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PROLOGUE 

On the afternoon or September 26, 1941, following the East 

Room funeral of G. Hall Roo3ovelt end et the request or the· da·

ceased1s brother-in-law, Justice relix rrankrurter called at the 

Whito House. The following is from rrankfurter 1s_8ccount of the 

occasion, published twenty years later in 1~ Atln~tic':.1 

The President seemed under considerable strain, and plainly 
enough he just wanted to talk. After the b~rber left, talk 
continued, going hither ond.yon, and the President told me of 
e letter to fred Delano [fDR's uncle, chairman or the National 

. Cap! tal Park and Planning. Commission], -which the latter hod 
sent to him, fro;n a corro~ponC:ent vJiio hod opparent.ly just dis
covered that Jackson [La_fayette] Park contains the statuos of 
four Revolutionary her6es and that the equestrian statue of 

· Jackson was incongruous in thi~ R~volutionary setting.· He 
read me hio · memorandum in reply to the suggestion for the re
moval of the J~ckson statµa •••.• 

When he finished reading th·a memorandum, this follo~Jeda 
r.o.R.. ·This leed3 ma to_· say ·somathing that I wa~t you to 

rsmamber because you are ~uch m~ia likely to be here longer 
then I shall. be. .. . . . .. . . . . . . 

.r.r. (jocosely·) •.. You· meen·-.t.hat I sholl remain on the· Su
prem.e Court longer than you will· remain in tho t•~'hi ta House • 
. r.o.R.· (~milingl~.but ~h~rply), _No, thnt isn't what I . 

rriean at all~ .· I mean in plain English· thut I am likely to shuP
rlo off long before··you.kick. the .bucket. And. if that should 

·. hap?Gfi and i.f· aryy momorial' ·iG to Off ore'ctod to ma, r know ex
actly what· I should like_··it to .. bo. Now please remember 11;hat 1.-· 
e~ fclli~g _yo~ D~ my ~ish in cas~ they ara.to put ·up a~y:mc~o-. 
rial· to me. Abo~t h~lt~ay betwg~n ·here ~nd. the C~pito1··1n·tha 

··: Arch'iv~·s Building·~ · Now 1 ·ho·ve somo relotion:to.Archives.~-And 
· .. ·. right· in f.~ont of :_.tho' Archr'ves Bu.iicing ·10 _B little ·giatn tri-.. 

: . . . . .. . . ' . 

1"Th~ ~crn~ri~l i~ r.O.R~1 
~arch 1961, PP• 39-40. 
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angle. If, 03 I eay, thoy ors to put up eny memorial to mo, I 
should like it to be placed in the center of that green plot 
in front of tho Archives Building.. I ·should liko it to consist 
of a block about the size of this {puiting his h~nd on hia 
dosk). I dcn't care what it is mado of, whothar limestono or 
grnnite or ~hatnot, but I ~ant it to be plain, ~ithout any or
nament~tion, rJith thC3 simplo carving "In memory of ----•" That 
is all, ond pluasa rem€~~er thot, if the timo should come. 

r.r. I shall indeed remember, ond you deeply honor me in 
putting this wish in the ke~ping of my memory. 

r.D.R. Don't you thin!<· I am right in wanting th~·t kind of 
a memorial and nano other? 

r.r. TI10 founder of your party, Jafforson, left specific 
instruction for that beautifully simple mamoriol of his.at 
Charlottesville, and I thinx your idea antiraly comports with 
wisdom about such things. 

Our talk then drifted to other matters. 



Make no littlo plans1 they have no m~gic to etir men's blood, 
--Attributed to Daniel H. eurnham 

I. NO LITTLE PLANS (1955-1960) 

On July 1, 1946, little more thane year ertar the death of 

Franklin D. Roosevelt, Representetive Eugene J. Keogh of Nsw York 

introduced in Congress e resolution to euthoriza a-fedoral Memorial 

Commission for the purpose of planning- e permanent mamorial in the 

District of Columbia in honor of ·the late President.2 Although 

Keogh's resolution was buried in co~mi~teo end cams to naught, e 

similar proposal by Sonator Herbert H._Lehman of New Vork•nina years 

later would enj~y _a di f~orent reception. Introducing his resolution 

Qn May 31, 1955, Lehma~ told the.Senates 
. . 

I think it is more than fitting th.at-· we hava a memorial to the 
late Presi~ent Roos~velt to -teks its place en the banks of tho 
Potomac along~ida the memori~ls· to tiur other great Presidonts-- -~ 
Washington,_ Jef'ferscn, ·and· Lincoln.; ·President Roo~~valt has -· . 
certainly ·won his ploce ln "history alongside these im~o~tal man 
for wh~t h~ .did _for· tha walf_ara of the people of the United 
States and of ·th~ ~orld.~- -. 

---,_ With.dispatch, .the· Senate· Corri~ittee· on· Rul~s end Administr-ation fa-·_ 
. . . . . ., 

-:_.- _ ·--~_orat;>ly. reported -~ehman's re~olutfo~ o~ July 20, and t.he Sena~e p~ooad 

-~H.J .•. 'Ros.·. 373~- 79th 'c~j~tj°., .2d ·sess~·- · Rep:. E~tos·. Kofouv-cir ·of· 
.. : . .... TcinnC?SSC£) fir$-t introduced ·such logis!Gti.cn on-. Apr. 18, 1945, but · · 

his bill ._(H.n. 2943,--79th Cong., fat Sess.) did not specify._a_ Wash-_ 
· . 1n9ton 1ocat1on. · . . · · ·· 

3s.J. Roa. 73, 84th tong., 1st Suss., 101· Cong. Rec. 7229. 
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it (together with eimilar legislation authorizing planning for the 

Robert A. Taft Memorial) two days lator. Soma questioned tha wis

dom of the maasura. The~ 1Q.!k Timos, editorializing ogainst 

both the Roosovelt end Taft memorials, decloreda 
.. 

The objection is not that the tributes are not earnod but that 
they would come e little too soon. These.groat reputations 
should outlast the turmoils of -0ur time. If so, another £en
eration, or this generation gro~n older, can pay e monumental 
tribute to ·tham •••• ~~Y not a sort or moratorium on such 
memorial~--parhaps until a quarter of a csntuxy or so artar 
the subject has passed on?4 . 

Despite such sentiments, the resolution sailed through the House 

end was approved by Proaidont Eiaanhows~ on Augu3t 11. 5 

The law established a rranklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial 

Commission, to consist of four s·enators, four members of t.he House 

of Representatives, and four.citizeni appointed by the Presidont. 

In its assigned mission o·r formulating plans for the location, de-

. sign, .en~ .c.onstructlon of a .Pa.rmanent m~rnorial, the Memorial Com

mission was authorized ·to· organiz~ contests, rocoiva g1fto, and ac

. _cept the .ass.istanca end 0.dvice· of· certain professional bodioo in 

the· Cepitai~ The Natio~~l Pa~k S~rvibe ~ecame the "housekeeping" 

·agency for the ·commission, ·managtf'.'g, the funds appropriatod for its 
. . - . . . .•. . 

. . 

u~ie. A~. the. firot. me~ting·_ e>t tho:. t;ommission on. Moy _1.7·, . . 1.9S-6,. Judge. 
. . 

rr~ncis Biddle, Att.orn~y·. Ga.ne.ral. u~~a~· Roo.seveit, was sel~ctad as 
.. , . 

_chairman. 

'·· 411A ·flloratori~m on Memorials," July 2s·~ 1955, P• 18. 

5 . P.L. 84-372, 69 Stot. 694; soo Appendix A. 
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Among the r1rst acts of the Memorial Commi~sion was tho ep

pointment of an Advisory Committco or sev~n distinguished architects 

and planne~s to assiot in site selection and the rormulatlon or de

sign guidelinegfi On February 8, 1958, Judge Biddle and m~mbers of 

the Advisory Committee, accompanied by Associate Superintendent 

Harry T. Thompson of tJational c·api tel Parks (a branch_ of the Nation° 

el Park Service), visited five oites in Washington considered as 

possibilities for the memorial. During tha tour Biddle told Thomp

son that the Memorial Commission wos thinking in terms of a substan

tial and functional structure, perhaps an opera house; Thompson in 

turn suggested a·plan3tarium.7 The Advisory Committee preferred 

to leavo the naturo or. the.memorial open, -howevert and its profes-

sional Judgment would provail. 

The Committee reassembled in Ne·w· ·vork on fYlay 2. Of' the 

five locations proposed by th_e. M_~~~~~al ·commission it found 

three deserving of serious considerations e site on tho south side 

· of the Mall opposit~ the Archivss ~uiidini (now occupied by the 

6Pietro Belluochi_ (chi:iirman), ·dean.of the School of Archi
tecture and Planning, m.I.T.; Somµ~l Glazer, architect; R. St~rgiss 
In·garsoll, pre~ident_ of the Philadelphia· f,1useun of' Art; Lewis fl1u,n
ford, teacher.• and. writer; Hidcio ·.Sasaki, chaiman. of the Oapertmen~ 
pf Landscape Architecture, Har.v~rd; · G. Halma~ Perkins,-.· "~h1:ri.rr.i~n .of 
the·_oepartrr.ont-·of·A-rchitecture·~ Univ~rsit·y o"f Pennsylvania; Jay-5. 
Unger, archi te.ct. ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

..... 

. 71\lemorandum' Thompso·n to Di roe tor"; -r~o t.iona l p3 rk Sorvi.C 13 

(Conrad L L1Jirth-)~ f"Gb. 10, ·1959_, F'ile· 11 Roo$0,:dt-, r. ·o. "·u Nn-ti:on
al Capitol Parks, Records of the· Uotion:11 Purk Sorvico, .nacord .. 
Croup 79, Accassion No. "66A1097, Gcn~ral Ar6~!vris bivisio~, -~~sh~ 
ington Notional Retards .Center, S~itlend,-~d.- (rlle ~aroin~rt~i 
cited es NCP-N~RC.) Seo-map, Illustration~, f~~ ~ito.1ocations. 
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Hirshhorn Museu~ of tha.Smithaonion); tho Old Novel Hospital site 

ecross 23d Street, N.W., from the State D~partmantJ and the por

tion of West Potomac Park south or Indepondonca Avenuo end west of 

the Tidal·easin, still covered by temporary wartimo structures. 

The first -1 t thought "aui table for the erection of a public build

ing, but not fore memoriel," and the second would require do~~li

tion of the Old Naval Hospital building, judged "worth presarving." 

In the Advisory Commit tee I s report to the Memorial Ccr.~mission on 

June 2, tha \'Jest .Potomac Park si ta was. the unanimous recommendation.8 

At its third meeting on June 17, the Commission adopted 

the Committee's recom~endations, which· included the holding of an 

. erchi tectural' co_mpeti tlon ~or the _·aolection of' a memorial dssign •. 

The desirod Gita ~ould·have to ba·reserved, and more fund~ ~ould 

be needsd for prizes and o·tho~ ex.p~nse~ :involved in edninistering 

the competi_ti~n. for th~se _purp~ses· _th:e group authorized tha in-
. . 

troduction of a second joint resolution_· in Congress• 9 

Rapresentativa _Jo~n W,_ l'licCorrn~·ck ·o·f ~lassachusatts, a mom-
.. 

· bar of the Ple~orial Co~_missio_n, ·:spon·~ored the legislation. His 

resolution di~d upo~ adjournmen~_ot· the 85th Congress in 1958, 
.. 

but 1 t ·progrossed ·. ~i-~~ .. · 11 t tle · d°f f_fi~ul ty a f tor raintrodu~_~ion the. 

following ·year~ The favorable· report of ·the·· Comrni tteo or/ H.ouae 
' . ,. ·. "' ' . . .. .. . . 

