” Del Rosso
says. He sees this new addition to the
world body as an example of true syn-
ergy between it and the academic com-
munity. “That’s where foundations can
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play a role in helping to support and
facilitate, not just to conceptualize. With
72 countries potentially sliding into the
abyss, it’s important to close the gap
between knowledge creation and prac-
tice on the ground, and to do it without
delay,” he stresses, citing grantees work-
ing to replace the usual UN practice of
trial and error with more sophisticated
contextualized intervention. “The last
ten years taught us many lessons, but

“No part of the United
challenge of helping
lasting peace. |

they create an inter

some were poorly learned or ignored,”
he adds. “Unfortunately, just as generals
always fight the last war, official policy
in this area always lags behind develop-
ments on the ground.”

As a global peace broker, the UN
has, over the past twenty years, played
a role in ending wars in Cambodia,
Southern Africa, Central America, the
Balkans, West Africa, Afghanistan and
elsewhere, according to a report by the
International Peace Academy, an inde-
pendent institution dedicated to pro-
moting the prevention and settlement of
armed conflicts through policy research
and development. A long-time grantee
of Carnegie Corporation, this organiza-
tion—in partnership with the Center
on International Cooperation at New
York University, also a grantee known
for its agenda-setting work on post-
conflict peacebuilding and global peace
operations—has contributed extensively
to the body of scholarship on conflict




resolution as well as the United Nations
capacity and reform efforts.

Such expertise has been sorely
needed to help the UN find out why,
for all it has accomplished, its efforts
have too often failed to stop violent
conflict in countries such as Angola
and Rwanda, for instance, where the
cost is measured in millions of lives.
The world body has also been unable

to reverse the pattern of fragile peace

followed by a relapse into violence that
threatens large swaths of the world’s
most under-resourced areas. Violence
most frequently recurs in cases of civil
war, this century’s most menacing and
fastest growing type of conflict. Already
poor, civil war-torn countries rapidly
become increasingly impoverished and
susceptible to crime, disease, terrorism
and drug trafficking, to name just a few
grim possibilities. It’s mainly the recog-
nition that civil wars must end—and
that the UN still represents the world’s
best hope of doing so—that has led to
the formation of the United Nations
Peacebuilding Commission.

Shoring Up the Peace Process
“Stopping civil wars has never been
more important,” says Michael Doyle.
Since the end of the Cold War period,
almost all new armed conflicts have
occurred within the territories of sover-
eign states, he points out, yet research

shows that their effects spread far beyond
that state’s borders. Internal wars target
civilians, displace populations and desta-
bilize entire regions; they are difficult to
stop and, once stopped, can easily start up
again. “People do horrible things to each
other in a civil war,” Doyle says. “What
gets them to stop? The UN can do it,
but we need to improve their percentage.
Nearly half of all peace operations fail.”
Doyle considers the current international

Nations system effectively addresses the
countries with the transition from war to

therefore propose to member states that

governmental Peacebuilding commission.”

approach uncoordinated and too short:
NATO and the UN leave one crisis and
head off for another too quickly, he con-
tends. “To achieve a sustainable peace after
civil war there has to be more coordina-
tion and longer engagement—not troops
but international commitment. That’s
what the United Nations Peacebuilding
Commission must provide.”

A relatively new concept, the term
peacebuilding was coined by former
UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-
Ghali in his 1992 report, An Agenda
for Peace. He defined it as “rebuilding
the institutions and infrastructures of
nations torn by civil war and strife; and
building bonds of peaceful mutual ben-
efit among nations formerly at war.”
Since then, the meaning of peacebuild-
ing has grown to encompass a range of
approaches used at various points in the
conflict cycle—from conflict preven-
tion to post-conflict reconstruction.
Peacekeeping, which involves imposi-
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tion of outside troops between sides in
a conflict, is a longstanding instrument
of the UN. Peacebuilding goes beyond
the UN’s established role in peacekeep-
ing operations, enabling a country to
move to a point where risks of relapse
into conflict are reduced, violence is no
longer used to promote political objec-
tives and new engines are in place for
economic growth.

Peacebuilding comes with a formi-
dable to-do list: providing transitional
security; maintaining public order;
supporting the political process; saving
lives with humanitarian assistance; cre-
ating a framework for economic recov-
ery and rebuilding state institutions.
Experience and research have made it
clear that the scope of the process is
more than any single organization can
manage; it calls for a collective or inte-
grated approach. A growing awareness
of this fact on the part of UN officials
resulted in a serious drive to improve
international peacebuilding through
the late 1990s, culminating in former
Secretary-General Kofi Annan’s 2003
formation of the High-level Panel
on Threats, Challenges and Change.
Declaring that the UN had reached
a fork in the road, he set the Panel to
work “examining the major threats and
challenges the world faces in the broad
field of peace and security, including
economic and social issues insofar as they
relate to peace and security, and making
recommendations for the elements of
a collective response.”

In November 2003 Annan named
Anand Panyarachun, former Prime
Minister of Thailand, to chair the High-
Level Panel on global security threats and
reform of the international system, and
he appointed fifteen Panel members:

m RoBERT BaDINTER (France),
Member of the French Senate and for-
mer Minister of Justice of France;

m JoAo CLEMENTE BAENA SOARES
(Brazil), former Secretary-General of
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the Organization of American States;

m GRo HARLEM BRUNDTLAND
(Norway), former Prime Minister of
Norway and former Director-General
of the World Health Organization;

m Mary CHINERY-HESSE (Ghana),
Vice-Chairman, National Development
Planning Commission of Ghana
and former Deputy Director-General,
International Labour Organization;

m GARETH Evans (Australia),
President of the International Crisis
Group and former Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Australia;

m Davip Hannay (United King-
dom), former Permanent Representative
of the United Kingdom to the United
Nations and United Kingdom Special
Envoy to Cyprus;

m ENRIQUE IGLEsias (Uruguay),
President of the Inter-American
Development Bank;

m AMRE Moussa (Egypt), Secretary-
General of the League of Arab States;

m SarisH Namsiar (India), former
Lt. General in the Indian Army and Force
Commander of the United Nations
Protective Force (UNPROFOR);

m SADAKO OGATA (Japan), former
United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees;

m YEVGENY Primakov (Russia),
former Prime Minister of the Russian
Federation;

m Qian QricHeN (China), former
Vice Prime Minister and Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic
of China;

m Naris Sapik (Pakistan), for-
mer Executive Director of the United
Nations Population Fund;

m SatiMm AEMED Sarim (United
Republic of Tanzania), former Secretary-
General of the Organization of African
Unity; and

m BRENT Scowcrorr (United
States), former Lt. General in the
United States Air Force and United
States National Security Adviser.
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“The Panel was made up of former
heads of state, foreign ministers, mili-
tary and diplomatic officials,” Del Rosso
says, “but behind the scenes a great deal
of important work was done by staff.”
Two key staff positions were held by
Carnegie Corporation grantees on tem-
porary assignment: Bruce Jones served
first as deputy research director, then as
deputy to the special advisor to the sec-
retary-general, supporting the assistant-
secretary-general for strategic planning
on negotiations on security issues as well
as acting secretary of the secretary-gener-
al’s policy committee. Stephen Stedman
was the research director of the High-
Level Panel and stayed on at the UN as a
special advisor with the rank of assistant
secretary-general to help gain worldwide
support in implementing the panel’s rec-
ommendations. During the High Level
Panel process, scores of outside experts
were brought in to consult and provide
analysis, which the UN was unable to
do on its own, in order to come up with
actionable recommendations, says Del
Rosso. As a result, two scholars repre-
sented the most direct link between the
Corporation’s International Peace and
Security Program and the creation of the
Peacebuilding Commission, while the
work of a number of other individual
grantees and organizations influenced
the Panel as well.

“The High-Level Panel was where
the first proposal for a Peacebuilding
Commission emerged,” Stephen
Stedman recalls, “but getting there
required an enormous number of pol-
icy decisions.” One of the UN’s major
shortcomings is that it was designed for
the world of 1945,” he explains, “and
the member states have a hard time
agreeing on what its present-day role
should be.” Stedman is troubled by the
UN’s traditional lack of commitment
to sustained conflict resolution and he
points to some pressing needs—first of
all for paying attention. “Once a con-
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flict falls off the docket of the Security
Council no one pays attention after the
peacekeepers leave, even when there
are serious signs of danger,” he says.
“There’s also a dearth of good strate-
gies, which is why the statistics are so
grim....What struck us was how diffi-
cult it is to get anyone to say what their
long-term strategy is, which explains
why so many peace agreements fail to
take hold. There are a lot of tasks, but
no sense of what anyone’s doing about
sustaining peace over time.”

A Threat to One
Is a Threat to All

The High-Level Panel spent a year
reviewing virtually every aspect of inter-
national security and, in December
2004, officially announced 100-plus
recommendations for change, urg-
ing the adoption of new, far-reaching
ground rules to help the world face
evolving security threats and to shore
up the United Nations. The Panel’s
report, A More Secure World: Our Shared
Responsibility, argued that “a threat to
any nation or people is a threat to all,”
and that “nations must work together to
maintain their security.” Their recom-
mendations ranged from new guidelines
on the acceptable use of force to detailed
proposals for strengthening the nuclear
and nonproliferation regime; from ele-
ments of counterterrorism strategy to
renewed approaches to human rights.

Peacebuilding stood out among the
Panel’s many recommendations because
it pulled together a range of related con-
cerns and, notably, urged the creation of
the Peacebuilding Commission—a new
entity to identify countries at risk of vio-
lent conflict, organize prevention efforts
and marshal and sustain the international
community’s ongoing post-conflict
peacebuilding. The panel urged more
effective peacekeeping efforts overall,
requiring greater human and financial
resources, and enhanced development as




CARNEGIE CORPORATION
States-At-Risk Grantees

® Brookings Institution:
Research on global poverty,
weak states and national
security.

» University of California, San
Diego: Research, analysis and
dissemination on international
policy toward states at risk.

» University of Cambridge:
A project to apply lessons of
recent power-sharing settle-
ments to emerging and unre-
solved self-determination
disputes.

u East-West Center: A project

on state-building challenges in
Asia.

 Center for Global
Development: Research on
transnational threats posed by
states at risk.

 Center for Strategic and
International Studies: A project
on reforming U.S. and interna-
tional post-conflict reconstruc-
tion efforts.

w City University of New York:
Research, analysis, dialogue and
dissemination on states at risk.

» University of Colorado,
Boulder: Research partnership
on postwar state-building.

» Council on Foreign Relations:
Research and outreach on new
security threats.

= Dayton Peace Accords Project:
State-building in Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

» Duke University: Managing
external interventions after
September 11th.

u Emory University:
Examination of the models of
states at regional risk.

® Fund for Peace: A project
to provide early warning of
states at risk.

® Future Generations: Research
and policy development on the
role of community participa-
tion in states at risk.

u International Crisis Group:
Research, analysis, dialogue and
dissemination on preventing
state collapse.

u International Peace Academy:
A project to assist the develop-
ment of the United Nation’s
Peacebuilding Commission.

u New York University Center
on International Cooperation:
Research, analysis, dialogue and
dissemination on legal aspects
of states at risk.

® Princeton University: Analysis
of post-conflict Afghanistan
and its future.

® Public International Law
and Policy Group: A project
to provide pro bono legal
assistance and policy advice to
states at risk.

® RAND Corporation: Research
and policy outreach on national
and international decision-
making structures addressing
states at risk.

u Henry L. Stimson Center: A
project on enhancing public
security and the rule of law in
post-conflict reconstruction.

» Woodrow Wilson
International Center for
Scholars: Research, analysis,
dialogue and dissemination on
states at risk.
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“the first line of response” against threats
to human security. Stressing the critical
need for reform, the report noted that
although the UN “has been much more
effective in addressing the major threats
to peace and security than it is given
credit for,” serious changes would be
needed to make it “effective, efficient
and equitable in providing collective
security for all.”

