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Warren: This is Mame Warren. Today is the fourth ofNovember, 1999. I'm in New York City 

with Morris Offit. You grew up in Baltimore, right? 

Offit: Yes, I did. 

Warren: So did you always know that Johns Hopkins existed, or how did you first-

Offit: Absolutely. Absolutely. The name Johns Hopkins was always a sanctified name in the 

Baltimore community. When you thought of excellence, you associated it, of course, with Johns 

Hopkins. So I was weaned on the name Johns Hopkins. 

Warren: And did you know you were destined to go to Johns Hopkins? 

Offit: No, not really, because it had something to do with the fact that, talking about 

undergraduate education here, I was thinking of going elsewhere, out of town, and then what 

happened, my father traveled a great deal and I think there was a need for me to be at home, so I 

decided for undergraduate years I would stay around Baltimore. So that, of course, then focused 

on Johns Hopkins. 

Warren: So did you live at home? 

Oflit: I lived at home and some time in the fraternity house. 

Warren: So tell me about that. Tell me about coming to Hopkins. 
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Offit: I can't tell you too much. It was just all-I was a history major, wonderful education, not as 

serious as I should have been, in retrospect, and should have spent more time on the classics. 

Should have been a lot more focused, but at the same time did feel as ifl had the breadth of the 

world somehow presented to me and I could partake of it and have some insights and some 

structured perspective because of my education at Johns Hopkins. 

Warren: Are there any people in particular who influenced you? 

Offit: No, no particular-there was no particular faculty member or anybody that I would say was 

the influencing mentor. Being a history major at Johns Hopkins, was, I would say, very 

enlightening because of a very, very strong history department, but I was as involved in fraternity 

life and other parts of the community life at Hopkins as well, so, as I said, I should have been a 

more serious student, but so be it. And then in my senior year, or later junior year, decided to 

think about graduate business school. 

Warren: So that wasn't at Hopkins? 

Offit: No. I was a Wharton MBA type in years 1957-59. 

Warren: You were at Hopkins-you're the first person I've talked to from your time period, and 

I noted that it's a particularly interesting time because you were there during the short 

administration of Lowell Reed. 

Offit: Yes. 

Warren: Tell me about him. I know nothing about him. 
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Offit: I had no concept of it myself as an undergraduate. You really didn't-the only contact I 

had, I kept hearing reference to a Dr. [Detlev] Bronk, and that he went on to Rockefeller 

Institute, or maybe it was Rockefeller University later on. Then this Dr. Reed came in, and he 

didn't play any role at all in my imaging or conception of Johns Hopkins. The only one who really 

had any visibility at that time was Dean Shaffer, and he was the one that I think most students 

really related to. 

Warren: Tell me about him. 

Oflit: I can't tell you too much, because you either know a great deal about these men if you're a 

very poor student and you have to spend time with them, or you're an extraordinary student and 

you spend some time. But the "B" -type students don't get that involved. 

Warren: You were there when Milton Eisenhower arrived. 

Offit: No. 

Warren: In your senior year? 

Offit: Yeah, but that didn't make much of an impression on me. 

Warren: No? 

Offit: No. None of that made an impression. That wasn't my-with regard to this interview, I 

can't give you any insights, none of that. My contribution came a little later. 

Warren: Well, shall we move on to a little later? 

Offit: Yes, please do, because none ofthis was really that relevant. 
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Warren: Well, by all means, let's talk about later. What do you consider relevant? Because part 

of what I'm interested in getting your point of view, I know you were very instrumental in the 

campaign, and that says to me that you've been in the business of selling Johns Hopkins, and 

that's very much what the book I'm putting together is all about, is selling the idea of Johns 

Hopkins. 

Offit: Well, of all the people you're going to talk to, I probably will be the most knowledgeable, 

you know, frankly speaking. I've been a trustee since '73, so that's a very long tenure. Chaired 

the first major, major campaign, chaired two primary search committees, one for the presidency of 

Bill Richardson, the second for the presidency of Bill Brody, and then was the chairman of the 

board from '90 to '96, during a very critical time when a lot of transformation was taking place. 

So I don't think anybody-and then, of course, I was a primary architect of Johns Hopkins 

medicine's new configuration, so I don't think there's anybody you're going to talk to that has 

that kind of perspective or wealth of knowledge. 

Warren: That's a lot of-

Offit: Yeah. 

Warren: -topics we're talking about. 

Offit: Yeah. So what I did in my former years as a student really was not important. 

Warren: Well, then let's talk about the more recent things. 