B"Repprt ~ft~~ .Advi~~fy Co~mitte~ ·to· the ir;~klin Delano·· 
Roosevelt· Memorial. Commission, 11 ,J..,n ·S. Rcpt. ~fo. 7~5, 66th Coiig.: , .. 

-1s_t Se.ss. {1959), PP• 3-4._· · · · · · · 
. . 

9"Report of :rra~klin Dsl~no ·Roosev~lt Momorjal C6mmts~ion, 
January 2, . 1959, 11 !2!2.•, P•. 3. 
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Administration noted tha,t 11 tha oraction of the momorial in that 

particular section of the Nation's Capital' would be fulfilling tha 

postwar goal and dream of tho leto President that the temporary 

buildings erected on the Mall.and adjacent p3rklands, many of them 

dating back to tha First World War,· would be removed es coon as 

possibla after the conclusion of World War II.1110 lUhon Representa

tive H. R. Grose of Iowa esked whether federal expondi turas beyond 

the S150,000 authorized in the resolution would be noedad, Repre

sentative Paul r. Schenck of Ohio, anothor Commission member, told 

the Houses "It is tho consonsua of all ~ambers or the Commission 

that it will be highly desirable to finance the total cost of the 

memorial throug~ public subscription.". In tha Senate, Hubert H. 
. . 

Humphrey and Lyndon B. Johnson both 'spoke in fa var of tho. measure .11 

The resolution, directing that "th_~ ·.comi>_eti tion for the proposed 

memorial shall be carried out' .SC) as. to insure that it will be har

monious as to location, design, and lend uso with tho ~•ashington 

rilonument, -the ·Je ffe:r-son Memorial;· ·end . tho Lincoln r11emorial II and 

charging. the Memoria°I Coi_nmiss1oo to ''avai.l ·i tsalf of tha assistance 

csnd advice of -~ha Co_~ission of f"J.na Arts, or the National Capital 
. •, 

.Pl~nriing. ·commission·,".·:·and or ~he .. rJationa°l ... Pnr.~- s•'ervics,." ·w:1s. sign~d 
1 

t .: • 

10tt. Rapt~- No •. 203 To·A~co._mp_any H.J. Ras. 115, 86th Cqng.,_ 
1st Seas·. '(1959), P• 1. 

11 105 Co~g. Rec. 14147~ 167bs~ 

12P.L. 86-214, 73 Stat. 445; see App~ndix 8. 
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Planning for tho compatition proceod~d s~iftly. Tho Memo

rial Commission eppointod es its profossional adviser Edmund N. 

Bacon, executive diroctor or tho Philadolphio Planning Corr.mission. 

five parsons of high distinction were selected ~s jurorss Pietro 
.• 

Belluschi (chairman), dean of the School or Architecturo and Plan-

. ning, M.I.T.; Thomas O. Church, landscape orchltoct; Bartlott· 

Hayes, Jr., director of the Addison Gallery of Americ~n Art, Phil

lips Acedemy, Andove~; Joseph Hudnut, emeritus professor of archi

tecture, Harvard; and Paul OOarvin Rudolph, chairman· of the Depart

ment of Architecture, Yale. · The Commiss'ion published a thirty-two

page pro~ram for compatltora, descri~ing end illustrating the memo

rial site and setting forth the :~equirement~ for ~ntry end design 

submission. Although Chairman David·( •. Finley of the Commission of 

r!na Arte had stressed the importa.nce of.· proscribing monumental 

. struc~ures that might ·c~mpete,with the neighboring mamor13ls, 13 the 

program gav~ entrants wid~ ;aeway~· quoting from the report of the 

. ~dvisory. Commi.t tee to the Memo.i:10.l Commissions 

· it would ·stultl.ry the· mind of> _.the·· designer, perhaps paralyze 
him, if ·thi;, Committee -we·re .. to indicate beforehand whether the 
eppropriato form would be·a_' building; e garden, a fountain, o 
_pool,~ whole len~scape, or.~11.of ~heso wrought. together in 
soma frcish, surprising, end epprop~iete fo~m. Our. ono .thought 
would bd that Ro6~evalt~-the ~~sential R6b~avelt, must bo t~e · 
Focus of on ~p~top~iate·~emotial;·it is surely not e~ough to 

:insciibo his name over the ·~ntrance of a·building conteivod· 
-·for some·quite -different use-and purposo.1 4 

' . 

, _13if'lemorandum,·Harry T. Th9mpson .to Conrad .. L. ~Jirth, jon. 13, 
. 1960, NtP-WNRC. . 

14 rr~nklln Del~no Roo~evnlt·~3MOriel Co;~ntltio~ c~~~hingtons 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Ncmoriel Commissi~n, 1960), P• 24. 
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On September 19, 1960, six finalists, each receiving 

$10,000, were selected from 547 design submissions. They presented, 

in the words or the jury, "widely dirrering solutions, some leav

ing the parklike character or the site untouched, others remodel

ing the topography to suit their particular ideas."15 But the big 

moment came on December 30 with announcement of the SS0,000 fi~st 

prize winners. the New York architectural firm of William r. 
Pedersen and Bradford s .. Tilney. _Norman Haberman was the sculptors 

Joseph Wasserman and David Beer were associate members of the te~m. 

Their design (see Illustration 2) comprised eight monolithic stales, 

or tablets, the lergest 165 reet ·high and 65 feet across, clustered 

asymmetrically end bearing some·2,ooo or FDR's words (selected with 

the aid or Professor rrank ·rreidel of Harvard). To avoid visible 

joints the stales would ·be constructod of a white quBrtz aggregate 

concrete of high densi~y,·bush hammered for maximum brilliance. 

The landscape treatment employed·_i"ow contoured mounds end paths con

necting with· the Lincoln and Jeffer-~on memorials. The total cost 

was estimated at S4.5 million • 

. · In the comments eccomp_anyir;t9 their design, the architects 

expr~ssed ·thei~ bel~~f--that· 1t· 

.. ·. ( 1) provides a·· ai te'. e~lution that· coinpl~ments monume~tal .. · 
.Washington, 

.1Su6 .Arch·!.te~ts Na~ed ·1n· Roosevelt ·o.esign,". New York Times, 
Sept.· 20, 1960, p. 78. ~early·ell the ~ntries·woro publishad by· 
Thomes H. Creighton in The Arch! tccturo of fVicnt..r.:onts: Tho rr·onk-· 
lin Delano Roosevelt Memoriol Competition ( New York a · Rein.hold 
Publishing Corporation, 1962). 
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(2) creates~e unique end m~morable exparionca for vi~ltor~ to 
the site, o ·1andmurk for ths city's inh~bltants, and a symbol 
for the nation; .. 
(3) is damocr3tic in its accessibility from all sides, its 
openness, and the human scalo·of its spacos; and 
(4) is appropriate as a per~onal memorial because or the inte
gral qu~lity of the inscriptions contnlning the essential 
spirit of the .thoughts ond ideas of the gro~t social and hu
rnano programs of rranklin Delano Roosevelt.16 

The report of the jury sought to capture the improssions·of a vioi

tor to the completed memorials 

As one movos onto tha various levela or the platform the views 
chango and new spaces acquire slgnificanco. As a monument it 
satisfies the viaitor's desire to apprehend th~·whole from 
many approaches and 1s visible, but without massiveness, from 
the distance. Its open character incorporates the natural 
beauty of the landscape, including altering views of the Poto
mac River end t~o Tidal· Basin, -in which the bright shafts are 
reflected. Added to this the shifting play of light end shad
ow as the· sun traverses the sky enimatos the structure and im-
parts a s~nse of living reality_ to enhance its spiritual 
meoning. 17 · -. 

· At the announcement or the selection Francis Biddle characterizad 

the winning design ~s possessing"~ .tremendous sansa of power." 

Pietro Bslluschi, unwit~ingly antic~p~ting o popular sobriquet, 

added that al though the design ··wa_~ _modern, 11 there is something 

primitive in.it."18 · 

16craighton, Architec_ture'of' ft'lcm.umnnt~, PP• 51-52. 

17 · · .· - · · .. - · · · 
-Ibid., P• 30. : :.· - ·. --~ 

. . · 18sas~· ~ur~an~- i1oasl.gn. S~le~.t~.d- .f'o~ rronklin D. Roosevelt:·_ 
·_. P1em~riol in_ Wash~ng~ciM," -~ ·vork limes·, -Dec. 31 ,_ 1960., P• · 1.-

. ·::.. . .. ·.;.·•:, 



No memorial in our Nation's history has ao dlvid0d tho 
A~erican peo~le as the winning slab design chosen by the 
Franklin Delena Roos~volt ~lemorial Commission. 

--William B. Widnall 

I I. CONTROVERSY AND C0:11PROiUSE: ( 19_61-1964) 

Bolluschi's words of praise were quickly tranolated to 

"Instant Stonehenge" by those viewing the Pedersen-Tilney design 

in a difrerent light. Thai~ response was not slow in coming. 

rreder!ck Gutheim, architecture critic ·for the ~~shinqto~ Post, 

wrote the next days "The win~i~g design is _not a~chitecture, b!,Jt 

11 teratura. It should no_t be buil t·.·,.19 The ~ reportod the 

first reaction of Roosavelt's daughters .. "'Good Lord,' said Anna 

Roosevelt Boettiger Halsted as a description of the huge monument 

••• was ·read over ·the· phoMe ·to. her 1n Lexington, Ky. 'We'll 

. just have to ~ope for ~hi b~~~•!"20 ·Indignant letters poured in 
.. 

· ·"t~ n~wspaper~-• to tha Pr~sldent,- to the ftiemorial Commitision, the 

Secretary or the Inter~or~ a~d the National Park·Sorvice. A New 

:York citiz~n dem~nde~ of President Kenn~dys - "!he first thing you 

. m~st do:~: ~ .• :is_t~_~td~tt~6~-thi~·app~lling •~emorial1 · proposod· 
. . 

·:rcit•rranklin Delano Roosevelt. I~.he to be !mmortalizod.by ironing 

·. · 19 11 f'DR Tribute Lik~ - 'Book E:nd~, Out· of Doep ·f1.-oaze, '" oe·c. 31, 
.1960; ·p.· B1. .. 

20constance roelo}'~ "rt:emorial Plans Stir rDR 1 s Kin," _Jan. 2, 
. 1961, p •. C1. 

11 
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boards upended? • • • Protoct him, now that h9 ie helpless, Prom 

the fat-heads. "21 . ·A letter to tha ~ ~ Times lemonted the 

prospect of an "agglomeration or junbo-sizod concr~te slabs or

ranged in-higgledy-piggledy fashion near tha Potomac Rivor--an 

eyesore for the city of Washington. 1122 In moro mod3rato tone~ 

-tha distinguished Co:nmi ttea of 100 on ths fedarol City voiced· 1 ts 

opposition to Secretary of the Interior Stawart L. Udall, citing 

tho large scale of ths design in relation to tho Lincoln ond Jef

ferson Memorials, the need to preserve open space in West Potomac 

Park, and the belief that moro timo should elapse to allow proper· 

evaluation of Roosevelt's contributions.23 

The disinterestedness of soma opponents could bo questioned. 