Successful peacebuilding requires the
deployment of peacekeepers, the report
said, with the right mandates and suffi-
cient capacity to deter would-be spoilers
(who have their own reasons for want-
ing the conflict to continue); funds for
demobilization and disarmament built
into peacekeeping budgets; a new trust
fund to fill critical gaps in rehabilitation
and reintegration of combatants, as well
as other early reconstruction tasks; and a
focus on building state institutions and
capacity, especially in the rule of law sec-
tor. Doing this job successfully should be
a core function of the United Nations,
the panel insisted, but the UN often
devoted too little attention and too few
resources to this critical challenge.

Handing over the report to the UN
General Assembly for consideration and
action, Secretary-General Annan wrote
in his accompanying letter that it “offers
the United Nations a unique opportunity
to refashion and renew our institutions,”
highlighting its call for a “broader, more
comprehensive system of collective secu-
rity: one that tackles both new and old
threats, and addresses the security con-
cerns of all states—rich and poor, weak
and strong.” He applauded the Panel’s
consensus on the need for collective
action, recognizing that “we cannot treat
issues such as terrorism or civil wars or
extreme poverty in isolation.”

In March 2005, Annan delivered
his own report to the UN General
Assembly, In Larger Freedom: Towards
Development, Security and Human Rights
for All, to restate his support for the High
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Level Panel’s finding and spur the UN to
action. “I believe this concept can bridge
the gap between divergent views of secu-
rity and give us the guidance we need to
face today’s dilemmas,” he wrote. “Yet, at
this very point there is a gaping hole in
the United Nations institutional machin-
ery: no part of the United Nations sys-
tem effectively addresses the challenge
of helping countries with the transition
from war to lasting peace. I therefore
propose to member states that they cre-
ate an intergovernmental Peacebuilding
Commission, as well as a Peacebuilding
Support Office, within the United
Nations Secretariat, to achieve this end.”
In September 2005 a World Summit
at UN headquarters in New York—
billed as the largest gathering of world
leaders in history—brought together
170 heads of state dedicated to making
“bold decisions in the areas of devel-
opment, security, human rights and
reform.” During the summit the UN
member states agreed to the creation of
the Peacebuilding Commission by the
end of that year. They also agreed to cre-
ate a Peacebuilding Support Office to
set objectives, handle strategy and pro-
vide guidance, as well as a Peacebuilding
Fund to guarantee resources between
the end of conflict and resumption of
longer-term development assistance.
The following December the
General Assembly endorsed the
Commission, defining it as an advisory
body to help strengthen and support
countries so they can endure the very
difficult post-conflict years when, even if
fighting has stopped, the economy, rule
of law and institutions of governance may
be extremely weak. It is the Peacebuilding
Commission’s job to bring all stakehold-
ers to the table: International financial
institutions, including the World Bank,
nongovernmental organizations, govern-
ments, donor countries, representatives
of civil society and the private sector and
others to facilitate collaboration among
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UNITED NATIONS
Peacebuilding Commission

CHAIRMAN:

Yukio Takaso (Japan)

Vice-CHAIRPERSONS:
Carmen Maria Gallardo Hernandez (E/ Salvador)
Leslie Kojo Christian (Ghana)

MEMBERS:

Seven members selected by the Security Council

Belgium, China, France, the Russian Federation, South Africa,
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and
the United States of America.

Seven members elected by the Economic and Social Council

Angola, Brazil, the Czech Republic, Guinea-Bissau,

Luxembourg, Indonesia and Sri Lanka.

Five top providers of assessed contributions to United Nations budgets
and of voluntary contributions to the United Nations funds,
programs and agencies,

including a standing peacebuilding fund

Germany;, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands and Norway.

Five top providers of military personnel and civilian police to

United Nations missions

Bangladesh, Ghana, India, Nigeria and Pakistan.

Seven members elected by the General Assembly

Burundi, Chile, Egypt, El Salvador, Fiji, Georgia, and Jamaica

political, military, humanitarian and
development activities. Its intention is
to offer countries emerging from con-
flict informed advice on strategies for
recovery, including reconstruction, insti-
tution building and sustainable devel-
opment, and to help provide financing
for early post-conflict activities as well as
investment for the longer term, focus-
ing the international community’s atten-
tion on all these issues for an extended
period of time.

The Commission is made up of a
31-member organizational committee
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as well as country-specific committees,
including country representatives and
regional organizations, whose participa-
tion will be tailored to the specific case.
As an advisory body, the Commission
lacks an enforcement mechanism, but
its recommendations are expected to
carry weight because of the diversity
and relevance of the participants: mem-
bers of the Security Council, top troop
contributors (who have direct experi-
ence with the challenges of achieving
sustainable peace and security), top
financial donors and key institutional




players. Countries may ask for advice
from the Commission directly or
requests may be made on their behalf
by the Secretary-General and major
UN bodies. The UN requires that the
peacebuilding process involve officials
from the country in conflict, and take
place only with that country’s full par-
ticipation. The Commission will not
intervene in a country unless requested,
and will do so only with the approval of
the organizational committee. The plan
is to deal with countries after the estab-
lishment of a peace accord and cessation
of violence with the aim of keeping the
international community engaged even
after the peacekeepers have gone.

Let the Peacebuilding
Begin—Soon

No undertaking of the UN is with-
out its complications, and the start-up of
the Peacebuilding Commission has run
true to form. “Although it was approved
in December 2005, it took over a year to
get underway,” Del Rosso says. “There
were a lot of procedural problems relating
to longstanding UN bureaucratic issues
before the Commission finally became
operational in 2006. During this initial
period Corporation grantees, again, pro-
vided analytical support for the fledgling
organization and served as convener for
lots of ‘unofficial, official’ meetings.”

On board throughout the launch-
ing process, Stephen Stedman expresses
frustration with the fact that “what got
through negotiations did not match the
original proposal,” faulting the member
states’ political maneuvering and the U.S.
government’s apparent lack of engage-
ment. The Commission was made larger
than the Panel recommended and there
was too much squabbling over the minu-
tia of how things would run, he says. As
a result, the Commission has gotten off
to an “incredibly slow start.”

But “love it or hate it, the UN is the
only body that covers the whole world,”

says Carolyn McAskie, assistant secre-
tary-general for peacebuilding support.
“Only the Peacebuilding Commission
brings all the relevant actors together and
leaves no one out, which means all walks
of life and all parts of the globe.” McAskie
confirms that the current peacebuilding
entities have been set up based on the
recognition that the international com-
munity in the late 1990s and early 2000s
was getting better at solving conflict, but
not fast enough. “Now we've reached a
critical phase,” she says, “and keeping on
track means bringing all aspects together
into a north-south, east-west, rich-poor
coalition where we target a number of
fragile countries falling off the edge, and
talk about them from a global security
point of view.”

McAskie, a foreign policy veteran,
was most recently the special repre-
sentative of the Secretary General and
head of the peacekeeping operation in
Burundi, having come to the UN after
30 years with the Canadian International
Development Agency. She acknowl-
edges the existence of past peacekeep-
ing disasters such as Somalia but argues
that critics of the UN aren't looking at
what’s happening right now, or how
much has been learned through dealing
with chronic problems in countries like
Sierra Leone and Cote D’Ivoire. “Maybe
the Security Council doesn't agree on
Darfur and Kosovo,” she says, “but it
has put more money into peacekeeping
than ever before. As a result, even though
Africa still has huge problems, it’s not
like back in 1999 when we were talking
about World War III starting there.”

Research on global security contin-
ues to inform McAskie’s view of today’s
danger zones and what to do about
them. Development holds the key, she
says. “There’s a recognized correlation
between neglect and conflict, with the
most at-risk places not on anybody’s
donor list.” Political exclusion, economic
frustration and despair are dangerous
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because “where there’s little hope, the
seeds of conflict will find fertile ground,”
she points out, citing Paul Collier’s book
The Bottom Billion, which demonstrates
that 73 percent of the world’s poorest
billion inhabitants live in conflict-rid-
den societies. These facts reinforce the
core rationale behind the Peacebuilding
Commission, she says, which is helping
the international community bridge the
crucial conflict-development gap.

How to achieve coherence, to bring
it all together—peacebuilding, politics,
development—and get countries up and
running is the question facing McAskie
and the Commission members. “After a
war, how can you support a country suf-
ficiently to reach the level of being a valid
partner in the process? This is our chief
mandate,” she stresses, “helping coun-
tries past the period when their econ-
omy and infrastructure are devastated,
when there’s no tax base and therefore
no public services. It’s essential to start
capacity building and relaunch all the
public functions: police to provide basic
security and disarm the populace, for
instance. All relevant actions have to be
taken together. We're the only organiza-
tion that has the convening power to get
everyone to the table to figure out how
we can help the country define what the
minimum is, when everything is a prior-
ity. Our job is to all agree on a strategy
and mobilize the resources.”

The process begins by getting all
the players together, McAskie explains,
which means representatives fly into
New York while the UN Mission makes
a shadow Peacebuilding Commission
on the ground, within the post-conflict
country. Members of both groups fly
back and forth, and videoconferencing is
used extensively, she says, with everyone
pooling their knowledge to avoid having
to start from scratch. Among the par-
ticipants in these country-specific meet-
ings are members of the Peacebuilding
Commission’s central organizational
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committee and the senior UN represen-
tative in the field as well as representa-
tives of the following: the country under
consideration; engaged countries in the
region; other engaged countries (includ-
ing donors such as the Scandinavian
countries); civil society including rel-
evant regional and sub-regional non-
governmental organizations; troop and
civilian police contributors as well as rel-
evant regional and international financial
institutions. A representa-
tive of the Secretary-General
and representatives from the
World Bank, the IMF and
other institutional donors are
invited to participate in all
meetings.

“Out of all we learn,
we ask ‘what are the half-
dozen priorities that must be
addressed? What are members
and the government going
to do to make it happen?”
Meanwhile, “can we raise
the money?” is a continuing
challenge, she says. The UN
Peacebuilding Fund, which
supports the Commission,
has a small budget and
received an initial allocation
of $250 million as a one-time
commitment. According to a United
Nations report, the Fund has been able
to rely on a broad base of donors from
the United Nations membership, a num-
ber of whom agreed on multiyear com-
mitments. Norway and Sweden made
the largest initial contributions, followed
by Denmark, the United Kingdom,
Canada and Japan.

The purpose of the Fund is to get
things off the ground, providing critical
support during the early stages of the
peace process immediately following
the conclusion of a peace agreement.
A country is eligible to receive funding
once the Commission takes it under
consideration. In Sierra Leone, for
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example (which, along with Burundi, is
one of the Commission’s first advisees)
these funds were used to close the gap
in election funding, keep the police on
board and trained, put the soldiers in
upgraded barracks and set up a Human
Rights Commission. “Very practical
stuff,” says McAskie. Sierra Leone’s elec-
tion results were excellent, she reports.
The population accepted the outcome
and the outgoing government accepted

“The success of the Peacebuilding Commission will be
measured in individual countries by the transformation
of sustained international attention into concrete action
from the subject governments, regional neighbors, and
the international community in support of the develop-
ment process that ultimately will help prevent a return
to violence.” —Carolyn McAskie, United Nations Assistant
Secretary-General for Peacebuilding Support

that they'd lost. There was already a
duly elected government in Burundi,
but because of the Commission there
are new donors participating, such
as Norway, who wouldn’t have been
there otherwise. As these signs of prog-
ress indicate, in choosing Sierra Leone
and Burundi the Commission is seck-
ing start-up projects with a relatively
good chance of success. Unlike Nigeria
or Iraq, where the need is so great the
Commission would undoubtedly be
overwhelmed, it is hoped these two
small African countries will act as
a model for future operations and will
build confidence in the UN’s capacity
for peacebuilding.
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Yet money issues seem destined to
plague the Commission. From the start
there’s been an $8 million gap between
the Peacebuilding Fund’s allocation and
donor contributions—in UN terms
a lot of money—and no guarantee of
renewed funding, according to McAskie.
While there has been discussion of some
donors pledging more money, there
are no official commitments in place.
“Will we get the big-ticket dona-

tions? It’s dicey yet, but I'm
encouraged because mem-
bers are discussing new

“Were the only

| get everyone to the

define what the

sources of funding. It’s a
difficult challenge, the right
kind of funding within the
right security framework,
because there’s a risk of
failure whatever you do.”
While some at the UN
are asking “now what?” and wonder-
ing whether peacebuilding will take off,
“a good bureaucrat will use the process
itself to make things happen,” McAskie
maintains, “engaging with government,
reminding them the world is watching
and getting them on track. Then the
bank starts giving money and, slowly
but surely, we start seeing benefits.”
She’s highly optimistic about what
the Commission can accomplish and,
while she concentrates on raising the
level of public awareness and keeping
key people thinking strategically about
Burundi and Sierra Leone, at the same
time she is getting the process started
for Guinea-Bissau (a small West-African




country on Senegal’s southern border,
with a population under 1.5 million)
which last December became the third
country on the Commission’s agenda,
and considering what countries to assist
next. The plan is for the Commission to
deal, eventually, with four to five coun-
tries annually.