Offit: Yeah. The campaign itself, of course, was-you're absolutely right, is the selling of Johns 

Hopkins. There was a committee formed in the early '80s for the purpose of exploring whether 
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Johns Hopkins should embark on a campaign. Of course, the predetermination had already been 

made there should be a campaign, and that was made by Steve Muller and Bob Levy and a few 

other trustees. Bob Levy has since passed on, but he was also a very influential trustee, made a 

marvelous contribution to the university. He was vice chairman of the board under Bob Harvey, 

and Bob Harvey had been in office as chairman for some sixteen years, so that was a very long 

run. 

I don't think that much happened during that period. The frenzy and the frenetic activity 

that we find today in a lot of ways because of the outside competitive pressures or the just general 

environment itself has changed so dramatically since those very quiet or pacific years. 

Warren: Well, it seems to me, and as I've tried to learn about how the institution has worked 

through the years, that there's been a tremendous change and it's happened while you've been 

involved. 

Offit: Yeah, it's happened, except that Bob Harvey had the very awkward or uncomfortable 

situation with Reed and then bringing Milton Eisenhower back. It was not-

Warren: Lincoln Gordon. 

Offit: Lincoln Gordon. Then the Steve Muller years. I was involved in all the Steve Muller years. 

So, I mean, Bob Harvey did have his eruptions, certainly, but they seemed to be a little different 

than they are today, and it certainly was the case in the early '60s. 

Anyway, we had had a campaign in the '70s called the Hopkins Hundreds campaign, 

which Steve Muller had inaugurated, and that went well. There was some, I think, fudging of the 

numbers at the end there as to how we met that goal, but it all worked out. I shouldn't have said 
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that. You made the numbers fit the situation. Of course, campaigns were somewhat new at that 

particular time, so the fact we embarked on a campaign was a pretty dramatic, I think, venture for 

Johns Hopkins, and he showed tremendous guts in getting that started. 

Then they figured that they really needed a major campaign, recognizing that Hopkins is 

one of the most under-endowed universities in the country. Relative to the mission and the 

reputation and what Hopkins accomplishes, the underlying endowment fund monies are, I would 

say, very disproportionate, meaning that they're very low relative to what we're trying to 

accomplish at Johns Hopkins. So that was the justification for this at that time supposed to be a 

$450 million campaign that started in 1982, '83. 

Bob Levy's committee was the one who sanctioned the establishment or the launching of 

this campaign. I, in effect, volunteered my services very aggressively. I volunteered to chair that 

campaign. I thought it was a marvelous opportunity to launch Johns Hopkins, feeling that we had 

a very under-appreciated product. 

Warren: What do you mean "launched Johns Hopkins"? 

Offit: Launching the campaign. Excuse me. Not launching Johns Hopkins. But giving Hopkins a 

great deal more visibility, so there is somewhat the launching of Johns Hopkins as well. 

I have always felt that a campaign has a tremendous secondary benefit as well as could be 

considered primary, and that's the cohesive or the tremendous groundswell of enthusiasm for 

something like this, in getting people at Hopkins to think about Hopkins, working together 

collegially, having a mission in mind. When you start talking about missions and organization and 

bringing in people to help promote Johns Hopkins, we developed a tremendous organ, inside 
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organ called The Advocate at that time, that kept promoting the gifts and thanking these people 

publicly for these very significant gifts. It got people internally to be thinking about their Johns 

Hopkins. 

So my role was as a cheerleader and, of course, doing something about organization, but 

we had some wonderful staff work, and Steve Muller was particularly effective, and a number of 

the trustees were very involved. As I said, my role was a leader, cheerleader, and counting, sort of 

the guy shouting the great strengths and what I call the precious resources of Johns Hopkins 

publicly. We sort of made some impact. 

Warren: So tell me how you led the cheers. 

Oflit: There is no special way, except if you're a cheerleader for anything that you've done in 

life, it's a certain amount of-it all gets back to the word "passion." There's no definition for that 

word other than somebody who cares deeply, and people knew that I had that kind of 

commitment and felt that dearly about Johns Hopkins, and I guess some of it transmitted. 

Warren: Who was your audience? Were you working within the Johns Hopkins community? 

Offit: Your audience is both. It's interesting. In order to sell outside, you have to be able to sell 

inside. So you're devoting your efforts to both channels, and you can only be effective outside if 

you've really sold inside, meaning with the professors and the chiefs of medicine and so forth. So 

that $450 million campaign resulted in some $625 million, and it was a very, very effective 

campaign. I ended that up in about '88 or '89, and then I chaired the search for the new president. 

The reason I was asked by George Radcliffe to chair it was because I had been vice chairman of 
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the board and the logical successor to George, so we would have that president coming in office 

at the same time I would be taking my office in 1990. 