A letter from the Dickinson fiionum_ental Works of Norristowi-l, New 

Jersey ("Artistic Cemotery and.Public Memorials--Granite, Marble, 

~nd Bronze"), protestc~ t.ho use of. concrete as "a grave error"; and 

George trlogg of ~he_ Mogg Cut Stone. Cornpan.y in Cleveland asked tho 

· President.to do all he ciould "to.·6ha~ge ·the spccificaticns ••• t~~ 

8 suitable nat~ral .. st~ne-·:so ~h~t. [the' ~ernorial] will hav~ the endur

~ng ~eauty ·1t des~r~~s for a ~r~~t·Ame~ic~n prasidont."24 Those of 

a ·tradi t'ional bent· in aJ:t' end· erchi tectura~ circles · formed another 

. · ...... ·:. 21_Lett.or, Roy Pascal, Jan.: 22, .. · 1951 ~ tilo. "frankli.n·.O •. Roosa~~l·t 

. ' · Viemoria_l, 11 Notional C_api tal Pa.rks. ·-(.rile _h·~ reina.fte.r ci _ted os r~CP ~ )· ·· · 
. . ~ . . . . . .; . . . . . . . . . . 

·. 22va~thro.p Perkhur~t,· Ja~·. ·7, .1961.,: p~ .1a •.. 

"2_3Lettor, Neitl ·Ph{llip~ (ch,Zli.rm~~).·: Ap.r·. 2·4,· ·1gs1·,.· Ne~·. 
24Lettors, March 10 orid 21, 1951, NCP~. 
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opposition rectlon--of for greater influence. Cilmoro o. Clerko, 

former doan or tho Cornell Collage of Architecture and chairman or 

the Commiasion of rine Arto rrom 1937 to 1950, asked 

why, in view of rnr. Roosevolt's request [as published by folix 
frankrurter], does e commi~sion accept the deci~ion of o jury 
th~t selected a design w~ich this ~ritar believes would havo 
been objectionable to tha parson it is proposed to memorial
ize? • • • Thia writer, CJhO learned to know scmethi_ng of his 
taste in artistic matters, believes that he would cring~ if he 
should view the loosely orranged, huge, reinfo4ced ccncreto 
slabs that a few; possibly misguided souls, wish to erect to 
his memory.25 

Writing to the director of the National Park Servic~ on February 14, 

1961, C. Paul Jennewein, president of the conservative National 

Sculpture Society, called the w~rining design "truly tha most dis

turbing occurrence in the Art World seen_ for many ·o day. • • • · We 

feel that it is completely out·or_keeplng with the traditions or 

the great memorials to be t~und in~~~ nations [si~ Capital, and 

c~rta~nly most unworthy as _e-Mem~~~al to an Ex-Presidant~n26 

Tha addres~ee of Jsnn~wein'~ _l~t~er, Conrad L. Wirth, was 

not then in a ·µos~ tion to p~blicize_ his· -yiews. In a memorandum to 

Assistant Secretary of the Inte~i~~-J~hn A. Carver, howe~er, he 

confided, ·11 I ho.pa· the ~esign --~iil .un_dergo changes through the _Hno 

Arts._Commission b·erore "t~--cpmes to u~.-. I don•t·like the desi_gn. 1127. 

-: . Perk Service replies to ·the _many incoming· let tars on the subject, 
. . . . 

26rJCP. 

'_27reb. ~4, .1961, NCP. 
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although noncomm1tt8l with respoct to the Poderson-Tilnoy de9ign, 

soon carried word.that the Service and th~ Department of the Into

rior wore planning to develop "a uniform policy and criteria to 

cover oll memorials which era proposad for placemsnt in the Na

tional Capital Parks System.ft These criteria, it was declared, 

"might very well require e sufficient period of time to elepse ef

ter the de~th of an individual or the occurr0nce of an avant bofora 

being memorialized."28 

Inevitably, there ware critics with suggestions or their 

own. One wrote to the Presidents 

I would like to exprass_my sentiments about the proposed 
rranklin D. Roosevelt memorial. .l think f'.D.R. should be sit
ting in a wheelchair with rala et hi.s feat. His cigarette · 
holder should bo.in hia mouth pointing ·up et a sta~p angle and 
the smila ohould boon his.face casting optimis~ ovar~ ~hara. 
The memorial should be.at leu~t seventy five feet high with no 
enclosure like the Lincoln Memorial~ The base should be in
scribed with his best sayirigs~ · ••• 29 

•Ari alternative receiv!Mg mora. s~ri~us consideration was presented 
.. 

by Representati~e Harris a. McDQwell~ Jr., of Delaware. On Juno 1~, 
. . . 

· 1961, ha introduce_d le_gialation. to establish on the l1Jest ·Potomac . . ' . . . 

· Park si-ta a rr_anklin Delano Roose~al t. IYlemorial Nat!onol Park--"a 

fo_rmal public gar.den ·u.:h_ich .. wouict .. combine ·faaturas ·or ·the Longwo~d 

Carden~- o·ri the_ Ou Pont: estate near Wi'lmi'ngfon-, 001'. ,' with· soma ·of 

··_:_·:., .the f~a"t_ures·· of: t·ha_ fo~m~l-__gar_dons a"t Mount Va.rnon ••.• ·e.nd. t.he· 
" . ·· . 

. · .. g~rd~ns" ·at' .riion.ticello'~ ti· ·-·~ corn·p~·n10; 'b.ill '~~s. 6.ponsored· by ?Gnator_ 

·20£:.9·~·, ... lette·r~ Wi;th. t~_-lou~s· ~-~-t'r~slk, Marct:,···20, 1961,· NCP~ 

29oick Graor, ~arch-19£1, NCP. 
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Paul H. Douglea of Illinois.30 The~ York Timo9 becked thi9 

"living memorial"_proposols 

All esthotic conrlicta aside~ the last thing Washington needs 
is another huge monument.· • • • Smoll formal gardens for tha 
display of seeconal rlowors, parhops setting off a dignifiod-
not gigJntesqu~--pioco or -sculpture dcdiceted to r.D.R., and 
incorporated into en arc~ or beautifully plannod informality 
like that of the London city parks, would indeed be an appro
priate memorial as well as e delightful relief in a mcnument-
ridden city.31 · 

Further support ror the McDowall-Douglaa legislation cema from the 

radoration of Citizens Associations, representing Porty-nine Wash

ington neighborhood groups. Responding to its lattor or January 17, 

1962, Rogional Director T. Sutton Jett or National Capital Parks 

expressed--if only implicltly--the ~~s~leasure of the National 

Park Service with the grand design of the franklin Delano Roosevelt .. 
Memorial Commissiona 

The legislation (S. 2501 and .H.-R. 7664) introduced in Congress 
last summer offers a-_sound basis by which to provide, over a 
period of year•, an appropriatti_ living msmorial, carefully con
ceived and properly integrated ~,i_th the existing beautiful com~ 
plex formed by·the Lincoln rn~morial, Jefferson Memorial, and 
Washin·gton · t.ion_ument. · A rnemoriol ·of the typo proposed in H. R. 
7664 and S. _ 2501, with .appropriate ·-pnrl< treatment, has consid-
erable me~it.3~ ~ 

Advocates or· the ·Peder.se~-Tilney plan did their best to _ 

_.~-make -~hemselves heard abovo. the ~oar of professional and lay 

. 30 . · . · · · . · 
. . ·_ . H.R. -75_54_, ·-e7th Cong.-,· 1st Sass·.; _107 Cong. Rec. _-19729; 

- ~ ~s.·-2so1,·a7£h Cong., -1st·se~s. - - -· _ .. 
. •. . . . . ~· .... ·. .. . . . . . 

---_- -__ - -.31-~1Th.o r-~O.R~ mo·m~rit;il'' (edito.ri~l), ··July 16, 19_61, ·Sec. 4·, .. 
-P_• e. - - -

. ...... 
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opposition. "THe rranklin O. Roosevelt momorial Competition has 

produced ••• ~ very stirring, a very fit~ing memorial design,"· 

wrote .Thomas H. Creighton, editor _of Progres~ive A!:chitecturo. 

NI hope it gats bullt. 11 33 In e letter to tho ~ York T!mos tho 

no tad archi tact William Lesca•ze called the design "a simple, strong, 

sculptural .end architectural sta.tement in torms of today." · "This 

is the first breath of fresh air which wo have had in the design 

of IIJashington monuments for many a de.cads, 11 remarked William A. r,1_. 

Burden, American ambassador to Belgium·,. in another· Timos letter. 

"Not only is the design extremeiy beautiful, but I think it ex

tremoly appropriate that.a_ gre~t innovatdr like franklin Delano 

.Roosevelt should ba remembered by an imagi~ative monument, which 
-

bra·aks new ground osthe;ically in the some 1;.;ay that hs broke new 

ground in the realm of governm~nt."34 :riancis Biddle was foremost 

emong the def~ndors, le~ding th~ ~ounte~0ttack against Ropresenta-
.. 

tive McDowell's proposal ("To tack Roos~velt 1s name toe park in 

-no true sense. creot~s e memorial_· to _hi'1.l~' )~5- ond responding to hostile 
. . . . . 

editorials ·and_ publlshed 1(:3~-t~rs. · He cultivated end made the most 

of professional_ su-ppo~t·, · ·s:>ublicizing_ fa~orable resolutions like 

thet°of the America~ Instituta-~f-Archite.cts and the·comments of 
. ... . . ..· .. . .. 

33np.s ."[editorial]~" Protjressi ~o Archi t~ct.uro·, ··fob •. 1961, · 
P• 235 •.. 

34jan. 24, 1961, .p. 2a; .. tab··.· ~. -1961_,. p. 2a~ · 

35Lettcr~--~ York Timcc, Aug~' 6, ·1961, 5oc.· ·4, .p •.. 8. 
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Design, who stateds "The winning design iG out~tanding--tha bent 

project of this typo that I havo seen in many years. It fits with

in the onvironmont and is eo different es it should be from the 

other memorials."36 
.. 

On January 11, 1962, the rrankl_in Delano Roosevelt Memorial 

Comm!sgion by an eight-to-~no vote formally approved the Pedersen

Tilney design--with the addition or a statue or bas relief of Roo

sevelt in concession to the common criticism of the memorial' s un-

relatedness to its subject. The negative vote was ·that of Repre

sentative Schenck; Representative James Roosevelt, recently appoint

ed to the memori~l Commission, voted with the mejority. In view 

of the Commissio_n• s '!i°rtua~ comrni tment 'to ·abide by the result of 

the competition, its . dec~siorl _was·. a .. foregone conclusion. .Less cer

tain was the outcome of th·e ne_xt step :~re'scribad by t.he authorizing 

legislatio~s _obtaining the ''assist'ance: and advice"--in practice, 

the epproval--of the Co~misslon·or r1ne_Arts, th~ prestigious 
. . . . . . 

·. saven-member panel appoin~ed by_· ~ho Pres~d~nt to provida aesthotic

review of proposed pub~ic .·wor~s .in the l~ashington area. 
•, . . .. . . . . 

The f!)llowing w~ek rrancis·· Biddle and Wil_li~m r. Pederson 

eppe~~ed befo~~ a:meetjng of .th~ ri~~ Arts Commission t6_present. 

their case on' 'behalf of the. design. · .. Under quostionin~j" by .. ~embers: 
• • ~ • • .- • • • • • • • • ., I • • • • • 

fe~rf".ul that the _proposed use.·_ of·. ~oncret~ wo:uld c_ra~Je durebili ty · 

probloms,· Pcdcrs·on_ ci t~d recent -edvances· in concr~·ta technoi:ogy .· 
.... : 
: 

.. 

36c1ted·1n l~tter, Biddlo to -mcoo~cll, may_.31, 1961~ 1b7.Cong~ 
. Rec. A5578.(1961). 



18 

end the sop~ist~cation of the bush hammerod white quartz aggregoto 

he would employ I: 

With the concrete we are et least 98-99 per cent suro [or per
manonce] • • · • • With marble we would be 100 par cont sure, 
end very honestly, we in talking batwson oursolva~ heva kept 
this subject so~e~hot op3n. If enough monoy can be raised to 
do it in marble we may da it in marbla. 