To those who complain that it’s
too slow a process she suggests,
“Try it yourselfl”

Success Has 1000 Fathers...
But failure is an orphan, the expres-

sion goes. In this case, dozens of
Carnegie grantees and other organiza-
tions have, over time, contributed to
the nascent Peacebuilding Commission,
and many could rightfully claim
credit at the first signs of good results.
While hopes remain high, Del Rosso
and other observers offer serious
caveats about the relatively untested
process. As he explains, “After the High
Level Panel and the launching phase,
the third phase, which we are now in,
involves building the Commission’s
competence and capacity. In these early
days many questions remain: How
will the Commission get things done
with so many representatives at the
table—each with his own agenda? When
local voices are included, who are they?
Elites? Warlords? Legitimate representa-
tives of civil society? How do you keep
collaboration from turning into the
lowest common denominator?

“The Commission is facing a host

of challenges internally,” he continues,
“some budgetary but most political. And
during this phase, Corporation grant-
ees continue to provide essential sup-
port.” On several occasions, for instance,
members of the Peacebuilding
Commission and other representatives
of the UN and of post-conflict countries
have come together for strategy-building
seminars with scholars and other experts
in the field, organized by long-time grant-
ees the International Peace Academy and
the Center on International Cooperation.
Attendees reflected on past experi-

organization that has the convening power to

table to figure out how we can help the country

minimum is, when everything is a priority.”

ences, highlighted challenges and shared
lessons learned in the field about how
to best integrate the development,
political and security elements of peace-
building into a common strategy while
plotting next steps.

As a result of these convenings,
consensus was reached on a number
of key objectives, which may someday
serve as a measure of how successful the
Commission has been, for example:

» Tangible delivery is what counts.
It’s vital to make a difference in the
lives of the populations in question
rather than acting as a “Peace Debating
Commission.”

® Benchmarks for success need to be
clarified in order to track progress, and
strategies should be judged by results on
the ground.

® The Commission must “learn by
doing,” taking on a small number of
cases at first to maximize chances of suc-

cess and establish credibility. (This is the
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rationale behind the limiting of initial
projects to Sierra Leone and Burundi.)

® Implementation is a two-way
street: the Commission should rally par-
ticipants around an agreed-upon strategy
in cooperation with local authorities.

® Clear individualized priorities
must be set, not laundry-list approaches
and one-size-fits-all solutions.

m Regular reviews must be con-
ducted to be sure that all participants
live up to their obligations.

such hurdles,

realistically, are the chances for even-

Given what,
tual success? The Peacebuilding
Commission, created in response to
a problem, has yet to offer a cohesive
long-term solution. Yet it’s impor-
tant to remember that in the context
of the United Nations, reforms typi-
cally take years rather than months to
progress from the proposal and debate
stage to implementation and evalua-
tion. According to that timeframe, it’s
too early to say the latest attempt at
peacebuilding won’t work...but it’s also
too soon to call it a success. Still, Stephen
Stedman, an insider who has been
outspoken about his doubts regarding
the process, says, “it seems to be getting
better...this is no time to give up!”
“Peacebuilding is not just about
‘bricks and mortar—it is a transforma-
tive process involving changing atti-
tudes about how to manage conflict,”
Secretary-General, Ban-Ki Moon has
said. “While we haven’t yet determined
how to measure the Commission’s
accomplishments, I am confident that
the people of Burundi and Sierra Leone
will soon affirm its positive impact on
their lives.” The creation of the Peace-
building Commission has taken place
amid high expectations and interna-
tional good will but, ultimately, must
be judged on the quality of the results it
delivers over the long haul. Whether it
will turn out to be an orphan, or the child
of many fathers, remains to be seen. ®
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Tim Sass

Professor of Economics
Florida State University

©CORBIS

Tim Sass is an
economics profes-
sor at Florida State
University who,
for most of the
past 17 years, has
been conducting
in-depth research
on issues related
to municipal gov-
ernance, electoral
procedures, minor-
ity representation
and market trends.
Recently, however,
he switched his
focus to education, and that, he said, is
because Florida has an unprecedented
wealth of publicly available data about
each of its 168,000-plus teachers and
nearly 2.7 million students.

He calls the availability of data
“revolutionary.” Researchers can now
access the kind of detailed informa-
tion that has been commonplace in
other sectors—the business world, for
example—where split-second, data-
driven ATM transactions and nation-
wide inventory decisions are made at
the press of a button.

by
Lucy Hoobp

ation
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For Sass, this means Florida has an
abundance of data on its students and an
identification code for each one; it also
has an abundance of data on its teachers
and an identification code for each one
of them. And it has a longitudinal accu-
mulation of this information dating back
to the 1995-1996 school year.

One result, said Sass, is that it is
possible to track the academic perfor-
mance of any given student as he or she
goes through school, and that’s vastly
different from comparing one year’s
class of students in a particular grade
to subsequent years of students in that
grade. Therefore, he adds, you are con-
trolling for a lot of things that cant be
measured, and in the process, eliminat-
ing the impact of outside factors such as
race, ethnicity or socioeconomic status.

Sass’ first foray into educa-
tion research focused on Florida’s

Lucy Hood is a Washington, D.C.-based
freelance journalist. She has written abour
education for the past 11 years, winning
state, national and international awards for
her enterprise reporting. In the late 1980s
and early 1990s, she also worked as a corre-
spondent in Mexico and Central America.

Data-driven decisions about
student progress and teacher
effectiveness may not be
embraced by all across

the educational spectrum,
but those who do think they
are leading the way to
improving educational

achievement across the board.
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charter schools. After sorting through
the academic records of 53,000 students
enrolled in the state’s 258 charter schools,
he found that student performance on
standardized tests was typically lower
during the first few years of a charter
school’s existence, but by the fifth year, it
was on par with public schools in math
and slightly ahead of them in reading.

Sass has since added teacher data to
his research on education. In one study
he is looking at the correlation between
the educational background of teach-
ers—e.g., the college they attended and
their ACT or SAT scores—and student
test scores. In another he’s asking, “Does
it matter if all the kids in your class are
bright, high achieving students? Or is it
better to have a mix?”

“Economists are fairly new to this
game, according to Sass. “It’s been in
the last dozen years or so that econo-
mists have gotten involved in educa-
tion research [and that’s because] it’s
become more quantitative. It’s been a
sea change in terms of education.”

Driven in part by technology and
in part by requirements of the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), the
sea change is having an impact at every
level of the educational spectrum.
Some are embracing the opportuni-
ties afforded by the availability of mea-
surements that allow for tracking the
cumulative achievement of individual
students and the performance of specific
teachers. Some are not. And those that
are moving forward are doing so with
varying degrees of speed and enthusi-
asm. The result of these various efforts
is a patchwork of progress.

Implementing the infrastructure
to slice and dice the academic success
of school children in every conceiv-
able way is not an easy task. It requires
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Using data to inform decision-making at every

have to function. It requires

of management at the leadership level,
measure learning gains, developing
this data available accurately and in a timely

every level of schooling to use data well.

funding, qualified personnel, and lead-
ership. “Using data to inform deci-
sion-making at every level changes
how institutions have to function,”
said Michele Cahill, Vice President
for National Program Coordination
and Director of Urban Education for
Carnegie Corporation of New York. “It
requires changing expectations, chang-
ing the thinking of management at the
leadership level, developing assessments
that accurately measure learning gains,
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developing information technology
systems that can make this data avail-
able accurately and in a timely way,
and building capacity at every level of
schooling to use data well.”

Above all else, it requires the politi-
cal will to deal with what the numbers
might expose. Teacher and student
identification codes, for example, allow
researchers like Sass to hone in on the
impact any given teacher has on his
or her students. Modern day numbers
crunching allows for administrators to
determine with more clarity than ever
before which teachers are doing well
and which ones are not.

Student IDs also allow schools to
track students with greater precision
through to graduation, thereby making
it ever more possible to come up with
reliable graduation and dropout rates.

But not everyone either agrees that the
data is measuring well what children are
learning or how to use the data appro-
priately, especially if more accurate mea-
sures are used in a punitive way.

“There are schools that are using data
asa liberator and as a catalyst for change,”
said Timothy J. Magner, who directs the
Office of Educational Technology at the
U.S. Department of Education. “And
there are other places that are using data
simply as a sledgehammer to beat people




harder, and you can see where that would
be a huge disincentive for people to want
to buy into those systems. Nobody likes
to get beat with a bigger stick or a more
accurate stick.”

That’s why it’s important for there to
be transparency about what the data is
capturing so the numbers do not become
misleading shorthand for success or fail-
ure. For example, is success or failure for
a school determined by the proportion
of students achieving at or above state
standards for their grade in school or by
how well and how quickly students are
progressing academically in that school?

In the first instance, schools in
which large numbers of the students
enter the school with educational
advantages will likely do very well and
schools where the majority of enter-
ing students are far from academically

proficient will do poorly. Measuring
progress, as in the second example,
will allow the school with substantial
academic progress to show this. This
dilemma is at the heart of using data
for accountability purposes. Schools
must bring all students to standards of
achievement if the students are to have
the opportunity for success in life, so
transparency about how far the school
is from this achievement is essential.
However, measuring progress both

makes the challenges and gains more
transparent and can expose important
policy choices, such as where resources
should be targeted. Without this level of
sophistication, the emphasis on data and
accountability tends to generate a tre-
mendous amount of confusion, mistrust
and cynicism about the use of data.

The impetus behind the current
momentum in education data collec-
tion is twofold: the rapid pace of tech-
nological developments coupled with
the onset of the standards and account-
ability movement, most notably the
implementation of the No Child Left
Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002. With
NCLB, “The federal government
created a huge expectation for data,”
said Deborah Newby, Director of Data
quality for the Council of Chief State
School Officers.

level changes how institutions

changing expectations, changing the thinking

developing assessments that accurately
information technology systems that can make
way, and building capacity at

—Mi1cHELE CAHILL, VICE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL PROGRAM COORDINATION
AND DIrRecTOR OF UrRBAN EDpUCATION, CARNEGIE CORPORATION OF NEW YORK.

It also shifted the focus from
compliance, or simply making sure all
the data cells were filled with the
right information, to performance,
meaning making sure that all students
from every level—state, district, school
and classroom—were meeting academic
requirements. “Now performance and
differentiating performance,” Magner
said, “and bringing kids up who are
falling behind as well as making sure
that other kids can move ahead have
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really become much more a part of
the conversation.”

Magner works with Ross C. Santy,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Data
and Information. The Department
of Education duo are now part of the
policy and planning division and that,
in and of itself, is indicative of the new
status bestowed upon education data.
“More and more folks are realizing this
isn’t just an IT project,” Santy said,
referring not only to the federal level
but the state level as well.

“The states,” he said, “have really put
a great amount of effort into improving
their own data capacities in the past cou-
ple of years and are really moving fast.”