Warren: So that was-{)bviously I wasn't on board, but my sense is that that was somewhat of a 

stressful time. 

Offit: It wasn't. The campaign itself-

Warren: As Muller was winding down. 

Offit: Yes. Oh, the '88 through '90 period. It was stressful. 

Warren: Tell me about that. 

Offit: You know, there's a lot I don't want to tell you from the standpoint of just things that 

need not be said, but it was just generally very stressful because Steve Muller had done a 

magnificent job for the first fifteen years of his presidency. In the last three, started to lose a little 

interest. So we had to pick that up, and that's really the sum and substance of it. 

I was in the middle of an awful lot of that as the incoming chairman and had worked-when 

you're chairing a campaign, you build tremendous internal relationships. People don't realize that. 

You know as much about the university as anybody, more so than probably even the chairman, 

because you have to work very closely with the professionals, so you get a lot of insight. I was 

the one who was probably most involved in the '80s, certainly '85 to '90, and it gave me an 

opportunity to really fully appreciate Johns Hopkins. As I said, there's an awful lot of passion 

here. 

So Steve Muller was winding up his period. As I said, he was a magnificent president for 

many, many years. The initiatives that he mounted brought tremendous, I think, acclaim to the 
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university. We're a university that we're like the little engine that could. We have tremendous 

appetite for a lot of things that we wish to do, and we can't accomplish everything. But our 

appetite and our desire level is about as great as any university in the world, so, you know, we got 

caught in a few things where we had to pull back a little bit. We just couldn't do everything that 

we wanted to do. 

Then some of that is all history now. We pulled back with respect to a venture on the 

Eastern Shore with the Chesapeake Bay Institute. We pulled back on something to do with the 

radio station. You know, just little stuff like that. 

Warren: And Bill Richardson. How did you select Bill Richardson? 

Offit: Very interesting question, because as chairman of the search committee, you have two or 

three jobs. Number one is to identify the person that you really want, but more important is how 

to get the committee to coalesce around that person. You've made that decision, but you have to 

lead. You can't go by committee decision. You have to have the instinct on how to identify that 

person. Then the next part is to get the committee to coalesce, and the next part is how to land 

that person. 

Warren: Tricky business. 

Offit: Yeah. So it's an awful lot of negotiation. So you're working through a few mine fields 

there. There were two primary candidates. There was Bill and another fellow named John 

Deutsch [phonetic], and John Deutsch, on paper, looked super super because he was a big 

business type of guy, tremendous relationships. But at the end of the day, what impressed me 

most about Bill Richardson is that this very much Mr. Peepers-looking gentleman, I thought had 
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everything benign about him, but yet I felt there was a very, very tough tensile strength there. He 

was the kind of guy who could make the very tough decision and, more importantly, he was the 

kind of guy who knew how to embrace people, to get them to feel good about that decision. So 

there are two parts to this, and my instincts were right. 

Then what happened, Bill Richardson had to be a crisis manager because in '90 we walked 

right into whether or not we should close Peabody. We had cutbacks in federal research spending. 

We had cutbacks in Maryland state aid. All this is in a document, by the way, that is written, the 

five-year document of '90 to '95 that Bill Richardson's people wrote, that's on file. That was sent 

out to the Hopkins community. It's a very good document. 

Bill Richardson walked into this Peabody crisis, just met that crisis so magnificently. He 

got to know the community real fast, as to who could be the ones to help salvage Peabody, how 

to do it. 

Warren: Tell me what that crisis was. 

Offit: Whether or not to close Peabody. Peabody was bleeding. Medicine and the other divisions 

certainly didn't want to affect the salvaging arm financially. They'd already reimbursed to some 

degree some of Peabody's problems, being good members of the family. And we just couldn't 

carry it any further. So the question, you have to be fair in balancing. You can't bleed medicine or 

[School of] Public Health. Public Health had some severe financial problems in the late '80s. 

Today you can't believe the problems. Ten years has been a dramatic transformation, but 

we had enormous financial problems in the late '80s and early '90s. Real estate. Very deep 
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recession in Maryland. Banks going under. Maryland National Bank went under. We were a 

casualty of all that, certainly interacting with these financial institutions. 

So as I keep telling Michael Bloomberg, he doesn't have any crises. We had all the crises. 

But the good part of the crises is that it forced a bond between us or among us, because we had 

to work very hard. Where I take enormous pride is that we worked through it retrospectively. I 

think we did it with great dignity, not only efficiently and very professionally, but with dignity. 