He estimated thet marble would cost an extra million. On the sub

ject of funds, Biddle voiced his expectation that "o largo amount" 

of private money v1ould ba donntod for the memorial. "Then if we 

get, sey, a kitty of ••• S3,000,000,-we go back to_Congress end 

sey 'You do the rest'--I think ~hey will do it."37 

The Commission or r1na_ ~rts, fully .aware of the importenca of 
. '· .. 

their action on ·this matter, delayed their. vote until _rebruary 21. 
- . 

After a closed ~essicn,_ they annriunced their conclusions t~ the 

presss 

The Commission is· aware of positive.qu~lities in the proposad 
design;.those of great dramatic force and imp6ct, of imagina
tive end stirring _effects of. light and shade, md the expression 
of much that is characteristic of our times. • •. • [But] 1 t is 
lacking in the ropose, on os~enti~i e~ement in memori~l art, 
end th~ qual! ties of monumentel' perm~ncnce thet ere the essence 
or t~o thre~ memoriol~_~it~ which~ must by law conform. 

Cheirman Dovid ~ ~ -r!nlar added ~hat. ~•the winning design, by its 

-gre_at .size end height, competes with,.r.eth.er than ~upplomants, the 

three mo~6rtal~. ~i~~-~hich,it•is requi~ed.to b~ har~ontous~~ Un

conv.ince·d· b·y J>edersen'.s. orgumen~,. ~he: (?)~.miss.ion al~o· q~Jestion.ed. th'e 
. . 

durability or th~ propo~ed construction ~aferial~ Tho·deciiion.£0· 

.. . 37.Transcript cf meatr°ng··, PP• 22-23, 25, ~linuton, -J~n~ 17, -1-962~ 
ConltJ'.11S~ion or rlno Arts (hera_ini3ft~r' citcd··o~ CfA), ~-.Jshington, O.C. 
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oppose W8S·Unantmou3. Biddle~ reportod "keenly disappointed" md 

es responding "If.Ii th considerable emotion,•~ said, "I can hnrdly 

think that this action by the Commission oF rino Arts is cnlculated 

to encourage the Government hereafter b rely on the best architect 

they can obtain to plan ond ~uild public buildings. 1138 

Opponents of the Pedersen-Ti lnsy memorial voiced expro.s

sions of relief at this apparent deathblow to the dasign.-39 But 

obituaries ware premature. On May 10, 1962, Representative Eugene J. 

Keogh and Senator Hubert H. Humphrey ·(both member~ ~r the Memorial 

Commission) introduced joint res-~lutions that would declare congres

sional approval of the· dasign and_~uthcirize a $200,000 eppropriation 

for the organiza_tion o·r a public fund-raising campeign. The reso

lutions did c:.ill for nna Arts Coircainsion review of tho a~-yot

undetermined ~tetua or bai re~ief ~f R~~~~velt--a ~ovision unlikely 

to mol·li fy the opp~si ti~n. 4o. . . . :-. ___ · _.= .. ·. · .. ·: 

The Subcommittee on Enrolled Bills erd Library or tho Com

. mittea on House Admini~tration off.ered a ·forum for renewed dabato 

· et its ~earin~ on Keog~•s ·tesplutiori_on June a. Williem r. Psder

se.n was there .to do fend ·.hfs firm~ s. products 

.. •. -··. 

38crA p~ess ··rele.~sa, in ·.til.!n~t~~i fob.· 21, 1972;· ·"Do;iign' for · 
. Roosevelt. ·Memc,rial ·is ·Rejected _by- Fina Arts Panel, ")i2!!. !..9.!1i Timas, 
Feb. 22, ·1·_962,··p~--27.· - .. · . 

.. . .. 

·39E.g., "fi1onum~nts end men" (e_ditorial), ~ York. Ti;,1n~, 
Feb. 27, .. 1962, -~.-Ji.~ 

·4~H.J. Ros. ~12~-:·.s.J~ Res~" .. 101/o?th'Con;f~·. 2d ,Sess~·, .. se~. ·. 
. . . . . ' 

Appendix C. \a . 
. .. 

.. 
:· !·.· •.• , ... 
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I feel cont~oversy is e mark of oxcallenco, and I foal very 
strongly that if competition means o,ything tho memorial must 
be built. I· reel if profossionol opinion means anything the 
memorial must be built. And I fool 1r tha arts in Americ~ 
are to advence in a signiricant W3Y the memorial must be built~1 

Philip Will, Jr., peat president of the American Institute of Ar

chitects, streosod the imporeance of abiding by tho result of a 

proper competition judged bye distinguished Jury. francis Biddle 

introduced stritements from soventeen architects and architecturo 

critics praising tho winning design and presented resolutions from 

five labor unions urging its expeditious constructipn. Already he 

had received donations, he raported~--S1,000 from the Brotherhood 

of Railroad Trainmen, S2~500 f~om th~·er~tharhoodofMaintenanco of 

lfJay empl.oyees; 
. . 

One of the richast _men in thi? .. country; whoso n~ce I er.a. not at lib-
erty to reveal, who was an associ~te_md intimate friend of Roo
t,evelt, wrote .simply,· "Thank 'you for .telling me"--and this u:as 
before th_e design was chosen--"abcu-t" the ccmpc:ti tion. ~'hen the 
time co~es, _let me knoLu ho~~ _m~_ch mortey y_ou think I ought to giveJ' 

"Constantly I got lat~er~ from people-~ho loved r.o.R.," he con

tinued, 11 --litUe p~ople, ·~11 over_. the. co.untry, enclosing $5, $1, 

. eayi_ng tt1ey want t·o · -~alp, .c_sking ·wh_ether thoy c~m form local commit-
•·· 

·tees to rai~o ~on~y; e~d,!·~ariiw~~ t~em th~y must woit until Con-

. grass. e_cts •" . Both Lll~_ll ·end Bi"d~le ci tad A~ lewr~Qqe· L01.i1_8ll IS apho-
. . . 

ri~m- ebout the .. teat. o·~ Americ·an d~in~~racy bei"ng 1 ts. ability ·to_. uso · 

experts~4~ .. 

. 4.1 r·ran!din. Ool~~o Roo~ovfll( r,iemo~inl, He~ring~ on H.·J;. ifo .. .'. 
·112 end H.J. Res. 713,_._87th Cong.~ .2d.-Scs:,.~·.P•· 23.· 

·\. · 421bid. ,~- .PP•· 5~21,· 26-29. 
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Unrortunately for tho p~e~ont appl1cobility or this princi

ple, exports on art genarelly agree even l_ess than do those on oth

er subjects. David E. rinloy of the Commission of r1no Arts ar

rived to restate tho opposition or that oxpart body. John Hnrbo-
.. 

son, past prosident of the Nation3l Academy or Dosign, testified, 

nrhero is no order in this design; it is a disorganized agg~omera

tion of ugly forms, or ungainly slabs of dirforent shapes and 

sizes sat at odd ang1os to oach othar."43 The currant presid~nt of 

the Academy, Edgar I. Williams, .thought the competition winner al

most subversive: "l1Jhereas the spirit of our nationol character is 

balance ~nd forthright o·utspoken clarity in the very fabric or our 

Constitution, B1_11 o~ Rights, a~d ·national policy ·statamants, the 

design ~f tha Roosevelt ~emori~l ~~speak~ indecision with•ovartonss 

of mystery." With othots,· he d~no~nced:the use of concrete, flwhich_ 
. . 

. gets r;,ld and starts deteriora.ting_.t~e minute it goes up.'' Margaret 
. . . 

rrench Cresson, daughter of Daniel Chas~er rrerich ~nd a sculptor 

.~erself, protested in a letter ~~~t f6r th~ records "I cannot~-

. trous proposal. for our b~a~ti f\.il: ~ity of .Washington. 1144 

-· Although an ;~ppo~ent.··~r ... -~~e. design· and _.t.ha Koog~ .resolution, 

Re.pr_esentative· William B. Widnall in. his ·t_estimony .voicod' what even· 

. . 43!.12.!E~•' j,.· 62~·- Harb'eson' 6 ri rm design3d ·_tho ··nilyb~rn Housa. 
Offico Building.;.-11 0 nE1tio.nel disostor 11

· in thG ·word~ of· Ac.fa Louise . 
·Huxtable· end the o·pinion of m·ost other qual~ fiod _j.rdg~s•_-. · 



22 

tho proponents ~ust havo felts 

I think I c~n say without fear of contradiction that no m~no
rial ii our Notion's history hes so divided tho Amoricnn pooplo 
es tho winning slab design chosen by tho rrnnkiin OQlano Roase
valt memoriol Commission.45 

In the snd, the Haus~ committee prasentad a favorable ro

port on tha resolution. But the foe was errayed for battle on tho 

House floor. Representativo Thomas P. O'Noill of Massachusetts 

("In all the enhals of American art i have never seen such e hide

ous monstrosity in my lif~ 11 )
46 had preparad an ame.n_dmont that, · 

rather than epproving the Pedarsen-Tilney design, would direct tho 

Memorial Commission 

to consult with the Commission of rine Arts to determine wheth
er the v,inning do.sign • • • · m~y be _so changod or modified to se
cuto tho approval of tha Co,nmission of rine Arts. If it is da
ter;:-iined that 8Jch c·hanges or·-modific~tions at·a not practicul, 
the Commission ·1s euthoriicd and di~~cted to select, with the 
edvice and approval of the Commission of rino Arts, such oth~r 
deeign among thoria el reedy subrni tted in tha compati tion for th~ 
proposed memorial, or to considor e· living memorial such ..as tha· 
stadium, an educational institution,- information conter, memo
rial park or any other suitablo or :worthy projact. 

· The author~zed. eppropriat~o,:-· luas .. -r~du·c~d _"to $25,000.47 The final 

biow came whe;n James. :Roosovalf Jaine~ .w.i th Representative. Schanck 

.45Ibld.~ ·.p~ ,47~ -The Interior ·oepa~tmont submitted an un
favorable report ori the Keogh ·_rc·solution, expressed in tcrm.s of 
support for th~ 'j~dgment of th_a fine Arts· Com:nission--11 the egency 

.. ex~ort .i~ ~his .fiel~."- ((attar, .Assistant S~crctar~ ~anngth H61u~ 
to Omar· Burloson, · Chairman,· Comr.1ittca on Houze Ad:ninistratlcrr~ .in·· 
H. · Rapt. No. 2148 To ·Acc'ompany,. H.·j. Res •. n2, 07th Cong., 2d S~ss., 
PP• 8-9 •. ) . . 

4610a Cong._ Roe. 21783_(1962). :.-· 

. ...,:..._ 

47 . · . 
Ibid., -P• '21782 • 

. · .. : ..... 
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to speak iri support of tha O'Noill amondmont. Tho amondad resolu

tion was voted by a wide margin end subsaquantly passod tho Senate. 

President Kennedy approvod it on October 1B, 1962.48 

The new law required tho Memorial Com~ission to roport its 
• 

rocommendations to Congress for approval by June 30, 1963, As a 

first stop, Biddle and Pedarsan aga~n met with tha Comrni$slon of 

,ins Arts on Dacomber 19, 1962, to discuss modification of the de

sign. Pedarssn said that he could reduce the height of the highest 

stole thirty or forty feet ~it~~ut doing violence to the concept. 

He also agreed that the stales might be shoa thod in v:hi to limes tons 

or marble. The fins Arts Commission refused to grant. tuntativo ap

proval of the propose.d changes; ·.it would only restato the congres

sional diractive th.at the memoria'i "ba h~rmonious as to loca~ion, 
.. 

design, and l~nd uso" with the•othar momorials. It asked that 

· Pedersen submit sketches with·~1s-~lterat1ons, and tho architact 

agreed to do so.49 

As~tha.~aw tear.p~6gressed·and no sketches appeared, Chair~ 

man finley sent a _let:ter of reminder .to. C~ai rman Biddlo. Biddle 

. 50 
repl~ed on April .2, :pleadi.ng a iack ·.of funds for the· purpose. 