Some states like Florida and Texas
started holding schools accountable for
their performance on standardized tests
long before it was mandated by NCLB.
For years, they've been keeping track of
student test scores on a systematic basis
and shining the spotlight on various
racial, ethnic and other subgroups. But
for many states, these tabulations are
relatively new.

A recently formed group called
the Data Quality Campaign monitors
each state’s ability to collect education
data. Formed in 2005 and housed out
of the National Center for Educational
Accountability in Austin, Texas, it has a
checklist of ten things each state should
do if it wants to collect the kind of
information that is needed to improve
instruction at the classroom level and
keep kids in school.

The Data Quality Campaign calls
them the ten essential elements of a
longitudinal data system, and they
include a student ID; a teacher identifi-
cation system that allows teachers to be
matched with individual students; and
student-level information that includes
enrollment, demographics, performance
on state assessments and college enroll-
ment tests, graduation data, dropout
data, courses taken and grades.
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Educators often compare this trend
to the kind of data collection that’s been
taking place in the business world for
years. “Wal-Mart makes decisions about
what needs to be shipped to a store
instantaneously,” Santy said, “and they’re
basing that on a huge number of sales
and inventory figures. So systems know
how to do this.” Health care, a field
more similar to education, is also being
transformed by the use of data on
mortality, survival and treatments in
evaluating the results of drugs and other
therapies as well as the performance of
hospitals and doctors.

When it comes to technology, the
education world is no different. The
hardware and the software exist that
would allow administrators, principals
and teachers to look at test scores, atten-
dance rates, graduation rates and other
information at the click of a mouse.
However, the IT systems are not yet in
place nor the human capacity devel-
oped to make accurate data available and
usable throughout school systems.

“We are just at the beginning of that
transformation,” Magner said. “The
availability of information systems, the
availability of data, and the ubiquity of
technology are creating the opportu-
nity and also the challenge of entirely
different modes of interaction—
and the data system is a necessary
foundation for that.”

The availability of data and the
myriad possibilities it creates also comes
with the need to build an entirely new
value system around the data, Magner
said, and that doesn't happen overnight.
“In our microwave society,” he said, “we
expect that after firing up the software
and dumping some data in it, the light
is just going to come right out of the
computer, fully formed from the head
of Zeus or something.”

Once all the hard work of getting
the data into the system is done, he said,
“the even harder work is to understand
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what comes out of it, and whether we
are really collecting the right stuff. And
if we’re not, then we need to retool our
system so that we are.”

Among the states, Florida is leading
the way in terms of collecting education
data. It is one of four that have com-
pleted all ten essential elements required
by the Data Quality Campaign. And
relatively speaking, it’s been in the
data collection business for a very long
time. It started putting a sophisticated
system in place at least twenty years
ago, long before it became a priority
in most other states.

Among the districts, the New York
City Department of Education is lead-
ing the way in terms of collecting and
analyzing data on graduation and drop-
out rates that is more detailed, nuanced
and revealing than in most other school
systems around the country. In 2006,
it conducted a thorough and unflinch-
ing probe of its dropout problem. With
support from the Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation, New York City worked with
the Parthenon Group, a consulting com-
pany with extensive quantitative capac-
ity, to analyze the data on the hundreds
of thousands of students who attended
a New York City high school between
1999 and 2005.
the Ware

Elementary in western Kansas is one of

Among schools,
many that have taken the lead in adopt-
ing diagnostic tests, or formative assess-
ments, to gauge what their students are
learning. At Ware, the principal imple-
mented the tests on a routine basis
well before the state adopted formative
assessments as a standard practice.
Each of these places—Florida,
New York City and Ware Elementary
School—is a microcosm of what’s hap-
pening all around the country at the
state and local level. At the national
level, various governmental and non-
governmental efforts are underway to
assist state and local school systems.
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The resulting progress is a wide range of
advances, some taking place smoothly
and some in fits and starts.

Florida

Panama City, Florida, is located in
the state’s panhandle, far removed from
the glamour of South Beach and the
life-size mice at Disneyworld. Known
for its white sand beaches and the
emerald hues of its Gulf Coast waters,
Panama City is a popular vacation des-
tination that is equidistant—in miles
and in spirit—f{rom New Orleans to the
west and Orlando to the east.

Panama City is located in Bay
County, which is home to 26,500 pub-
lic school children. That number, which
has dropped slightly due to ripple effects
from Hurricane Katrina, is one of many
that Technology and Information
Services Director David Smith
watches very closely.

“We look at that every week. We
run reports that tell everybody what
our demographics look like. We do it
by school, by grade level, by student
population. I send it to these guys every
Thursday,” he said, referring to four
other people who were seated around a
meeting table at the district’s adminis-
trative building in Panama City.

Those four people are in charge
of curriculum and instruction for Bay
County schools. And those four, Smith
said, “are asking me questions now that
they wouldn’t have thought of ask-
ing five, six, ten years ago,” probably
because they have a combination of
information and technology that allows
them to keep much closer tabs on what
is working and what is not.

“We're looking at things now that
we've never looked at before,” said
Lendy Willis, Executive Director of
Curriculum and Instructional Services
for the Bay County school district. One
example, he said, is a recent study of
two different math programs used in




the district, one from Harcourt and the
other from Saxon Publishers.

“We got data today,” he said,
“that compares last year’s math scores
to this year’s math scores and tells us
which series they’re using, so we can
begin to look at where we are getting
the bang for our buck with purchasing
curriculum materials.”

Based on a preliminary review of the
results there was no rhyme or reason,
Willis said, as to why one grade did bet-
ter with Saxon and another did better
with Harcourt. It would seem, he said,
that in this case it simply depended on
the teacher, not the program itself.

Smith has also devised a way of elec-
tronically red-flagging potential problems
for principals. It’s called the Principals’
Dashboard, and it provides a detailed
snapshot of student performance on the
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test
(FCAT). If, for example, there are ten
students in grade nine who scored at the
lowest level, all the principal has to do is
click on that number, and it gives him
or her the list of students in that group.
In addition, Smith said, the system high-
lights in red any data that is out of kilter.

The idea is similar to one developed
by school officials four years ago to flag
potential dropouts. That program looks
at 17 different indicators, including
test data, attendance and disciplinary
actions. If any three of the 17 indicators
are “turned on,” meaning they reach a
certain, unacceptable threshold, then
teachers know the student is in trouble
and needs additional help.

In short, the district is doing every-
thing it possibly can with the informa-
tion at hand. “We assign reading coaches
according to data,” Willis said. “We
assign mentors for teachers, financial
resources—I mean everything—accord-
ing to what the data is telling us about
schools and kids.”

Some of what is being done on
the data front in Bay County schools

is the result of local innovations—the
Principals’ Dashboard, for example,
and the at-risk indicators. But the data
collection mindset in Bay County has
its roots in Tallahassee, where state
education officials started putting
one of the nation’s most sophisticated
data collection systems in place long
before anyone else.

Florida is the one place, above all
others, where data collection has become
the norm. It is the only state that has
completed all ten essential elements
required by the Data Quality Campaign.
And it started in the 1980s, when pen
and paper—not automation—were still
being used to record information.

“We produced the paper forms,”
said Lavan Dukes, Director of Education
Information and Accountability Services
for the Florida Department of Education.
“We mailed the paper forms to school
districts, they hand-entered the stuff, sent
it back to us, we key-entered the stuff and
then produced summary reports.”

As is commonly the case, much of
the data—whether it related to voca-
tional ed, special ed or English language
learners—was being collected separately
in what are commonly known as “silos.”

Early on, Dukes and his colleagues
wondered “if we could find a better way
to build this mousetrap.” Policymakers
also determined that the state needed
to keep better track of its students,
and to do that they needed to have
individually identifiable data for each
one. By the early 1990s, they had
decided that state funds would be
contingent on each school submitting
the required information.

“All of the systems that we have,” said
Jay Pfeiffer, Deputy Commissioner,

Division of Accountability, Research
and Measurement at the Florida
Department of Education, “basically
began around funding issues.”

Before the systems were put in place,
however, Dukes and his colleagues con-
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ducted a thorough review of the infor-
mation that was being collected, of the
overlap that existed, and how they could
get everyone on the same page.

The next step was to centralize the
collection process, Dukes said, and that
wasn't always easy. Not everyone was
willing to relinquish control over their
slice of the data pie. In fact, it took
several years to accomplish, but it ulti-
mately led to a culture of trust that has
been crucial to the success of Florida’s
data collection process ever since.

To get where it is today, Florida
addressed two other controversial issues
early on, and their experience with both
has helped create a solid foundation for
the quality of data the state now has.

One deals with the use of Social
Security numbers in the student and
teacher identification process. While
the Social Security number is not part
of the ID itself, it is part of the informa-
tion collected for teachers and students,
and certain “crosswalk” technologies
can be used to access it. In recent years,
the use of Social Security numbers has
become controversial and most states
are not using them. But their embed-
ded existence in Florida’s data allows the
state to cross-reference individual stu-
dent and teacher information with col-
lege enrollment and employment data.

“If a student leaves high school and
goes into the labor force,” Pfeiffer said,
“we know about that. If they go into
postsecondary, we know about that.”

The other potential landmine is
privacy. Florida goes to great lengths to
preserve the privacy of individual stu-
dents and teachers. “That’s why there
are no issues,” Duke said. “We are not
babes in the woods when it comes to
FERPA (the Family Educational Rights
and Privacy Act).”

All of these measures have had a posi-
tive effect. So much so that in Florida,
Dukes said, most people no longer ques-
tion the education data because they know
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that it’s collected consistently and reliably
“across years and across programs.”

Formative Assessments

The vast majority of students at
Ware Elementary School in Fort Riley,
Kansas, are different from those at
most other elementary schools in one
tragically fundamental way. Anywhere
from 70 to 75 percent of the nearly
600 youngsters who attend the school
have at least one parent at war either in
Afghanistan or Iraq.

Fort Riley, located in western
Kansas, is home to the U.S. Army’s 1st
Infantry Division. Even during the best
of times, it has a high mobility rate,
and seven years ago, before the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11, 2001,
before the invasion of Afghanistan later
that year, and before the invasion of
Iraq in 2003, Ware Elementary School
was one of the worst performers in the
state. Now it’s one of the best, and Deb
Gustafson, who took over as principal

.

adopted by the state as a standard prac-
tice for monitoring student progress,
and the ones used at Ware were home-
grown, paper-and-pencil tests developed
on site by reading and math teachers at
each grade level.

Within a year’s time, Ware had
become a school of excellence, and
today, anywhere from 97 to 100 percent
of the students are either meeting or
exceeding state proficiency levels. Never
mind that most come from the mili-

assessment with questions of their own.

The tests, Gustafson said, help the
school provide individual academic
plans for each student. They are first
administered on the second full day of
school in math and reading, immedi-
ately telling teachers where the students
should be placed in the school’s Success
for All reading program.

The students at Ware, Gustafson said,
come from all over the world. They speak
27 languages. “We have to assess what

Teacher Cynthia Rasmussen works with students

at Ware Elementary School.

in the 2001-2002 school year, credits
the use of formative assessments with
the school’s turnaround.

At the time, formative assessments
were much more of an anomaly than
they are today. They had not yet been
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tary’s “blue collar” ranks and 82 percent
qualify for free and reduced lunch.
Ware used its own assessments for
five years, and last year it switched to
an online version provided by the state,
but teachers still supplement the state
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Deb Gustafson, principal of Ware Elementary School, talks with
teachers and staff during a lunch break.
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they know and then make a plan to get
them caught up with Kansas standards.”

The assessment is then given every
quarter, or nine weeks. And in the
spring, the third, fourth and fifth grad-
ers take the state-mandated, end-of-
the-year test, the Kansas Computerized
Assessment. By then, Gustafson said,
“We can predict very well how many
will be successful.”