Bill Richardson was absolutely probably the best crisis manager in the country. We could 

not have had a better president at that particular time. He worked his eighteen hours a day, he 

worked seven days a week. I often said that a lot of complaints were that he only gave Hopkins 

five years. I think he gave Hopkins ten years, considering the amount of work that he did. I don't 

know if we burned him out. 

But I had nothing but enormous respect for Bill Richardson's contribution, and I know 

better than anyone else, because he and I had a working relationship. He would call me every 

Sunday night to talk about the past week and then to talk about the prospective week, just about 

what's going on. We used to spend an hour on the phone every Sunday night just talking about 

the university, and that phone call used to come like clockwork, nine o'clock, 9: 15. My wife used 

to say, "Well, it's Bill. Pick it up," you know, one of those deals. 

Bill was so beautifully organized, and he knew how to work Washington and Annapolis as 

well as anybody you'll ever meet. Of course, we had not only the cutbacks, but then we were 

changing the ratio and indirect cost recovery, which, for the largest research-based university in 
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the country, meant instead of getting sixty-four, sixty-five percent in indirect cost recovery, we 

only got 60 percent of the grants, which had tremendous impact on our budget. 

Then we got together with the other research-based universities. I formed a little group up 

here, getting Columbia and Cornell involved, speaking to Stanford, because we were all fighting 

the same battles. But it all started with Kennedy [unclear] when he was president of Stanford and 

the Dingle committee, Dingle, a senator out of Michigan, saying the universities are profiteering at 

the expense of the government, federal government, and so forth, and who are they to take our 

money to spend on flowers in the president's home or yachts and so forth. Hopkins wasn't doing 

any of that, but we got pulled into that cauldron. 

Hopkins became the center of all this because of our proximity to Washington, and we led 

the other universities. It was Bill Richardson. So I was a very engaged guy at that time, working 

with Bill, and worrying about Peabody, worrying about medicine. Public Health still had financial 

pressures. Arts and sciences, the most under-endowed arts and sciences program in their division 

in the country among the major universities. Engineering was limping along. You go school by 

school and APL under pressure because of cutbacks by the Navy, and, you know, how to work 

through the problems. And Bill did it just beautifully. 

Warren: Well, you both did it just beautifully. 

Offit: I give him enormous credit. Then, of course, the pressing problem during this whole 

period was medicine and the relationship between the School of Medicine and the hospital. 

Warren: Yes, let's talk about that. 
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Offit: It's the whole governance issue. I realized that there was only one way we were going to 

solve this, and that was to unify the governance and then had to break down the resistance of the 

hospital trustees, who always felt that they were the businessmen, and that the School of Medicine 

faculty were nothing but faculty, academics, didn't understand anything about business. I went 

head to head with these trustees and said hogwash to all this stuff. 

And we had the ruptures between Mike Johns as the dean of the School of Medicine, and 

Jim Block, the president of the hospital, and he could always tum to his board, where Mike had to 

go through to Steve Muller or Bill Richardson, later it was Bill, and then to the board. He didn't 

have direct contact. He felt that he was, in effect, being intimidated by the hospital side and the 

trustees. So I had to, as I said, convince the hospital trustees that we had to unify the governance, 

but they wouldn't do it under Mike Johns, and we wouldn't do it under Jim Block. Then Jim 

Block proved to be deficient. I have to watch myself I guess I shouldn't say too much here, but 

you'll have to protect me. But there were certainly some weaknesses in his leadership capacities 

and capabilities. 

But then we had the threat, after Mike Johns resigned to take on the job as the CEO of the 

Emory health system, as to the faculty getting unnerved, and then the hospital trustees realized 

that if any of the faculty were to leave because of demoralization reasons, they were going to be 

held accountable, that Johns Hopkins medicine has nothing to do with the bricks and mortar of 

the hospital, it has to do, of course, with the quality of the faculty. That faculty is research, 

teaching, and then the clinical side, where the same chairmen of those departments were the chiefs 

over on the hospital side. 
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So they showed good judgment and started to understand this, and knew that the 

marketplace no longer allowed for the luxury of divided governance. We had to unify the 

governance because we were now in a managed-care environment, that the economics had 

changed so dramatically. 

So, fortunately, George Bunting came on board as chairman of the hospital board, a very, 

very enlightened person. I had fought with Furlong Baldwin. He, as the previous chainnan, 

happens to be one of my very closest friends. He and I went at it all the time, and "Baldy" finally, 

as he's affectionately known, started to realize it and kind of gave on a number of these issues and 

the committee structure we had set up to keep addressing the issue. But then George really 

understood it. 