Soon thereafter tho ·Memorial Com~isaion · received ·1 ts S2.S~OOO oppro-

. · .. ··· priatlon, .. end/:1n~·ey· ·~g~i':' wrot~ Biddfe to re.quest. e "·aimpie sketch" 

4~P.L. ·87-$42, ~.6 St~t. 1079;- see Appendix·p. 

49ro1nutes,.Dec. 17.,1962, CrA, p~ ·2 •. ·.· ·>. 
. . 

50!!?!!!• ,· March 19 o~d Apr. 1_6/ 19_63.·· 
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for the June 17 meeting or the Commiaaion of fine Arts--its lest 

before the June 30 reporting date set by Congress. Biddle's ra

sponse revaeled that ha was in no hurrys 

·I do not believe that the use ore simple sketch would be of 
eny service to the members or your Com~issicn •••• Obvious
lye careful study must bO mado by Pedersen 0nd Tilney which 
would take several months to complete end would not possibly 
be finished et the time you·suggest, 51 

Contributing to the absence of urgency displayed by tho 

V.emorial Commission was the prospect.of several new appointments 

to the fina Arts Commission after the· middle of the .. ye£ir, There 

wes little expectation thet the existing membership would epprovo 

the relatively minor modiricati~ns that the architects were willing 

to make. The memorial Commission t~us .pr~ferred to ignore the con

gression~l deadline en~ take it~_ ~hanceo with tho nc~ Kenoody ap

polntees.52 ·This strategy proved aoundi·· the fine Arts Commision 
. . . .. 

was later ch~racterize~ es "r~~ically ~varhauled and liberalized" 

by the app~intments. 53 At .a· meeting 1~·october, the new members 

eppe~rod more ~ympathotic._to the P~d~rsen~Tilney concept,·and the 

Commissio~ again requeate~--~_ravisad pre~entation.54 

Contention rlared once more et the presentation session on. 

. . .: . 

· .: · 51 Let t~-rs, - Jun·o ··3·· and- s·,.·-1963,··· ihid., June' 1'i,: 1_963 • 
. . •' .. -·. -~ 

52Inter~ie.w-~ .Charles H·. A_the·r-ton, Executive s·oc~etary, Cti\,: 
Nov. 14· end 2i, 1~72.· · 

. . ... 

53Ada Louisa Huxtable, "f•ionumont~l Trouble~-," r-:rw Yorf~; T.~1~05, · · 
.-Juno 2~,- ·1964, P• 31. ·· 

54Minutes,· Oct. 15, 1963, er~~ pp. 11-14. 
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May 19-20, 1964--spnrked this time by a ~ York TJ.rncs Mtt1oazina 

erticla by Willie~ Walton, new chairman of the rine Arts Commioion. 

Walton, roviewing the controvorsy over the Roosevelt Memorial, had 

.11.1ritten th~t the Pedorsen-Tilnoy design °probably will nover ba 

built, at least not in Washington. 1155 rrencis Biddle declared 
• 

.' that Walton was projudiced end el'sked _that he disqualify himself 

from voting. Walton, with the support of his ccmmissicn, refused 

to do so, stating tha~ his expression raferrod solely to tho origi

nal design end assuring Biddle that he would be given "en unbiesed 

hearing on the new dasign."56 

In fact, the "new dasign 11 was not so changed es to overcome 

the objections of most opponents. rhe h~ghest stelo was lowered 

thirty-seven feat to bring it just. bolo.-!1 the above-1::3 ter fwlght er 

the Lincoln Memorial, and soma of th_e stales u:ere rearranged to in

corporate within the clu$ter -a three-times-life-size sta~ue of Roo

sevelt• Concrete was retained es the buiioing material. At the fine 
. . 

:Arts Com:nfssion vote on June_ 24-. WaHon, ~long 1111th Thoodore Roszak, _ .. ·· 

decided ageinst·1t._ But.Gordo~·e·u_nshar·t, Burnham Kelly, Aline 

Searinan, md John Carl L~arnack·e-.;.the n~ce_asary m::.,Jori ty--voted to 

. -<-. eipp~o_va. 57 

. . 

-· 56~~l~n· for~~rn6riel t6·~~o6s~elt ·Sti~s Di~~~t~ i~ Capita~," 
~--~ Timcs-,.,f1iay 21"-,-_1964, p~ 37._ ·. 

. ·57Hide~ _Sasoki ~· member or·· .th~ .Advf~or·y Commit tao. to ·_the· 
: ·rronklin Oolono Roosovel t Memorial Commis.sion en~ a- ·c~mpo~itfon 
entrant, ebst~inad. 

·I 
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After fo'ul' and o half years or controvorsy, construction 

of the Pedersan-lilney design for the rranklin Delano Roosavelt Me

morial seemed assured. 

.• 



We don't liko it, and I'm sure tether wouldn't either. 
--James Roosavelt55 .• 

III. DEATH or A DESI Gr~ (1964-1965). 

Throe days before the affirmative decision of the tine Arts 

Commission, the five children of rranklin D. Roosevelt--Elliott, 

John, James, FDR, Jr., and Anna--met at Hyda Park ~o discuss the 

memorial design that now app_earad likely of epproval. James stated 

their unanimous conclusion iri identicai letters to rrancis Biddle 

and William ~alton 1 "We are una.lterably opposed to the erection 

of either the original or. the revise~ design submitted by the 
. . 

Franklin O. Roosevelt memorial Co~Tiission, and we do not believe 
. . 

eny modifications of .the proposa~ ~~uld make it acceptable to us." 

In addition~ the family r~q~e~tod tha~ "no public fund-raising op-
. . 

·eretion·be al~~wed" regardless-.of· what daoign might ultimately ba 

-salected56~-ioportedly-.bsca~se su~h ~- c~mpaign mi~ht hindar efforts 

to finance tha Eleanor Roo:sevelt fou~1dation. 5? 

The .. ·_co01£Qission of tine A~ts,, inPormed of the family's posi

. tion before· their' v~te' .did 'not aiiow. it to influence .. their. 
·. ·. . . ·• . . . . ' . .. ,••· 

. ·. · . 55ft1~tjorie. Hunt~~.· .. Fi ~e Fio~~e-vei ts o·ppose rr.~mori.ai ,· .. ~el~ ·_ 
. -'!e_;k ·Times, _June. 26, 1964, p.~ 31.. . . . 

, 56Let'tcr, ·June ·23, 19.64, .in ~1inutcs, June·23, ·1954, CrA. ·, 
. 57u.rolr Von Eckardt, "Keogh B_ec.omes .. Chairman of FDR Ji1cmorlol 

·Board," Washington·~, Juno 22, 1965; p. A7. 
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decision. Elsowhora, however, thero was renewed commotion, exem

plified by tho divided membership of tho Memorial Commission. 1tI 

rather liked [the design] mysalf,.but, if tho ramily doesn't like 

it, then I'm afraid it's out," said Senator Maurine Neubergor. 

"We'll just have to start all over again." Senator Jacob Javits 

did not like "forcing anything on the family": "I think v10 should 

give it another try to find something they c~uld go with. It looks 

all right to me, but they apparently don't like it." Reprosenta

tive Keogh wanted to take the family's wishes into _consideration 

but did not sos how the Commis~ion could roject the winning designs 

"Why, that would make a mockery of the arch! tectu~al profassion." 

Chairman Biddle, leader of the Memorial .Commission in fact as well 

es name, was all for· prcsoing :eh.end. 58 . But his determin;lt.ion vias 

. matched by that of James Roos·e~elt, ·who carried the family posi-

tion to the House floor o~ June ~51 

. ,·. . 

It has coma to ·my attention tha-t the _Chairmen of the f"ranklin D. 
Roosevelt Memorial Commission.has st~ted that no further action 
is requiro·d by the C.ongress ·of. the U_ni tod States and that the 
Commission cen. noilJ go f_orward ahd. b~ild according to .tho ap
proved dosi'gn; thi·s in f,ice ·of-.the· ·fact that, of cou!~se, the 
femily or the late Piesiden·t di°d unanimously express t.hai r opin-

.. iori that this is en·undesirable dssign. · thereforo I hops that 
some of my co;leagues·will joiri me .in.examining the logi3lation 
which is controllin_g •. ·• •.· · ... And if, es a result of that exam!- · 

· natio_n it. app;3ars- .that tho Congre·so. -hea.- lost-· control -of thra. i'.f\Ot..,;. 
·te~ oi-tha·e~ec~ion 9f this ~emorial .under the approved deslgn~-
1·tope that my colleagues·.wul join w_ith ,rie··in consid~ring some 
legis_lation to do someth_ing ~bqot it. 59 . . .. · ·.- .. . .. 

J • • • •• _.:. , •• 

. SBH.~nter,·· "f"ive .R.oo_se~alts Oppcise Memorial." ·. ,' 

591~~ Cong. Rec. 15013 (1964) ·· 

I:-

. .. · 
. '· 



29 

Once agoin, advocates and opponent~ or the design mads 

their views known through the press. Ada J,.ouise Hu)(table, architac-_· 

ture critic for the ~ ~ Times, was ravorably impressed a 

There is a subtle, 
much foi effect on 
ly vislrol impact. 
rounds the visitor 
ovoid that bug~boo 

procossional monumentality that deponds as 
the mqvement of tha viaitor as on its pure
It 1s an impressive monumentality that sur
~nd contains him •••• It could even 
of ell memorials, banali~y.60 

Siegfried Giodion, prominent art historian, laudad the design as a 

successful expresaion_of contemporary art and denounced the notion 

that politicians or survivors of ·the deceased should "preoume to 

interfere" withe prize-winning piece of architecture. "r.o.R. be

longs to _history, his ~on~ment to the riation," he wrote. "Such a 

memorial is not a birthday. pres~nt for ·the· family; to like or 

dislike • 11 61 

Despi ta the doubts· exp_ressed. by_ :-acme members earlier, the 

l'tlemori_al Co~mission in ·oecember -1-964 _sided with Gied!on end voted 

its formal approval of the revis~_d P_ade~son-Tilnay design. Under· 

-_~ecretary of Commerce tranklin_ 0 •. Roo·sav~lt, Jr., said that tho 

famiiy still opposed. ~~e d~si~n but ~ould not attempt to stop con-. . . . . . . . 

~t~uction. 62 . ·He may _n~t-~ave ~po~en for all; according to ona 

informed source,. James_ Roosevelt _threatened to ·.right any·. fund-

_60ur~onumental Troubles:••·' 
t .: . 

61tett~r, ·New Yo;k. Ti~~s, Aug. 2, 1964,· Sae~ 4, p. ·a • .-· . 
. . . 

6~Philip Benj_amin~ ".Roo~ovelt Comm·i~s·(~n App~~w~/{liem~rial .-_ 
Design," ibid.·, Dec. 11, 1964, p. 22. · 
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raising effo.rts fn the nows media. 63 In any event, the Commission 

found 1tselr in ·an untenable position. rrancis Biddle announced 

the following April that the family's opposition had made Pund rais

ing virtually impossible and that the design had been "put on ice." 

Biddle simultaneously gave notice of his resignation as chairman.64 

He had bottled well, but he had lost. 