Formative assessments are very dif-
ferent from end-of-the-year tests, or
summative assessments, which are good
at distinguishing between students who
are proficient and those who are not.
Summative assessments have a lot of
questions clustered around the line that
distinguishes those whoa are proficient
from those who are not, said Ross Wiener,
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Policy Director for the Education Trust.

In contrast, formative assess-
ments are a diagnostic tool. “Even if it’s
multiple choice,” Wiener explained, “the
wrong answers are arrayed in such a way
that you learn something.... They dont
just break out which students got this
question right, which ones got it wrong.
Of the students who got it wrong, which
ones answered C, which ones answered
D? Because if they answered C, its likely
that they are misunderstanding the ques-
tion in some way.”

Another key to formative assessments
and what distinguishes them from the
regular quiz, test or homework assign-
ment is that there is no grade. They are
not a high-stakes test. “The minute you
call it a quiz and put it in your grade
book,” said John Poggio of the University
of Kansas, “everyone has a different rela-
tionship with that exam.”

Poggio is the Director of the Center
for Educational Testing and Evaluation
at the university, which has been run-
ning the state’s educational testing pro-
gram since 1980.

In the spring of 1980, he said, “We
started out building tests in reading and
math.” The center created three gen-
erations of tests, which evolved into
“really tough and challenging” exams
in the 90s. Since the implementation of
the No Child Left Behind Act, he said,
“there’s been a peeling back of those
extraordinarily challenging tests.”

But there’s also been an exponential
increase in the use of formative assess-
ments, and that’s also due, at least in
part, to an aspect of NCLB that Poggio
applauds. It mandated testing all kids at
several grade levels and holding schools
accountable for the performance of all
students regardless of race, special edu-
cation status or English proficiency.

“It placed accountability at the
building level. A lot of states...thought
the student was responsible,” Poggio
recalls. “If the pass rates are shoddy, it’s

the school that’s messing up...Blame the
principal. Blame the superintendent.”

Formative assessments are rapidly
becoming the norm for another reason as
well —technology. They were first used
in the late 1960s and educators became
increasingly aware of their effectiveness,
Poggio said, but “the problem with for-
mative testing is you could never turn
tests around fast enough.” Not until the
advent of online testing. Then they began
to emerge as a viable diagnostic tool.

Poggio’s office started to administer
formative assessments in the 2002-2003
school year on a limited basis. About 45
school districts made use of a seventh
grade math assessment. The tests went
online in 2004-2005, and by last year
most of the state’s 1,700 schools admin-
istered a total of 2.5 million formative
tests at various grade levels and in an
array of subject areas.

“Just about every school district in
the state is using them now,” he said.

And they have the option of using
them as often as they like—weekly, bi-
weekly, monthly, whatever suits their
instructional needs.

Two perks to the process are
the price (it’s free) and the freedom
(ifs not mandatory). Another is speed.
The University of Kansas posts the
results of each test online by 6 a.m.
the following morning. They’re usually
ready within 20 minutes, he said, but
just to make sure they’re delivered on
time, no promises are made until first
thing the following day.

Amidst all the good news, there is
a downside, Poggio said. “Educators get
fooled by the test. They think somehow
the test is instruction, that by taking
the tests repeatedly, kids will do well.
That’s wrong.”

“Children are going to do better
when you teach them the content,”
he said. “What I'm learning, painfully,
is that...too many kids are simply tak-
ing these tests and not getting enough
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formal instruction.”

To fix the problem, the center has
taken formative assessments a step far-
ther. Poggio and his staff are providing
instructional materials with a smaller
version of the formative assessments so
that teachers place the focus back on
instruction. Poggio calls them formative
lessons, and they provide educators with
the exact materials they need to teach
a given lesson.

The formative lessons are one way
the state is addressing an ever-present
risk of testing programs—the inevitable
hope that the tests alone will be a cure-
all of sorts. But in successful schools,
that is not the case. Effective schools are
known for constantly monitoring where
their students stand, but they also have
myriad programs in place to help their
students excel.

At Ware Elementary School, the
tests are an integral part, but only one
part, of an overall strategy to provide
each student with a great deal of support
and individualized attention. Before the
school year even begins, teachers visit
each of their students, take them a small
gift and visit their parents or caretakers.
“Our school is a very positive school,”
said fourth grade teacher Lisa Akard.
“The kids come first.”

Throughout the year, grade level
teachers, along with instructors in spe-
cial education and English as a second
language, hold weekly focus meetings
to discuss their students, their teach-
ing strategies and any other course of
action—after-school tutoring, for exam-
ple—that may help a given student.
“Nobody’s lost at Ware,” Akard said.

In addition to the academic focus,
students receive enthusiastic support for
their work, including their progress on
formative assessments. “We make a big
deal of it,” Akard said. “We keep things
positive and exciting.” One way they do
that is by encouraging students to cele-
brate, to beat on their desks, to cheer and
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make noise both before and after the test.

One year, as Akard’s students walked
from their classroom to a computer room
to take the test, she led her students in a
military style chant. It went like this:

“I don’t know but I've been told,
Ware Bears are as good as gold. While
we're working on this test, we promise
to give it our personal best.”

It can get loud, Akard said, but “we
don’t scare them off with the test. By the
time they take it, they’re saying ‘bring it

n

on. I'm ready.

Dropouts

Brooklyn Bridge Academy (BBA) is
one of 30 transfer schools in New York
City’s public school system. Transfer
schools are by definition small, they
cater to youngsters who have previously
dropped out of school or who are older
and have a history of school failure
and poor attendance. The expansion
of the number of these schools, along
with broader reforms in the entire high
school system, is to a great extent the
result of an unusually exhaustive drop-
out study the city’s department of edu-
cation conducted.

BBA is located in a circular, third
floor wing of South Shore Educational
Complex, a sprawling high school with
over 1,000 students. As of mid-January
2008, BBA had 144 students, all of them
between the ages of 16 and 20. Many of
them, although they had been in high
school for more than two years, had yet to
gain the 11 credits typical of completing
freshman year. Some of them had none.

There are certain parameters for
each transfer school. In general, they
enroll students who have either dropped
out or are at least two years behind in
their academic work; they work with
community-based organizations to
provide an extensive array of counsel-
ing and support services; they hold to
the same standards and offer the same
Regents diploma as regular New York
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City public high schools but organize
the curriculum to fit the needs of their
students; and many of them also offer
connections to the real world through
Learning to Work programs.

BBA has joined forces with FEGS
Health and Human Services System, a
large New York City-based nonprofit.
FEGS has seven staff members at BBA
and is helping to run the school along
with staff from the New York City
Department of Education, including
Principal Adele Fabrikant, nine teachers
and four support staff.

Much of what the school has done
so far and much of what it will do in the
future is based on combing through vast
amounts of detailed data about each of
its students. For example, course offer-
ings do not fall into the typical grade-
level pattern—9th, 10th, 11th, and
12th —found at most high schools.
Instead, the staff carefully examined the
courses needed by each of the school’s
students and designed the class sched-
ule to meet their needs.

In addition, students attend an
advisory session twice a week with
someone from the FEGS staff, and
every two weeks they receive a progress
report assessing their academic progress.
If need be, advisors will also meet one-
on-one with individual students to help
them sort out the myriad nonacademic
difficulties that often make school a
challenge for at-risk students.

“There is a lot of adult-student
contact,” Fabrikant said. “Students will
have an adviser, beginning to end, and
they will support students and hold
them accountable for their decisions.”

In the large-scale dropout study,
New York City found that already exist-
ing transfer schools had the greatest
impact on graduation rates for these
highly at-risk students. Their overall
graduation rate was 56 percent. For the
same category that the study focused
on—overage and under-credited stu-
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dents (meaning the students were at
least two years behind in terms of age
and accumulated credits)—large com-
prehensive high schools had a gradua-
tion rate of 19 percent.

The study was conducted in part-
nership with the New York City
Department of Education by the
Boston-based Parthenon Group. Teams
from the Department of Education and
the Parthenon Group looked at every
student who entered high school during
the 1999-2000 school year and tracked
their progress for seven years through
the 2005-2006 school year.

“We had a lot of questions to start
off with,” said JoEllen Lynch, CEO of
the Partnership Support Office for New
York City schools. “How big a factor is
literacy? Is numeracy a factor? Is the type
of school a factor? Is the size of the school
a factor? What happens to the students
who fall behind at what year? Do they do
better in the new small schools or not?”

What they found was that the sheer
number of highly at-risk students was
enormous. There were a total of 138,000
young people ages 16-21 who were either
already out of school without a diploma
or more than two years behind in cred-
its. That number is larger than the entire
student population in Alaska, Delaware,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont
and Wyoming. Of New York City’ s total
overage, under-credited population,
68,000 had dropped out.

The study also found that 48 per-
cent of entering freshman ultimately
fall behind, and almost all of them,
or 93 percent, begin the downward
spiral in the 9th and 10th grades; 78
percent were retained as freshman and
15 percent as sophomores; and once
they did start to fall behind, they left
school at a rapid pace.

A determining factor for the
ultimate success—or failure—of at-
risk students was a combination of
school size and the concentration of




low-performing students. A worst case
scenario was a school with 1,000 stu-
dents or more and a high percentage who
had not done well on their 8th grade
English assessment. In these settings,
three-out-of-every-five students fell
behind by at least two years. But by
makingadjustments, thestudyindicated,
graduation rates would go up.

The data also revealed at least one
unexpected surprise—the discovery of
nearly 5,000 young people between
the ages of 17 and 21 who dropped out
even though they were close to achiev-
ing the 44 credits and passing the five
Regents exams they needed to graduate.
In order to make sure that they stay in
school and make it through to gradu-
ation Lynch is concerned that they be
given the kind of support they need.
She says, “If we don’t [do] something
for them at that point, we'll lose them.
We could see it in the data now. We
never could see that before.”

In fact, “seeing it in the data” has
been what took the dropout problem
in New York City to a whole new level,
what allowed school officials to aban-
don theories and speculation and deter-
mine exactly what the problem was so
they could put very specific plans in
place to address it.

The findings from the Parthenon
study have led New York City schools
to expand an already existing plan to
close some of its large, low-performing,
comprehensive high schools and create
additional smaller schools designed to
meet the needs of at-risk students. The
effort began in 2003 and included the
creation of 200 new small schools. By
fall of 2007, the total had reached 231,
including Brooklyn Bridge Academy.

Few school districts, however, have
the data systems in place that allow
for the kind of analysis done by the
Parthenon Group. And even though
New York had the data and the com-

mitment and expertise within its leader-

ships and staff to use data for planning
reform, the Department did not have
sufficient staff with the analytical exper-
tise to conduct such large-scale analysis.
“School districts don’t have these kinds
of numbers crunchers,” Lynch said. “It’s
a big issue. You don’t have on-staff stra-
tegic planning experts to really do this
kind of work.” If, however, “we did
this across the country,” she said, “we'd
finally have a real understanding of how
many students we actually lose, where
we lose them from and why.”

The New York study is, indeed,
an anomaly. “From our point of view,
when this was done, frankly it was
unprecedented,” said Adam Tucker, a
Senior Program Officer with the Gates
Foundation, which funded the study.

“It had not been done previously, not in

|

ter serve those who were at risk of
never graduating from high school.
“There have been a variety of dropout
studies, but what made this piece of
work special and unique,” Tucker said,
“was the depth and comprehensiveness
of the analysis coupled with the school
district having a strategic operating
plan to help mitigate the challenge.”

When it comes to education data,
both graduation and dropout rates make
for the most problematic terrain, which
is due in part to the reluctance of school
leaders to truly scrutinize their dropout
rates. “In many ways, it’s in peoples’
best interest along the food chain not
to have good data,” Ross Santy notes,
“because you can say, ‘They didn’t drop
out, they transferred, and they don’t
count against me as a dropout.””

I-.'l!-
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Adele Fabrikant, Principal
Brooklyn Bridge Academy

the depth and the specificity that New
York City was able to do it.”

He applauded not only its analy-
sis of the “dropout pipeline” but also
the inclusion of a concrete plan for
building schools and programs to bet-

Spring 2008 —c A R N E G 1E

And it’s also due to the nature of
the problem itself. It’s much harder to
keep track of students, especially those
in highly mobile communities, than it
is to measure their test scores, and it’s
close to impossible to follow them across
state lines. When it comes to dropouts,
“what you're asking schools to do...
is to track down the student who isn’t
around anymore,” said Chris Swanson,
director of the Research Center for
Editorial Projects in Education (EPE),
which publishes Education Week.

Previously, Swanson was at the Urban
Institute, where he conducted numerous
studies on graduation rates and ultimately
developed his own—one that made peo-
ple realize that the percentage of students
getting a high school diploma was much
lower than the 85 percent most often
gleaned from U.S. Census data.

Instead, Swanson’s calculations put
the number at what is considered to
be a much more realistic 70 percent
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nationwide. Swanson uses the best avail-
able national data —the Common Core
of Data collected by the National
Center for Education Statistics—
to come up with his rate, but that
still falls short of what individual
states could do if they wanted to.

Once they had certain things in
place, such as an individual student
identification code, they could track
each student who entered high school
to find exactly which ones gradu-
ated and which ones did not. They
could keep track of these students over
time, not just year to year, so that they
would know how many entering
9th graders in a given year finished
school four years later.

All 50 states had at one time agreed
to do just that. In 2005, they backed a
four-year longitudinal graduation rate
designed by the National Governors
Association (NGA). Since then, policy-
makers in North Dakota have changed
their minds, but all other states are still
committed to the NGA rate, which
is similar in concept to reporting
requirements under NCLB. Federal
law, however, allows for substantial lee-
way, Swanson said, and the result has
been a hodgepodge of often misleading
graduation rates.

But the outlook is not as grim, he
said, as it was in 2004 when graduation
rates were “relegated to a dark, dusty
corner of the educational statistics enter-
prise.” That is changing, he explained.
“It’s maybe not where we want it to be...
but there has been more attention paid,
which is certainly good.”

Swanson predicted that within five
years or more, nearly all 50 states will be
able to come up with a longitudinal grad-
uation rate. A dozen states, he said, have
the technical ability to come up with one
now; 35 other states have implemented
the required tracking system but have
not had it in place long enough to come
up with longitudinal data.
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Conclusion

The dropout/graduation issue alone
provides a good snapshot of current
trends in the collection of education
data. It illustrates the ability of data to
lead to effective change; it illustrates the
need for adequate IT systems, trained
personnel and visionary leadership to
translate data into action; and shows to
what extent educators are beginning to
adapt to data-driven decision making
throughout the country.

The same could be said of forma-
tive assessments, teacher quality or the
various data collection systems that have
been adopted by each of the 50 states.
Where there’s little dispute, said Michele
Cahill of Carnegie Corporation, is with
the ability of education data to inform
decisions made at both the adminis-
trative level and the classroom level.
Collecting and analyzing data has
become the new mantra in education
circles, she said.

She compared the current interest
in data to what corporations have been
doing for years. Businesses study their
markets, she noted. If they had cus-
tomers, for example, that bought their
products for a while and then stopped,
they would want to know why and
what they could do to get them back. In
the same way, schools need to find out
who is learning, who is not, and how to
change instructional methods to keep
students in school and give them the
academic skills they’ll need in college
and the workplace.

In the New York City dropout
study, school leaders found that there
were students who entered high school
far behind academically, showed up
for a while, failed and then stopped
going to school. There were also those
who entered with good skills and did
quite well academically, but they had
no attachment to school and they also
dropped out. “We had to segment the
problem,” Cahill said, “and we couldn’
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do that without different kinds of data.”
With that data, school administrators
were then able to address the needs of
the dropout population.

Tucker put it this way: “It’s not
just the school district having the
data. It’s actually having the capacity,
the time and the resources to use the
data effectively.”

The purpose of looking at data,
Cabhill said, is to ensure practices are
put in place to achieve a specific goal,
whether it’s dropout prevention or
something else. “If you're improv-
ing practices toward the goal of doing
better on a test,” she said, “that may
or may not be an improvement in
achievement. It depends on the quality
of the test.”

It depends on whether it’s a forma-
tive assessment, if it’s an end-of-the-
year statewide assessment, if it’s the
National Assessment of Educational
Progress, the SAT, the ACT, or any
number of other tests.

“If we think writing is really critical,”
she said, “and everyone should be able to
write this kind of piece—certain kinds
of nonfiction, for example—by fourth
grade, sixth grade and eighth grade, and
all of the tests throughout are multiple
choice, then you don’t have any data
that’s helping you understand how your
kids write. You've got to square
these things.”

In other words, what matters is
how learning and progress in school is
assessed. It matters just as much as hav-
ing the right hardware and software,
properly trained personnel and strong
leadership. The nuances of what’s being
measured, how it’s being measured and
how those measurements are being used
make a tremendous difference, and
it’s paramount, Cahill said, that every-
one understands what they are. It’s key
to ensuring that data is used to hold
everyone accountable and to improve
the status quo. ™




In Memoriam

William T. Golden — October 25, 1909 to October 7, 2007
Joshua Lederberg — May 23, 1925 to February 2, 2008

Carnegie Corporation gratefully acknowledges the contributions
of William T. Golden, a business leader considered the principle archi-
tect of American science policy in the 20th century, who passed away
in October, 2007; and Joshua Lederberg, Nobel laureate microbiolo-
gist and one of the century’s premier scientists, who passed away on
February 2, 2008.

Golden and Lederberg shared a close association with Carnegie
Corporation, formed when they were appointed co-chairs of the
Carnegie Commission on Science, Technology, and Government in
1988. Then Corporation president David Hamburg established this
group of high-level science and policy experts to recommend ways
that government at all levels could make more effective use of sci-
ence and technology in their deliberations and policymaking. The
credentials of the two co-chairs were impressive: Lederberg, president
of Rockefeller University, was one of the youngest Nobelists ever, a
founder of the field of microbiology who had advised nine White House
administrations; Golden was chair of the American Museum of
Natural History and perhaps best known for establishing the post of
Science Advisor to the President, and the related Office of Science and
Technology in the Executive Office of the President, in 1950 as advisor
to President Harry S. Truman.

Of the twenty-two Carnegie Commission members, half were
scientists and engineers with governmental experience, and half were
nonscientists with particular knowledge and experience in public affairs
and science policy. They and the participants in the Commission’s task
forces included many distinguished names in science, technology and
government—former President Jimmy Carter, physician Jonas Salk
and former Secretary of State George Schultz among them. At its initial
meeting the Commission decided, in light of a new administration’s
coming into the White House in January 1989, that the first topic
for analysis would be the role of science and technology as it affected
the President of the United States. The resulting report was approved
at the next meeting, the first of more than twenty such publications
released over the course of five years.

In time, beyond recommending best practices for integrating science
and technology into the work of the President, the Commission’s expert
guidance was offered to Congress and the judiciary, as well as departments
of defense, education, the environment and international affairs. In 2000
the first Science and Technology Adviser to the Secretary of State was
appointed to enhance the role of science and technology within the U.S.
State Department, an appointment that fulfilled a concept proposed in the
Commission’s concluding report.

In 1991, at Golden’s suggestion, the Commission convened
the informal Carnegie Group of Science Advisors to Presidents and
Prime Ministers to provide guidance to leaders of G8 countries (ini-
tially the G7 plus the Soviet Union) and the European Union. At
the time, this new group was perceived as necessary to overcome
communication blocks among the senior science and technol-
ogy advisors of the major countries, who generally met only at for-
mal sessions with rigid agendas and large numbers of staff. Golden’s
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William T. Golden (left) and Joshua Lederberg, 1991

idea was to stage a totally different kind of meeting at an isolated
location without staff present and with no formal agenda, no notes
taken and no publicity.

Organized by Golden, this small group met semiannually to dis-
cuss and debate science policy in an unofficial capacity and promote
international communication among high-level officials. The casual,
private environment was intended to facilitate friendly interaction
among attendees who would come to know each other well enough to
communicate directly and share ideas from then on. By all accounts, the
strategy worked, the Carnegie Group flourished and 34 highly produc-
tive meetings eventually took place, most recently in December 2007.

Representatives from Canada, the European Union, France,
Germany, Japan, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States
regularly attend the meetings, which are conducted in English and
held in locations that rotate among all the member countries. While
its membership has changed through the years as governments have
changed, the Carnegie Group has continued to operate on a small scale
and in accordance with its original rules, with the addition of non-
attending expert committees who provide background briefings to help
members manage the information glut stemming from the rapid and
relentless expansion of the scientific field.

The topics under discussion, chosen in advance by the group
itself, form a comprehensive list of hot button issues in the field: cli-
mate change, stem cell research, the human genome, intellectual prop-
erty, sustainable development, science and technology in Africa, water
management, technology transfer, bioethics, international cooperation
and many others. More than a debate society, the Group is an inter-
nationally recognized network for dialogue on specific global issues
requiring collective understanding. The meetings will continue as a
uniquely effective catalyst for triggering informed, high-level action on
issues of global significance, and a fitting legacy for William Golden. ®

For more details about the Carnegie Group, go to www.carnegie.
org/sub/pubs/science_tech/brom1.htm. The reports of the Carnegie
Commission on Science, Technology and Government are available at
www.carnegie.org/sub/pubs/ccstfrep.htm.
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RecentEvents

Carnegie Forum
on Iraq Explores
the Costs of War

In October 2007, the
Corporation and the John E
Kennedy Library Foundation,
in conjunction with the Boston
Review, co-hosted a Carnegie
Forum on Iraq at Corporation
headquarters. The first ever
Kennedy Library Foundation
event to take place in New York,
it was the second in a two-part
series on “The Challenges in
Iraq,” and featured presentations
by four recognized experts in the
field: Rajan Menon, Professor of
International Relations at Lehigh
University, a 2002 Carnegie
Scholar; Eric Davis, professor
of political science at Rutgers
University and the author of
Memories of State: Politics, History
and Collective Identity in Modern
Irag, a 2007 Carnegie Scholar;
Yitzhak Nakash, author of
Reaching for Power: The Shia in
the Modern Arab World and Shias
in Irag, a 2006 Carnegie Scholar
and Helena Cobban, Middle East
specialist and columnist for the
Christian Science Monitor.

In his introduction, John
Shattuck, chief executive offi-
cer of the Foundation offered a
quote from John E Kennedy’s
1961 speech before Congress:
“Experience has taught us that no
one nation has the power or the
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wisdom to solve all the problems
of the world or manage its revolu-
tionary tides; that extending our
commitments does not always
increase our security; that any
initiative carries with it the risk

of defeat and that no people can
be made free without a will and
energy of their own.” The purpose
of the forum was to explore the
costs and challenges of four and a
half years of war in Iraq, trying to
understand the real forces propel-
ling the conflict and reviewing the
debate over withdrawal. The dis-
cussion also aimed to uncover the
meaning of sectarianism in Iraq,
to address the basic question of
whether there is or can be an Iraqi
state, and how the interests of
other countries in the area influ-
ence what the real policy choices
might be regarding changing the

situation on the ground.