That ·fall, a new plan by Eric Gugler and Paul Man~hip, de

signers of the Theodore Roosevelt memorial on Roosevelt Island, 

was quietly circulated among concerned members or Congress and gov

ernment officials. Their design~ reportedly backed by Anna Roose~ 

velt Halsted, was disparage~ by .the Washington ~' 

The memoriai itself is ~pparently to be somewhat in the manner 
of the Rajbu~n Building, coristructed around a stone version of 
the late President es a Roman .scnntor·, in .:l Pake tog:!.. mr. 
Roosevelt deserves b~tter .of.his ~9untryman.65 

This scheme nevar surfaced es .a to~al proposal of the Memorial 

Commission~· In the end, :the· only-.posl tive ~ccomplishment of that 

body during 1965 was to obtain authorization for en additional 

S100~000 to·continu~ its e~isten6~~ 66 . After Ropresentativa Keogh, 

Biddle's successor es ch~ir.man, described the Commission as "stone 

.. 6_3znt.orviiew,- Charlotte ·Hoskins; .A.dministratJve· Sec.retary, 
·frf)nklin Dola110 .RotisaveH · Mem_orial .~ommis-sion_, Dec •. 4 ,. 19?2. 

: · 64w111ard Clopton, .. ~memorial Design fo~ rDR 'O_n I_ce·;111 . .-~~ 
ington Pcs t, ·~pr~. 30~ .. 19.55, ._ .p •. ·81 •. 

65~olf. vo·n· Eckordt,. 11 te~ily ou·iotly Pro:note-c r:oui ·oc:.;_irjn for. 
rDR .fl'lemoriol Noar Tidal Basin," l•!3shlnoton ·po~t, Oct.· 23, 1965, · 
p.·A1;· ~•,,,onufllentol _Cat~otrop~a 0 (~dit'orial)~ l\!ov. g·,· ~_9fi5;-·p·._-A2_0 .• 

-·· 

~ 66P.L. ~9-305,,79 Stat. 1126, Oct. 30,. 1965;· seo_A~pondix E. 
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broke" in the H~use prior to passage or his bill, Ropresentntivo 
I 

H. R. Gross expressed what must have been the wish of all2 "I 

hope we will get better rosults for the further expenditure of tho 

money than we have had in the pest." 67 
... 

67111 Cong. Rec. 23590-91 (1965). 



The Roosevelt Commission can either build this one or for
get it, for it is unlikely thot a more eppropriato version 
will coma along. . .. 

--Ada Louisa Hu~toblo60 

IV. BACK TO THE DAA~'iHiG 80!\RDS ( 1966-1970) 

~eating on January 18, 1966, the Franklin Delano Roosevelt 

Memorial Commission officially abandoned the Pede~ssn-Tilnoy design 

and, under the leedership of Sen~tor Eugene J. McCarthy of Minne

sota, decided upon means for eelectin.g a .new one. Thera would be 

no more compa~itions; Representativ~ Keogh charecterized that ap

proach as "unnecessary, impracti.cal, end time .. conal:ming." Instead, 

the Memorial Commission !ient letters· tq fifty-rive arch! tacts in-
.. 

quiring aa to. t~eir interest i_n th~_: project. On their Ot'!n, without 

.benefit of e· profes~ional adv~s~r~--b~dy,_tha Commission in June 

selected one of ·the respon~ents. · -Some e·rchi tacts indic~ted disap-

. ·proval of this ·met~~·d,. but· most had praise for tho choices Marcel 

Bteua·r -of New York-, das°Ig_ne~ of tha. UNESCO buildings in Paris, the 

United States E~b-~ss~_ i~ the Hagu:~-, the. IIJhi_tnay f11useu:n in Naw York, 

~nd the Housing ~nd· Urban· D0v~l·opmen't buildihg fr,· Washi'ngton. 
• . . •• • • • •• · • • • • • _1 : 

Upon. 

· __ ,·his oppointment·, Breuer. d~cla,red tha-t. he had no idaes .·for th~ .. 

32 
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Roosovalt Memorinl but would approach tho job as a "fresh prcblom.u69 

On December 20 Breuer presentap hia design to the memorial 

Commission (see Illustration~ 5 and 6). It includ~d seven hugs 

rough granite "dorts" radiating outward· from e thirty-two-foot cube 

• 
of polished granite bearing an incised photographic portrait of 

Roosevelt. The Padarsen-Tilney design had bean trJiclaly cri ti·cizad 

for its lack of relationship to its subject; thus Brauer put par

ticular stress on the ways in which his proposal r3flected the 

Presidanta 

~hile the Memorial first of all·is intended to be an inviting, 
leisurely, earth-and~naturo-bound · pl°aca, 1 ts compoai tion has 
further meaning, symb6lizing franklin Delano Roosavalt's phi• 
losophy and govarn~ent and identifying his peraonality. 

The center of tha l\Je:-norial is a· pfo2a, like the center or 
a rotating turbin·e. Stone wells, like atone bladaa, aro ra
leased from this .ctira, evocative of idoas launched du~ing tha 
dynamic Roosevelt_ ara •. -Thes"t3 ston~ walls emorgo monumental, 
sixty feet high, denoting the ~oment_u-~, of great concepts. 
Their conloura descend to ·me~.t- _:tha earth, much as the Prosi
dent 's ioncepts_ reached wt ·to··the people for undl3rstending, 
acceptance, end to become.en integral part of tho Nation's 
thinking. · · ' 

·Each of th_~ wa~la would_ ba· flank~d-.-by'· wat~ar, "an alomont which had· 

· much ·to do ·with f".D.R.~.e .pa·rs<Jna:lity~" Recordings of Rcosevolt'o 
. . ' . . - ~ . . . . . . . . . 

·voice would~~ ·play~d f~om. ths ~enfial portrait stona.70 

. -· The B~euer d~sign ,- .· for_ which . ~he archi_tect . recd v.o~ S40, 000, 

wee iman~m_ous.i"y _approved by :th·e._ Plemc;,~ial · Commiosion~ ·-roR-,.·· Jr .• ~- . 
. . 

: .. ·: . 

. 6911 roR M-e~oricil, Co~~ission--S~ok~. ~I~~ Dcsfgn .for Hi·s r:;··on:u·:..- .. 
·ment Ha·re·," ~!ashir.nton Post, Jan. 19, _19 ... :.:., p. 814; ·Acb .. -·louiso_ Hux-· 

·:table, "Breuer to Shopa~sevolt·Shrino," r;,3llJ York Tir.10~~- .Juna.·-9·, . 
19.66, P• :39~ . - -- . 

70statement prasen"ted by Senator 111~Carlhy_, 113· Cong,_Rcc. 
20911 ( 1967). . .t-

•· .. :. 
: : ;_: 
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present at the meeting, also pledged his support. At a press con

ference tho following da~ Representative Keogh e<prassed confidoncu 

that the tino Arts Commleaion would opprovo the memoriol ond hopo 

· that both Congress and the public would contributo the $2-4 million 

necessary to construct it.11• 

Critical acclaim followed tho presentation. Ada Loui6a 

Huxtable called Breuer's plan "a thoughtful, contemporary, creativa 

solution that honors the man it com:nemoratsa at a reprssontotive 

loval or today's aosthetio achievamant, without doing violence to 

the classical Washington image."72 Wolf Von Eckardt, architecture 

critic for the Waehir9~ Post,.lauded it as a "splendid new de

sign." While unenthusiastic about the.recorded voice, ha called 

the photographic etching "B.~eu~r•e g~-~~test stroke of geniu~~• end 

urged that the.memorial ~a _finished by the twenty-fifth anniversary 

of ·Roosevelt's death in 1970~73 

The Mam~ri~l Com~ission had taken caro this timo to culti-

vate the cooperation. of ·Roosevelt's· c~~~dron. At laaat one dis

cordant note was heard from the· farrilly,. Jlowever, in ths form of e 

letter from Anna•s· son to·tho, ~ .Y£.£k·.Times. John R. Boettigar 

--· ,:_-~alle_d th~· Breue_r. desig'n· o~e ~f __ -~stri~i.ng t.astoiess~ess." 

• ..... ·- 7~_c~o~-g~·:Duga~-~-·-;,~~L1J .. Oesig_~ fo-r_· niamoriel· to·Roosev~l~ Is Un
·. ve_ileii, ~-~ York -TimQ!;, ·oe~. 22, 19~6, .p. 1 

' ... ·· .. 

7JnroR n1amorial Should e·e Built.:.-And Soon·,~ ~J:1~hi_nntq-~ · P~~t, · 
Dae~ 23, 1966, p. 81. 
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Both thb earlier toblat deglgn and the new modal ••• sug
gest that tho r.o.R. Mcmoriel Commission has somehow fixed in 
its mind tho notion that Prosid3nt Roooavelt is best represent
ed by monumental alabs of ono ~ort or enother. 

In such circumstr.nc9s the plnn:.; to play taped roco!'dingo 
of the President's voico connot but romind one or tha similar
ly amplified words of Ths roundor at rore~t Lown. 

Boattigar ouggosted en op3n itone ompitheater employing troGs, 

grass, end water--"o grand monument of simple ~nd unpretontious 

beauty and a Guitabla setting for carcmonial occasions end national 

public evants,"74 

Despite such dissent, there was hardly the hostility that 

followed the first design presentetlon oix years earlier. The 

r1no Arts Co~~ission met en. Janua~y 25, 1967, with little expecta

tion that Breuei;•s .. deslgn ,vould_ n(?t ·be ·epproved. Only after the . 

closed Gession bagon did_ eoch _ma~bs~·.find that his o~n doubtti ~aro 

sharad by all ths othors.75 . "It•a. wha·t:l call pop art. sculpture, 

end it's disrespectful ·a~d frivolo~$~" ~aid.Aline Saarinan. "The 

conc$pt of a canned voica is abhorrent~~• Both the recording and 

. the photographic portrait :-wC3re co,nsidsred to dstract frorn the da

~irei se.nse or memorie_~ tirna~_essness·~ OvRrall, tha design vies 

judged basica~ly crudo. in ·conco·pUon--a serios of forms that 

"strongly. suggeated st_ag() settings ;rather than .so.rious a~chi tee- . 

tu.re:. 11 76 ·B~euar·• ~ ·p~rsorial :· eppeare'nco ba'ror~ the mambera the 

·74Jan._ 1, 1967,· Sec.-~,·µ. 11• 

_75_Interview,· Charles_· H. Atherton, Nov •. 14, .1972·. · .-. 
. . . 

76rran~cr1pt :or ~oat!ng, p.· .14, ·~anuto:.i, Jan. 25,· 1967, CfA; 
Ninuto~, J~n._25, 1967, CF/\, PP• 2-3 •. 
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next day yieldod somewhnt more sympathy for his plan, but in tho 

end the vote was unanimous. A press releasa sunmarizad the Fina 

Arts Commission stand, 

The Commission feols that such a memori~l requires the high
est standard or artistic•ochievomant and significance. Tho 
proposed design does not fulfill either criteria. 

The Commission haa studied all aspects of tho· plan and 
reached its coriclusion with great reluctance, aware of t.ho ~any 
difficulties th3t have been faced by the qosigner and the Roo
sevelt Memorial Commission. 

At the public annouracemsnt, Chairmon ·w1lliam Walton offered no hopa 

that revision might rascuo Breuer' a des1gn. "Ir there had been 

some little thing that wo thought could be dona, we certainly would 

have suggested changes,"· he said. _"We rejected the entire concept."77 

The ~ejec;:tion_ caug~t near~_y · evaryona concerned by surprise. 

francis Biddle and New Jersey Rop_resentativo rrank Thompson, Jr., 

of the memorial Co~ission· exp~essed th~•ir fruotration end disap-

.· pointmsnt t~ the press;- "I ·don•-t :-q~i.t~ know yet whore VJ8 will go 

from hare._" Thompson said. 78 _ Th.at decision was· made eit the Commie• 

·~~ion's next meeting -on March· 1, -~hen the _member3 unanimouoly voted -· 
. . 

-to see·k ·congressional a_pp.ro·val·· of the Brauer design •. As Senator 
. . . . . . . . . . . 

ftlcCarthy eew -~ t-,_ ·"This_ -1s not a _-.case of pitting the artistic j·udg

. ment ·_of -·th·o roR· Co~mis~ion. -egainst..:-_the. rina._ .Arts. -Co·r.-:.711.ssi.fm.,;,· .b,..1t 

rath·e~ _the )udQ!Jle~"t, .skill, and reputation of tiiarcol Brauer, 

77r•1inutes, Jen. ·26, _1967, CrA; Ben -A~ f"rankfin, ~•nno Arts 
Commission Rojacts New Rooseve..lt-_memorial Plan," ~ _Yct'IS Tim~s:,_-
Jan. 28, 1967, p. 6. · 

. - .. 
78 wolf Von Ectcardt, "Unanimou3 Dccioion ·oo_oms Brc,jor•s 'Steno 

Darts I Plan_," llfachington ~• Jc:in·. 28, 1967, p~ _- C1 • 
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' recognizod-os o~a or the great architect~ in the world today, 

egaina·t the collectiva judgment of' the fine Arts Commission ... 79 

On August 2 McCarthy introduced~ joint ro~olution similar to tho 

original Keogh resolution that had sought approval of the Pedsrsen-
.. 

_Tilnay design in 1962. On tha Senate floor hs stressed Brauer's 

qualifications and discussed the neod for the legislutiona 

We did have an opinion that it was not necessary to come back 
for full euthorization and that we·parhaps had suPficient au
thority in the original resolution [P.L. 84-372 (1955)]; but 
it was the judgment of the members of Congrsss on tho Commis
sion, that it would be batter to bring the whole proposal bo
fore Congress again, in the hope that.we could build a solid 
base upon which an appeal could be made throughout the country 
to raise money to help pay for the mornorial. Wa hope to oe
cura this approval· soon_ in order that tho memorial be complet
ed by tha. time of the 25th anniversary of the death of 
rranklin D. _Roosev·a1t.BO ·. . · · 

McCarthy I o resolution was· never reported .from ccmiill ttee. 

Identical legieiatiori int~odu~ed i~-th~:~ext Congress in 1969 met 

with an identical fate. Consistent .with -!h position on the old 

Keogh resoluUon, the Interior Oopartme,:'lt submitted nag::itiva re-

·. ports on these measures a ·"Inasmuch as· the· effect of [the resolu-
. . . . . .. 

· t_ion] would b~ to ap~r9ve ·the_ ·ar.auar'_ plan over the objections of 

th_e Commission ·of Fine Arts and· 1;11 thout the advice o_f the National · 

. Park Service end tho:·.N~t~onal -·Capi t~l- Plan~ing .Com.-ni_sslon,.· as re.:.. 

_quire~. in ex1s·~1n9 l~ws, ·1110 .· ~e-~o~a~d ege:ins·t 1 ts e~actme.-~t .• 1181 

. 79ttfOR Panel Plono Plea to Co~gros9," !bchinnt'o~ Post,_· 
March 2,· 1957, p.·01.: 

80S.J. Res. 99, QOth Cong., 1.st-Sess.;·_113 Cong. floe .• ·20911 
{1967). · Seo Appondix r. ., 

81 Letter, Secretary .Wa_ltor J. Hickel to Chairman. Snmuol N. 
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I Without congreas~onal action, the aocond groat plan to be eponoorod 

by the franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission was doad. 

On January 20, 1969, at a tima \11hen the f'uturo of the Roo

sevelt Memorial appeared most unpromising, Preeidant Johnson pro

claimed its site "franklin Delano.Roosevolt Memorial Pork."82 Of 

minimal consequence, Johnson's action gave at least the appoaranca 

of accomplishment to en undertaking with nothing else to show for 

more than a decade of effort. 

friedal, Committee on House Admin_istration, May 22,· 1970, Logisla
tive file "franklin D. Roosevolt Memoriel," National Pork Service. 

82 roderal ~e_gister,· XXXIV, 14, Jan~ 22, 1969, 913; see Ap
pendix G. 



This seams to bo tha proposal that meats with the least 
resiotance. 

·• --Eugene J. Keogh83 

·v. THE ROSE GARDEN 

ror years prior to construction or tho Rochambeau memorial 

Bridge in tho late 1940s, a National· Rosa Garden had graced West 

Potomac Park southeast of tha Tidal Basin. To make way for the 

bridge, a new sit~ for the garden end the Me:Millen fountain wes se

lected south of Independence Avenue end. we~t of the Tidal Basin. 

The Commission of r1ne·Arta and tha-National Cepital Planning Com-

mission approved this plan in_194?•:. 

In 1~58 ~raneis ·aid~le inf~rm~d:.~he National Park Service 

that the Advisory Corr.mi t"toe to·· the_ '-rrariklin. Delano Roosevelt Memo

rial Commission had recommended.tho same site for the Roosevelt 

.Memorial. Superintendant -Harry T~Thompson of National Capital 

Park·s · told him ·that .the site· _l1Ja$ taken and that "substantial funds" 

.. had been commit~ed _to the· ·_gorde·n, projoct.84 Thompson end National. 
• • • • I : • 

: Park.·_Ser_vico. oire'?~~-r · __ C~n~ad··(..·:•.wir~h) .·.inspi·rad-by, the li-t.eral 

ma~n.ing of the. n·~ma .''Roosevelt·, ri · .. s-~gge6 ted_ thet ,111 th the :~ddi tion. 
. . ~ . . . . . . ... , . . . . . ~ . . . 

of o statue or other. mcmcri_oi" .feature ~tho N~tion~l R_ot>e G~rdan·: 

e3·"Rose Carden end a· St~tua Are Planned eo .mcmc>riel ·to· fr~nk• .. · . · 
lin Rooseva1t,•~-~ York Tirr.es, Sspt. · 15,.·1910,· ·p.· 22. · 

- . 84 . · ··-
.. · Le~tor, Juno 20, 1958, NCfl-WN.RC •.. 
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could becom.a th$ Roosevelt r~emorieil. 85 Tha Memorial Commisoion did 

not edopt this suggestion, end both the Notional Capital Planning 

Commission and the Congress assented to use oP tho site for a momo-

-riel of undefined form. 
-~ 

There wes soma thought, prior to the design competition 

and in lator yoars, that a rose garden might be o subsidicry fea

ture in tho vicinity of the memorial. But amid the great contro

vorsy over the Padersen-Tilnoy design, Wirth 1s proposal of a g~r

dan es the principal feature geined support. The bills introduced 

by Representative McDowell end S~nator Douglas in 1961, while not 

specifying a garden or roses, wera compatible with this concept. 

Chairman Williem H. Waters, Jr.-, or the· District of Columbia Recre·

ation Board urged e "simple stona raor~er" · surrounded by D ·rose gar

den et the House·hearing·on the Keo~h ~~~elution in 1952.86 With 

rejection of both tl1e Psdarse_~-~.T_ii_nay end the Breuer plans, a gar- · · 

den came increaoingly -to appear the best nlternativo. The Washing

:ton lli!_ reflected t_hia sentiment, . 

Our s·uggestion ia. that- -[tho ·r.1e:110rial Comr.,i~sion] push in soma 
direction otha.r tha·n _an!=)ttier_· variation of' concrete slabs •••• 
A lovely garden or srime similar facility might ba quite fit- · 

··ting, to the· memory· ~-f .the ma·~ no l~ss than to th.a pork· itself •87 

After -ten years o_f mon~menta"l -thinking,·· the r,1emorlal Com-. . . : . . . ., . 

. · · mission _gave in· end andor~a~ _the ·con~apt or a rose garden· wi ~t:, 

85r.1cmor-encum, i;:1rth to. Socrotory of'· ih~. Interior- (Sto~·~rt: L. · 
l}dall), July 30, ·1953,--· rJCP; Interviow, Wirth, Oct~ 13, 1972.··_· 

. . . . . ' .. . .. . 

86rranklin Dolnno:· ·Ro~sovol t -it'lmnb"rinl~- .He0·rt!!!:1:!., P• 69 __ · .... · 

870 Instant Conruoion" _(editorial), f"eb. 4~ .-1967, .p·~ _A4 • 

.. 
. . 
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statue on may 13, 1970. With the assiestnnce of' Averell HiJrrimen, 

the Roosevalt children were contacted and brought into agreement 

td th this plan. 8:8 rr it did not inspire u1i ld onthusiasm, the pro

posal also aroused no opposition. The Weshington Pogt expressed 

the general attitudes 
.• 

By all meana let U3 plant a rose g~rden to honor the memory of 
f"ran!<lin Delano Roosevelt, es the FDR mo~,orial Commiasion now 
suggests. Like sanding rlowers when ona can't think of a more 
personol gift, it is surely a propar, pleasant, aomowhat non
committal end thus noncontroversial thing to do.89 

The Memorial Commission.received euthorization thet Septem-

ber for on additional S75,000 beyond the 5285,000 appropriated end 

spent since 1957. Prior to Ho~se passag~ of this legislation Rep

reaentativo Thomp3on assured the watchful .Ropresantative H. R. 

Cross that this would be the Comrn1ts16n•o· last such requoijt; ha 

would "not ba back to the fioor , for. f~r~_har housekeeping moneya 

without a fi~l and ~bsolute --~-nd_>-~-~c-eptable .dasign. 1190 Before the 

House Interior Appropriations subcommittee on April 29, 1971, 

Chairman Eugane J. ~eogh o.r the ~1e~ori~l -Commias~on (no longer in 

. Cong~eso) was· e.ske·d· by· .Repr~se·nte.tiva ·Julia Butler Hansen of l~ash-
. . . . ·... . - . 

ington whon firm ·µl~ns_for.the ~~~a garde~ would be forthcoming. 

· "LIii thout et.tempting t.o ·commit· _·my.self speci f'ically, . I°· would. hope 
• - • •, • I' • 

·. -88 Lett~r:, R~p-., frenk Thomps·o~.-: Jr.,· to Choirm~n. 8. ·rv·e_rett _·: 
Jordan,-Senate ~ules Com~it~ee, Aug •. 19, 1970, S •. hept~ N~. 91-11~1 
To AccoiDpany H.R. 15351, 91st ·Cong., 2d Se.so., p_.~-2.·· 

~90A Ros;e Carda~ to Ho~or :rDR" (~dito~i~l),"· S~pt. _19·, \970:, P• ~18.· 
. . ... · . . . 

90P.L. ~1~39cr, ai Stat~ 837, $ept. ~. 1970;·_ 116ton~. Rot. 
249_65. Soe Appcmdix_H. 