Carol Bellamy, president,
World Learning

(Left to Right) Rajan
Menon, Eric Davis,
Yitzhak Nakash,
Vartan Gregorian,
Caroline Kennedy,
John Shattuck and
Helena Cobban

Carol Bellamy Speaks
on Glohal Education’s
Benefits

In October 2007, Carol Bellamy,
president of World Learning
and former executive director of
UNICEE addressed the Women’s
Forum at a well-attended breakfast
hosted by Carnegie Corporation.
Bellamy, who in 1993 was the
first former volunteer to become
director of the Peace Corps, spoke
passionately about the value of a
truly global education for students
in the 21st century. She believes
learning to live as a responsible
citizen of a globalizing world is
one of the key challenges facing
today’s young people, and that
studying outside of the United
States as part of their formal educa-
tion is the best way to meet this
challenge. Not simply a matter of
sightseeing and acquiring language
skills, study abroad programs give
students the power to internalize a
different cultural viewpoint—the
true hallmark of a global citizen,
according to Bellamy. Pointing out
that only about one percent of U.S.
students currently study abroad,
and that most tend to come from
elite schools, she urges the higher
education community to make
it possible for many more young
people to become global citizens
by increasing the number of high
quality programs, providing more
funding and including less-traveled
destinations

Public Television Takes
on the Digital Future
Forty years after the Carnegie
Commission on Educational
Television helped to shape the
philosophical and structural
foundations for the Public
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Ernest Wilson, Dean,
Annenberg School for
Communications, USC
and Paula Kerger,
president, PBS

Broadcasting Act of 1967, a meet-
ing was held at the Corporation

in November 2007 to take stock
of public TV today. Some serious
issues face this trusted medium of
education, information, democracy
and journalism as it prepares to go
completely digital in early 2009.
Many in the industry believe public
television has the potential to do
and to be much more—increasing
its outreach, creativity and effec-
tiveness—by capitalizing on the
promise of digital technologies.

To explore this theme, the
Corporation held a half-day meet-
ing organized and moderated by
Susan King, Corporation Vice
President, External Affairs and
Program Director, Journalism
Initiative, Special Initiatives and
Strategy. Attendees included
national public broadcasting lead-
ers such as Paula Kerger, President
of Public Broadcasting System
and Patricia Harrison, Chair
of the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting and others with a
deep interest in the issues such as
Alberto Ibarguen, President of the
Knight Foundation and partner in
the Carnegie-Knight Initiative on
the Future of Journalism Education
as well as Ernest Wilson, Dean
of the Annenberg School for
Communications, University of
Southern California. Local station
managers also took part in the con-
versation, focusing on the way digi-




tal opportunities open the door to
innovation, inviting communities
to become more involved with
local resources such as universi-
ties and museums while revital-
izing local media. According to
Kerger, public television’s future,
its reach, its programming and
its funding potential all depend
on finding the financial model to
sustain the system and harnessing
digital technology to its needs
and purposes; it also means being
willing to take risks and to occa-
sionally fail.

A Closer Look
at Muslim Civic
Engagement

In December 2007, in part-
nership with the Open Society
Institute and the Rockefeller
Family Fund, the Corporation
hosted a panel discussion with
members of the Chicago Council
on Global Affairs’ Task Force
on Muslim American Civic
Engagement. The discussion fol-
lowed the publication of the Task

Alberto Ibarguen
and Vartan Gregorian

Force’s report on integration and
featured comments by Task Force
co-chair Farooq Kathwari, CEO
of Ethan Allen; Chicago Council
President, Marshall Bouton and
Salam Al-Marayati leader of the
Muslim Public Affairs Council.
The panelists discussed a range
of subjects including the impor-
tance of accelerating Muslim
American engagement in civic

affairs and U.S. political life; U.S.

security and better relations with
the Muslim world. According

to the report, although Muslim
Americans are a well-educated,
diverse group that can make
even greater contributions to the
nation, they lack strong institu-
tions and sufficient public or
political voices needed to gain
regular access to government and
media circles.

Hillary Wiesner, Program
Director, Carnegie
Corporation Islam Initiative
and Marshall Bouton,
president, Chicago

Council on Global Affairs

Farooq Kathwari and Salam Al-Marayati
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(left to right) David Doss, Anderson Cooper 360; John Alpert,
DCTV; Pat Mitchell, the Paley Center; Paul Steiger, Pro Publica;
Steve Grove, YouTube; Susan King, Carnegie Corporation;

Christof Putzel, Current TV

Summit on Journalism
in the Service of
Democracy Draws
Hundreds

Prominent editors and prac-
titioners of both traditional and
new forms of journalism sat down
with more than 150 professors,
journalism students and deans
from a dozen journalism schools
at the Summit on Journalism in
the Service of Democracy hosted
by Carnegie Corporation and The
Paley Center for Media in New
York City in January 2008. They
discussed challenges confronting
both newspapers and the broadcast
television networks as they lose
readers, viewers and advertisers,
but also heard some refreshingly
upbeat views on the talents, skill
and enthusiasm the new genera-
tion of journalists is bringing to the
profession, plus applause for what is
taught in the nation’s leading jour-
nalism schools.

lan V. Rowe, MTV

Vartan Gregorian,
Carnegie Corporation

In his welcoming remarks,
Carnegie Corporation president
Vartan Gregorian praised the stu-
dents as well as the faculty and
deans “for being in the truth busi-
ness, for being in the democracy
business, for being in the citizen
business—not just the business of
making money.” Bill Keller, editor
of The New York Times, admitted
to being “a convert to the cause
of journalism schools,” as a place
where aspiring reporters can get the
preparation they need, noting that
more than half of those the Zimes
hires have journalism degrees as
well as experience at other
newspapers. Asked by Geoffrey
Sands, a McKinsey & Co. director,
if there are any signs of the talent
pool drying up, Jim Willse, editor
of the Star-Ledger of Newark, New
Jersey, spoke of the amazing talents
of the students applying for intern-
ships. “Their resumes are astound-
ing,” he said.

(Continued on page 51)
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FoundationRound up

PROJPUBLICA

New Nonprofit
Newsroom Seeks
to Fill the Gap

in Investigative
Journalism

ProPublica, a nonpartisan,
newsroom producing journal-
ism in the public interest, was
launched in January, 2008. The
new nonprofit is headed by Paul
Steiger, former managing edi-
tor of the Wall Street Journal.
ProPublica will be nonpartisan
and non-ideological, adhering
to the strictest standards of jour-
nalistic impartiality and fairness,
according to Steiger.

When fully staffed, ProPublica
will employ about 25 full-time
reporters and editors devoted
solely to investigative reporting.
That would be the largest staff
in American journalism devoted
solely to investigating cases of
exploitation; ProPublica will
provide articles free of charge to
leading news organizations and
will publish directly through its
website platform.

Roughly 60 percent of the
annual operating budget of
ProPublica will be devoted to the
news, compared with 15 percent
at a typical leading newspaper or
news magazine. At a time when
investigative journalism is increas-
ingly seen as a luxury, ProPublica
will seek to counter that trend
through engaging original and
in-depth reporting.

Funding for the organization
comes entirely from the philan-
thropic community. Supporters
include the Sandler Foundation,
Atlantic Philanthropies, the
JEHT Foundation and the John
D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation.
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“ProPublica may lead the
way to crafting new approaches,
addressing the market failure that
seems to be taking hold in some
segments of publishing and that
threatens a real loss to the health
of our democracy,” said Rebbecca
Rimel, President and CEO of
the Pew Charitable Trusts and a
member of ProPublica’s Board of
Directors.

For more information on this
organization, please visit:

http://propublica.org

“2IFC
IFC Report Indicates
Growing Demand for
Investment in African
Health Care Over the
Next Decade

A new report from the
International Finance
Corporation (IFC), a member
of the World Bank Group, says
spending on health care in Sub-
Saharan Africa will double over
the next ten years. According
to “The Business of Health in
Africa: Partnering with the Private
Sector to Improve People’s Lives,”
the private sector already plays a
significant role in delivering and
financing health care throughout
the region. On average, the pri-
vate sector delivers 50 percent of
health care goods and services,
with 60 percent of financing for
those goods and services coming
from private sources.

The report prompted the IFC
to announce a new strategy for
addressing Africa’s health chal-
lenges, which contribute signifi-
cantly to the region’s poverty. IFC
and its partners will mobilize up
to $1 billion of investment and
advisory services over the next five
years to boost socially responsible
health care in the region. Of the
$1 billion, $850 million will go

towards creating an equity vehicle

Intermational .
Finance Corporation

to invest in health care businesses
as well as provide long-term debt
relief through local financial
intermediaries. The remaining
$150 million will be used to
provide advisory services to local
financial institutions and to work
with governments to reform pri-
vate health care regulation and
expand formal public-private
partnerships.

“If we can get all the critical
players—government, donors,
investors, and providers—to
leverage the private health sec-
tor and integrate it effectively
with public systems, we can also
greatly improve the quality of
care,” stated Lars Thunell, IFC
executive vice president and CEO.

The report, which emphasizes
the importance of the public sec-
tor’s contribution, stresses that the
private sector is only part of the
solution. It has the potential to
bring significant improvements,
such as expanding access to health
services for the poorest people
and reducing the financial bur-
den on governments. The report
had input from a wide range of
stakeholders, including govern-
ments, private investors, and civil
society, and was partially funded
by the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation. For more informa-
tion on this report and the IFC
please visit www.ifc.org

Personal and Local
Contacts Mobilize
Minority Voters, Irvine
Foundation Finds

A new study released by the
James Irvine Foundation found
door-to-door canvassing and
phone banks to be more effective
at increasing voter turnout than
automated phone messaging,
direct mail and door hangers.
The study, “New Experiments in
Minority Voter Mobilization,”

REPORTER —Spring 2008

was commissioned by the
Foundation as part of its
California Votes Initiative—a
multi-year effort to increase

voter turnout, particularly in low
income and ethnic communities.
Researchers found that low income
residents are less likely to vote than
their wealthier peers, according

to Amy Dominguez-Arms, pro-
gram director of the Foundation’s
California Perspectives program.
“California’s electorate does not
reflect the state’s diversity,” she
commented.

Beginning in 2006, nine com-
munity organizations contacted
over 80,000 minority and
low income voters to encourage
participation in election and assess
best practices to improve turnout.
They found the most effective
way to reach more diverse voters
was through personal contact,
local volunteers, information-rich
interaction, improved phone bank
efforts and timely outreach. Efforts
to adopt some of these best prac-
tices for voter outreach encour-
age participation in traditionally
underrepresented communities,
where the potential exists to nar-
row the voting gap, they concluded.

The nine community organiza-
tions that participated in the study
were: Asian Pacific American Legal
Center, California Public Interest
Research Group Education Fund,
Center for Community Action
and Environmental Justice,
Central American Resource
Center, National Association of
Latino Elected and Appointed
Officials Educational Fund,
Orange County Asian and Pacific
Islander Community Alliance,
Pacific Institute for Community
Organization, Southwest Voter
Registration Education Project and
Strategic Concepts in Organizing
and Policy Education.

To find out more about this
project and the James Irvine
foundation, please visit:
Wwww.irvine.org




Report Raises Concerns
and Optimism
about Digital Media
Targeting Children

The Joan Ganz Cooney Center
at Sesame Workshop, a produc-
tion and research institute study-
ing digital media’s educational
potential, released the “D is for
Digital” report, which analyzed
the current interactive media envi-
ronment for preschool- and ele-
mentary school-age children. The
report, released at the Sandbox
Summit of the International
Consumer Electronics Show,
examined more than 300 educa-
tional products—most of which,
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it found, do not take advantage of
available research regarding chil-
dren’s educational needs, particu-
larly in a global economy where
literacy and learning requirements
are fast-evolving.

The study’s conclusions were
derived from a review of mass
market learning products for
children ages 3-11. Among its
recommendations to industry
and policy makers were building
partnerships between research and
the digital industry to leverage
knowledge; developing more edu-
cational videogames; encouraging
multigenerational interaction and
eliminating undocumented edu-
cational claims on products.

“The study’s findings are cause
for both concern and optimism.
While kids today are totally
immersed in media, most of
the new digital products are not
informed by research. Producers
and investors are missing a giant
opportunity —to promote the
literacy, creativity and problem-
solving skills children will need

to cooperate and compete in a
global economy,” said Michael
Levine, Executive Director of the
Joan Ganz Cooney Center.

The full report and executive
summary are available at www.
joanganzcooneycenter.org/publi-
cations.

L KRESGE FOUMNMDATIOMN
Kresge Foundation
Expands its Mission
to Community Colleges

For the first time in its 84-year
history, the Kresge Foundation has
extended eligibility requirements
for its Challenge Grant Program
to include community colleges.
The addition to the program is the
result of a 2007 expansion of the
foundation’s grantmaking efforts
to address some of society’s press-
ing needs, such as creating better
educational opportunities for low-
income people.

“Obtaining a college degree has
long been a path out of poverty

and into the middle class, and it
is even more important in this era
of globalization,” said William
EL. Moses, senior program officer
and head of the Education team
at the Kresge Foundation. “What
has become an increasingly
important first step on this path
is the community college.”

The expansion of eligibility
standards recognizes the pivotal
role community colleges play in
educating low-income and
non-traditional students.
Historically, the Kresge
Foundation’s challenge grants
have supported universities, lib-
eral arts colleges, and special mis-
sion and faith-based institutions
to build or renovate facilities.
Proposals from accredited associ-
ates-degree granting institutions
are now also welcome.

The challenge grant, the Kresge
Foundation’s signature grant-
making tool, awards a nonprofit
organization a financial grant if it
raises an agreed upon amount of
funds from private sources.

International Education
Report Raises Tough
Questions

In January 2008, Carnegie
Corporation’s Education Program
hosted a presentation by Andreas
Schleicher, head of education
research for the international
Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development
(OECD) on the latest report of
their Program for International
Student Assessment (PISA). This
in-depth report, presented at the
request of Michele Cahill,
vice-president, national program
coordination and director of

Andreas Schleicher
reports on international
education data
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urban education, compares the
reading, mathematical and
scientific progress of 400,000
15-year-olds in the 30 OECD
countries and 27 others, covering
87 percent of the world economy.
After investigating reading and
math achievement in 2000 and
2003, the 2006 survey looked

at science scores.

In general, Schleicher reported,
average student achievement was
flat, with Finland showing the
highest rankings in overall excel-
lence, then South Korea (highest
in reading) followed by Hong
Kong, Canada, Taiwan, Australia
and Japan, down to lowest per-
forming Mexico. Poland showed
the greatest improvements due to
increased investment as well as

eliminating their dual (vocational
versus university prep) tracking
system. Average performance in
the United States was poor by
world standards.

The study revealed that about
25 percent of U.S. 15-year-olds
do not reach basic scientific com-
petence (against a world average
of 20 percent). Looking for com-
mon factors among the top per-
forming countries, PISA research
showed high national standards
coupled with school autonomy
— simply pug, letting principals
control budgets, pay scales and
hiring of teachers— along with
publicizing of school results make
a difference.
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William A. Owens, a recently
retired Trustee of Carnegie
Corporation of New York and
Chairman and CEO of AEA
Holdings in Hong Kong, previ-
ously served as Vice Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
nation’s second-ranking military
officer. He was responsible for
reorganizing and restructuring
the armed forces in the post-Cold
War era. He has also served as the
Commander of the U.S. Sixth
Fleet in Europe and as deputy
chief of Naval Operations for
Resources, Warfare Requirements
and Assessments. Additionally,
he served as the senior military
assistant to Secretaries of Defense
Frank Carlucci and Dick Cheney.
Prior to that, Owens served as
Director of the Office of Program
Appraisal for the Secretary of the
Navy, and as Commander of
Submarine Group Six, the
Navys largest submarine group.
Earlier in his career, he com-
manded Submarine Squadron
Four, and the submarines USS
Sam Houston, and USS City
of Corpus Christi. A prolific
author—his most recent book is
Lifting the Fog of War (Farrar
Straus Giroux, 2000)—who has
writtenextensivelyaboutnational
security, he comments here on
potential developments in the
relationship between the United
States and China.

The United States and
China are entering a “tipping
period.” It’s not really a “tip-
ping point”—far too com-
plicated for a single event to
determine the future. But, it’s
increasingly clear that the next
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several years—as the new lead-
ership in both countries takes
hold—are likely to set the
basic direction of U.S.-China
relationships toward either
greater competition or col-
laboration. It is not hard to list
factors pushing in either direc-
tion. Americans have concerns
with Chinese military spend-
ing, and the Chinese concerns
about U.S. military support
to Taiwan. These factors push
us towards competition. But
there are also points for col-
laboration. For example, stop-
ping North Korea’s nuclear
weapons development and
the growing bilateral trade are
viable points of cooperation.
But the most important aspect
of all this is the context in

e Nleww
Commons

by ADMIRAL WiLLIAM A. OWENS

which the balance between
competition and collaboration
will emerge and how the new
leaders of both countries think
about the choice.

The context is the “new
commons” —global areas and
phenomena that all nations
share, use, and are becom-
ing increasingly dependent
upon. Open seas were the
first, emerging a millennia or
more ago in a dual orientation
to collaboration and competi-
tion. The seas offered both the

mutual benefit of expanded

trade as well as routes to and
an arena of winner-take-all
conflict. Around 100 years ago
the air above the seas became
the same kind of commons.
Fifty years ago exospheric
space joined. Twenty-five
years later cyberspace entered.
About a decade ago, arguably,
a new global economy, driven
by what cyberspace enabled
and what the collapse of the
Soviet Union facilitated, com-
pleted what is now the new
commons. As with its origi-
nal sea component, the new
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commons can be either an
arena of competition—up to
and involving modern, deadly
military forces—or collabora-
tion. It currently has aspects
of both. The new commons is
where China and the United
States will forge the relation-
ship about how we lead the
direction for a peaceful world.
A balance favoring competi-
tion promises undesirable costs
for each and perhaps another
cold war or worse. A balance
favoring collaboration offers
new opportunities for each...




and for the rest of the world.

It is of the greatest
importance that China and
the United States opt to
emphasize collaboration and
the opportunities it opens.
Competition can only reduce
the opportunities and mutual
benefits of the commons to
all. Collaboration results in
direct benefits to both coun-
tries and the world; expanded
peace, wealth, health, and
happiness for our children
and grandchildren.

Here, perhaps, are some
new ways of adding collab-
orative weight to the balance:

= A no-first-use
agreement on
cyber attack.
Cyberspace offers pros-
perity to those who use it
because it spreads knowledge,
transactions, commerce, and
synergy at the speed of light.
But it can also spread viruses,
bots, and other destructive
information artifacts that
can bring modern societies
to a standstill, shutting down
electrical grids, pipelines, and
untying the other sinews that
now knit nations and the
world together. The notion of
cyberwar is no longer science
fiction. An agreement not to
be the first to employ a cyber
attack does not eliminate
the capability to do it. But
it adds inhibitions, and in
the process expands the basis
for discussion.

m Collaborative
anti-piracy operations
on the high seas.

The United States and
China both oppose piracy,
but do not coordinate their
opposition. They could drive

the coordination into real
solutions, from database and
informationexchangestocom-
bined exercises, patrols, and
counter-piracy operations.

m A collaborative,
space-based
information umbrella
for global military
transparency.

The notion of collab-
orative information gather-
ing and exchanges regarding
piracy need not end there.
Why couldn’t the collabora-
tion extend, literally, much
higher? China and the United
States could jointly establish
and make globally available
the information generated
from a space-based, global
surveillance system capable of
near-real-time tracking of
major military operations
anywhere on the surface of
the earth. They could, in
effect, provide the world with
an information umbrella
of global military transpar-
ency. Why would they even
consider this kind of col-
laboration (which is already
technically and financially
feasible)? Because it would
be the sort of breakthrough
collaboration that would not
only establish a qualitatively
new U.S.-China international
relationship, and because it
would accelerate the obsoles-
cence and abolishment of the
industrial age militaries that
make indiscriminate mass
destruction feasible and likely.
Military cooperation could
also allow both countries to
gradually reduce their defense
budgets and commit the
funds to long-term initiatives
focused on global engagement
in education, health, and
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environmental preservation.
If both militaries become
locked in competition, these
opportunities disappear.

m Collaborative
pollution reduction
of coal power
generation.

China and the United
States together burn over half
the coal the world uses to gen-
erate heat and electricity. Both
have extensive reserves of coal,
and, along with the rest of the
world will draw on coal as the
primary source of energy for
at least the next fifteen years.
Coal combustion produces
most of the man-made car-
bon dioxide and sulfur diox-
ide that the overwhelming
number of scientists believe
is driving global warming.
Together, China and the
United States have the scien-
tific and engineering base to
resolve what may be the major
environmental threat facing
mankind, and, in the process,
alter the goading competitive
role petroleum production,
access, and demand play in
international security. If the
United States and China were
to announce the establish-
ment of a ten billion dollar
clean coal research fund, it
is feasible to estimate that oil
prices might drop as much as
thirty percent—regaining the
billions invested in a single
day. If there is a single issue in
which significantly resourced,
dedicated U.S.-China col-
laboration could make an
historic difference in world
affairs and establish a col-
laborative relationship in to
the future, it lies in the close
mutual effort to reduce coal-
generated pollution.

= Commitment to no
weapons in space and
the reduction and
eventual elimination
of nuclear weapons.

China’s recent space explo-
ration is both exciting and
important, but it is equally
important that it not spark a
new arms race. By commit-
ting to a weapons-free space,
China and the United States
can work to ensure a peaceful
and stable exploration of this
new commons. China and the
United States can also lead the
world in reducing the num-
ber of nuclear weapons. This
not only precludes the launch
of another arms race, but
helps prevent existing nuclear
weapons from falling into
the hands of terrorist orga-
nizations, which have grown
increasingly fragmented and
dispersed in the past six years.
By taking a firm, proactive
stand and leading by exam-
ple, we can reduce the threat
these weapons create. Should
this prove successful, China
and the United States could
conceivably lead by example
and commit to a program
that safely eliminates both
countries’ nuclear weapons
and gives other nations incen-
tives to follow suit.

None of these poten-
tial collaborative efforts are
beyond the reach of China-
United States collaboration.
They are all technically and
financially feasible. They
would tip the U.S.-China
relationship toward col-
laboration, and save future
generations from the very
real potential horrors and
cataclysms of a slide into
competition. W
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(Left to right): Carnegie medalists Eli Broad, Teresa Heinz, Jay Mellon and Ratan Tata with
Vartan Gregorian, president, Carnegie Corporation and William Thompson, great-grandson
of Andrew Carnegie and honorary president, Carnegie UK Trust.

hilanthropic leaders whose long-term support has brought beneficial change to millions of people in

communities in the United States, India and worldwide were named winners of the 2007 Andrew

Carnegie Medal of Philanthropy. The medalists, Eli Broad, the Heinz family and the Mellon family,
all from the United States, and the Tata family of India, were recognized at a celebration on October 17,
2007, in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, where Carnegie began his career and forged his business success. The
2007 events were hosted by The Carnegie Library of Pittsburgh, the Carnegie Museums of Pittsburgh, the
Carnegie Hero Fund Commission and Carnegie Mellon University—the Pittsburgh institutions Andrew
Carnegie founded.

“The impact this year’s Laureates have had on the well- being of families around the world has taken phi-
lanthropy to new heights for commitment, daring and vision,” said Vartan Gregorian, president of Carnegie
Corporation of New York and chair of the executive selection committee. “These philanthropists have used
far more than their collective wealth to introduce change. They have put their conviction and courage to
work embracing seemingly impossible challenges that many others have avoided.”

The Andrew Carnegie Medal of Philanthropy was first awarded in 2001 at the centennial observance of
Andrew Carnegie’s official career as a philanthropist. Subsequently, the medals have been given every two
years to honor families and individuals from around the world who, like Andrew Carnegie, have dedicated
their private wealth to the public good and who have sustained their philanthropic activities. Criteria for
selection include the medalist’s contributions to a field, the nation or internationally, a track record of phil-
anthropic giving and a vision of philanthropy that reflects Carnegie’s ideals. The Andrew Carnegie Medal of
Philanthropy winners are selected by an international jury comprising the leaders of six of the more than 20
Carnegie institutions around the world endowed by Andrew Carnegie during his lifetime. The next Medals
will be awarded in October of 2009 in New York City.
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