42 

that ,ui thin tho~· P!scal yeeir 1972 we should ba woll on our way," ho 

replied. 91 In March 1972 Koogh raappeorod before Represontativo 

Hansen's subcommlttoo to roquost approprintlon of tho balancn of 

the S75,000; S27,000 or his request, he said, was "expocted to cov-

• er the proliminary design that we will thon have to teko to the 

r1ne Arts Com~ission for cpproval and so forth." 92 

Despite these statements, tho 575,000 would cover little 

more than the Commis&ion's odministrative oxpanaes. Aware of this, 

Keogh ha.d asked tho Secretery or. the Interior for planning and de

sign assistance early in 1971. Notional Park Service Director 

Gaorge B. Hartzog, Jr., estimating the cost or a preliminary plan 

at S1SO,OOO (la~er revised ~o $175,000), told Keogh that legislo- · 

tion would be require~ to authoriz~ Interior involvement.· A reso

lution to this end--wi th no appropde tio_n· · Hmi t--passed Congress 

end was approved by Presfdant _·N~xo~_' ~n Jun:a · :SO, _1972. 93 

Keogh formally requested· Interior assistance on July 18, 

~sking that tha_Sacr~tary initiate ~teps t6 obtain a $175,000 sup

_pleme·_ntal appropriat·i_oti for·. P~Dnr:,ing ·and design of the Roosevelt 

. 91 ~art~ont of· tha .Interio·r· ~nd Re!n tod Agendes Approot-ia.-
.. tiona fol' 1972, . He~ r.inr.s. bo.fo re a Subccr;1:ni t tee of: tha Coi:-'.mi t tno on 
A_ppr.opriati0i1S~ iiOU~O-Of Ropr$;scmtf.ltivaa,-92d_Cong., 1st S_a:sa., 
rrenk_lin Dalano· Roosevalt rqemorial Commiaai_on, Part -5,- P• ~-~•-

. 92 . . . . . ... · . . . : . ·. · . . . ,. ·_. ·. ·. 
·· ~prtment of'·.tho Intericn." -an-d Rnfot~d /\Mnctcs l\n,:irnn!'ln-

tion.3 fer 19731" Hearingn bcforo a Subcon:;:,i t Lc"e on l~a c;o~mi ttGo on. 
Ap?roprlation~, Ho~~o -0f Rop~c~c~tativo~,- 92d ·cong., 2d.Scis~~~ 
r.ranld~n Delano Roosevelt f11emorial Comm1ss~o'1_, P~r"t J,· P.• 790. - · 

93totte~j--Hortzo; to Ko~gh, Apr. 28, .. 1971, NCP1 ~.L. 9~~3j~, 
B6·Stot. 401. S0s Appendix I. 

: ,, . 
' .;:. 
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Memorial. 'The ~oply by Assistant Director J. Leondrd Norwood of 

the National Pork Service promised thut tho Service would includo 

this emount in its next budgot submission. The last communication 

from·the Service to the memorial Commiosion es of this writing, on 

October 6, 1972, was not particularly encouragings 

As of this time, there is no am~unt in the 1974 budget ~denti
fied for tha Department of the Interior participation in this 
project. If we ere unable to includo the amount in 1974, we 
will give the project high priority for 1975.94 

... 
There was tolk of completing tha rranklin Oaleno Roooevclt 

~emorial in tima for the. ~wenty-fifth anniversary of Roosevelt's 

death. The c~ntennial.of his birth ~ill b~ upon us in another 

ten years. Possibly his memo.ria1 -will. be· ready for that occasion. 

94Letter, Acting Direct·o~· ·l\"lanus· J. r!sh, Jr., National 
Capitol Parks, to Keogh, NCP •. 



The day for conventional monuments, statues, memorials, etc. 
has pass'd away ••••. They are su~erfluous and vulgar. 

--Walt Whitman95 

VI. somE fflONUIYIENTAL THOUGHTS 

Welt Whitman's view was hardly characteristic of his century, 

but it became widely shared in our own. According to Thomas H. 

Creight.on, "the questions related to monumentali ty--1 ts desirability, 

the proper·· ·architectural approach when. it is deemed desirable, and its 

relationship to other physical expressions in the community--have been 

.subjects of interest and debate since the beginnings of the modern move

ment of the twentieth century."96 With· the modernists• emphasis on 

function, it was inevitable that the traditional monumental memorial 

would lose favor to the "living memorial.•~ In 1915 Lawrence Weaver, 

while not rejecting monuments serving "no purpose but remembrance,"-:· 

declared, "There is no more perfect monument then a building which, by 

~ts usefulness, ministers to living needs, end by its beauty recalls 

those who served in their day and generation. 1197 A prominent recent 

exercise in this memorial concept is Washington's John r. Kennedy Center 

for the Performing Arts; critics like Wolf Von Eckardt who have questioned 

its beauty have nevertheless admitted its success in filling its 

utilitarian function. 

· 95.Quoted in IAlol f Von Eckardt, "Monumental Decisions,• ~ 
Republic, Apr. 2, 1962, P• 29. 

96!!1!. Architecture of monuments, p. 9. 

971Wiemorials ! Monuments ( London a Country Life, 1915), P• 23. · 
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The lest major Washington memorial with "no purpose but remem

brance" was that erected in honor of Thomas Jefferson. Designed in 

the 1930s by the classicist John Russell Pope with no attempt to reflect 

contemporary architectural thought, it was not an exemplary product of 

its time and has enjoyed little critical acclaim. A more recent .memor

ial to Jefferson, on the other hand--Eero Saarinen•s ~tainless steel 

Gat·eway Arch ·at the Jeffei;son National Expansion Memorial ·-in -St. Louis-

is e strikingly modern and successful symbol of the man end the west

ward movement he furthered. · 

U~doubtedly buoyed by the rederal patronage of the St. Louis 

project and guided by the expression of the Roosevelt competition program 

against memorial buildings essentially _functional rather than commemora

-tive in nature, entrants in the Roosevelt memorial competition were al

most unanimous in submitting contemporary and unonfunctional" conceptions. 

Creighton interpreted this development and the selection of-the Pedersen-
. . 

Tilney design as a renewed accep~ance of monumentality in architecture: 

"We have accepted monumentality as a matter of scale, of consistency with 

the aims of a democratic society, of hierarchy within the range of build-

ing types and purposes--and of ability to produce, using the vocabulary 

of modern architecture, a significant and emotionally convincing result."98 

Yet others were not so sure. After the Pedersen-Tilney design 

was chosen John Ely Burchard asked, "Is it pQssible in these days tc 

memorialize anybody in a significant way through artifacts? If it is 

possibie is a monumental erti fa~t possible? DQ we know how to make one? 

Do artists have their hearts in the job when they try?n99 Lewis Mumford, 

who had served on the edvisory committee to the Memorial Commission, 

98A rchi tecture 2!. Monuments, p. 9. 

99"Debating the ro~ memorial: A Plea for Relevance," Archit~ctur
el Record, March 1961, P• 182. 



46 

refused to serve on the selection jury, .partially because he believed 

_ that "in the present state of the arts today the odds were heavily against 

finding a memorial design that would effectively symbolize franklin De 

~oosevelt."lOO In a Saturday Review article, "must monuments Be Monu

mental?" Katherine Kuh took issue with the monumental scale perpetuated 

by the Pedersen-Tilney d~sign. She did not oppose the design as· archi-· 

tecture, she subsequently wrote in response to a letter from francis 

Biddle, "It is the conception I question, the idea of _another huge, 

costly monument •••• The great human qualities of f"DR seem curiously 

misrepresented by such false giganticism. As I ~aid in my article, whet . ·. 

I hed hoped auas that •we in America might even have pioneered in design, 

es Roosevelt did in government, to come up with a fresh idea.•"101 The 

New York Times was another source of doubts "Should any more monuments 

BY!. monuments (as opposed to ornamental buildings dedicated .. to use.f'ul , . c· 

purposes) be erected in an already monument-ridden city? The fact that 

e good monument today seems impossible.to design could be proof that we 

do not really believe in monuments any more." 1 □2 

If in fact we do not believe in monuments, it is at least par

tially because of the time in which we live. Monuments best suit ages 

of confidence. They are most readily built by people sure of their 

place in history ·end cert'ain that what they leave will be meaningful t~ 

those who follow. But;ours is an age of uncertainty--about ourselves, 

our ideals, our future. Monuments are forever, bespeaking eternal 

1D0Letter, New York Times, Aug. 16, 1964, Sec. 4, p. s. 
1D1sept. 2, 1961, PP• 26~27; Sept. 30, 1961,- P• 27. 

10211rt10numents and Men" (editoriel), f"eb. 27, 1962, p. 32. 
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truths. But what we express today we usually qualify tomorrow. Con

cepts and ideals frozen in stone (or reinforced concrete) may prove 

embe rrassing. 

Another and more particular consideration derives from the sub

ject to be commemorated by a monument. National monuments ere most ap

propriate to persons··who have taken on:the.,aura,or national 'institutions. 

This transformation normally requires the passage of sufficient time to 

place the living human being, with his inevitable frailties, beyond the 

memory of ether living persons. Lllashington, Jefferson. and Lincoln had 

all attained s4perhuman stature by the time their memorials were built 

· in Washington. rranklin O. Roosevelt is still remembered as a man. As 

such he may rate a garden--but not a tower or temple. 



EPILOGUE 

On April 12, 1965, th0 twentieth nnni~ar~ary of Roosova~t•a 

death, o plain block or white Varrnont marble, 61 10" by 31 8" by 31 3" 

high, was unveiled on Pennsylvania Avenu~-near tho National Archi~os 

buildin~. Among those present at the ceremony were John A. Roose

velt, rranklin D. Roosevelt, Jr., and Anna Roosovelt Halstad. 

Ambassador-at-Large Averell Harriman mada o epeec~, and Presid3nt_ 

Johnson stopped by to lay e wreath. On tho block was inscribed. 

HJ. MEMORY or rRMJKLlN D°ELArJO ROOSEVELT 

1882 1945 

Ths Roosevelt children; Architect Eric -Gugler, o fam~ly 
. . 

· friend;· Charle~ F'. Palmer.,-~ m_e~ber _of the Roosevelt Administration 

·and· chairmen or the_ rr~n~lln -0. Roosevelt Warm Springs Memorial 

· Commission; ·and Conrad L. -~itth:.wer~ contributo~s toward the monu

ment, whi-ch rec·~1·ved ,no·_: govorn~a rit funding. 103_ Their names end . 

those or· other donora:not·~~de public wore aoaled iri the. base of· 

. · .. - th·e otone.· A bronza. plaque ·ai_s_otby. recou_ntei th~ convaroa'tion·_ o_f'. 

103t.ettor, Regi~nal Dlroctor T •· Sutten Jett,· ·N~iticnd -Ccpitnl 
Perks; t·o William A~ 'Schmidt, Com.'Tlissionor of Pub~ic ~uildings, Gen

. eral Services Administration, Jan. 22, 1965, NCP; Nan Robertotin, 
- "i~Gmorfol Is Dedicated to Rooaevolt in Capital," t!Ol!J Yo:k TimP.3, 

· Apr. 13,. 1965, p, .16; lntorviow, Wirth, .Oct. 13, 1972. 
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Roosovolt and frankfurter and pointedly notod how ~A small group of 

living associates of tha President ••• Pulfillod his~ by pro-. 

viding and dedicating this modest memorial." 

Justice frankfurter had mada Roos3vralt 1 e dtasire known to 
.. 

the franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission soon eft~r the 

Commission' a establishment. Accord_ing to rrancis Oic!dla, tho mom

bars quickly decided that "this exprossion of President Roosevelt's 

should not interfere _with the erec~ion of any suitable memorial 

that the commission might recommend."10~ Eugene J. Keogh, speaking 

shortly before. he succeeded Biddle as chairman or the Commission, 

took pas~ing notice of •the· stone p_lacad by the Archives building. 

"It is nice for Roosevelt's friends to do what rDR w3ntad," ha said. 

uaut wa cannot be content with such modest instructions. 11 10S 
• 

Perhaps they should have· been~ . 

1D4Letter, Th--'l Atlenttc,f.1~~ch- ·1·9·51, p. 35. Biddle's latter,. pub
. lished in the-~ame issue cs· rrankfurtsr's cccount, displayed some 
ennoyanca with the Justice · fo1· pu_blicizing Roosevelt's wish • 

.. - . . . . . ,.: 
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1 •. Location Mep 

• ·~-. fYl~morial ·site. memorial may 
~ 6~cupy_ 27-of. total 66 acres • . ■!.. • . ·Qther· ~iter; considered.- (A 

_: ~ . fourth site in C~orgetown is 
· · · · not shown~) 

~ The Roosevelt.Stone. 
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