Finally we came up with a configuration where we would unify the governance. Of course, 

the key to all this was where the dean of the School of Medicine became the CEO, carried both 

titles of Johns Hopkins medicine, so now the head of the hospital reports to that CEO of Johns 

Hopkins medicine, who is always the dean of the School of Medicine. So for the first time in 

Hopkins' history, we clarified the role, the respective role, of the School of Medicine and the 

hospital. This is what Mr. Hopkins wanted to have clarified under his will. A hundred years later, 

it's finally clarified. 

Today it's working like a charm, and that's why Hopkins medicine is absolutely thriving, 

and never have we made better decisions. The right people are making decisions and the CEO of 

Johns Hopkins medicine reports to the president of the university. So we're the first hospital or 

health system in the country to really pull this all together and recognize-I mean, this is really, in 
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retrospect, one of our crowning achievements, in the best interest of Johns Hopkins. So it's 

worked. 

Warren: It's really an interesting dance that has been going on really through the history of the 

whole organization. 

Offit: Always. And there are still some remnants of some aspects to this that aren't working as 

well as it should, but we're eighty percent there. Now with every medical system under 

tremendous :financial pressure, you read about the University of Pennsylvania that's bleeding $100 

million a year in lawsuits and that kind of stuff, you realize how vulnerable you are. Around New 

York you have the same problems. The great Mass Generals in Boston, the same thing. And 

Hopkins is doing okay. 

Warren: You mentioned-

Offit: A long-winded answer to your question. 

Warren: Oh, I'm delighted to have it. Use all the wind you're willing to. 

One of the things about Johns Hopkins is that it's so big and so complex. Let's talk about 

some of the other aspects, in particular the Peabody. You were there for the initial affiliation. 

Offit: Yeah. 

Warren: And have seen how it's evolved. 

Offit: Peabody-by the way, we have to talk about Bill Brody and that search when you want to 

get to that. 

Peabody was-we thought it was a public service to take on the Peabody. Peabody had 

been bleeding for years. The trustees had done an absolutely unprofessional job, for lack of a 
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better descriptive term, in their stewardship of the Peabody, had been digging into the endowment 

fund, and Peabody was left financially exposed. Peabody had always been a Maryland treasure. 

Steve Muller, who was a-Steve is about as fine a visionary that you'll find in a president's 

role, very, very creative, and he felt that-he led the board on this and, retrospectively, probably 

wouldn't have made that decision. It was just too much for the university to have taken on. Ifwe 

knew later what we should have known then, or could have known then, never would have done 

it. It's too much vulnerability for the university. 

But anyway, we took it on, and we later learned that we couldn't stem all those losses, 

and dramatic action was called for. But Hopkins, it'd be interesting to know how much Hopkins 

really invested in Peabody during that period of time. I don't have that number. But the 

university-and the state really appreciated this, led by Micky Steinberg, the lieutenant governor. I 

mean, he's the one who-in fact, I saw him-I'm Jewish, and I was in Baltimore for the High Holy 

Days, and I ran into Micky at services. I said, "Again I want to thank you for what you did on 

that." I just said to him this past October, "What a marvelous thing you did for Johns Hopkins and 

the state of Maryland." 

Warren: I have a wonderful photograph that I found of sort of a groundbreaking at the Peabody, 

and Steinberg and Muller and Louis Goldstein are all being led around by these little ballerinas. To 

me it's such a wonderful photograph that encompasses that bond between the state and the 

university and everybody stepping up to the--

Offit: Yeah. I can't fault Steve Muller. I mean, Steve had a vision of Johns Hopkins, and the 

Peabody one-on-one education is the most expensive education in the world, and that's what 

16 



Peabody is. And it did not have a grateful alumni base to really help fund it. Now Peabody's 

humming, and Bob Sirota's terrific. But Bob Pierce at that time did a great job, in effect, helping 

to rescue Peabody. Got to put everything within its proper context here, remember what it was 

like that that particular time and not ten years later. 

So what else? 

Warren: That's part of what we're trying-well, let's talk about Bill Brody. 

Offit: Well, I chaired that search committee, and it was almost a tortuous-type search because 

we were under the gun a little bit. We had some time pressures. Bill was leaving, and we had an 

interim. Well, before we get to Bill, we ought to talk about Dan Nathans. 

Warren: Yes. 

Offit: Because the person who is the most under-appreciated and who has probably done as 

much as anybody for Johns Hopkins is Dan Nathans, who I tried to reach the other day just to say 

hello to, as a matter of fact. Dan Nathans, in that wonderful manner of his, you know, you think 

of doctors and you associate the word "healing," and here is Dan, Nobel laureate and so forth, but 

yet he's a healer. He came into an interim position where again Johns Hopkins medicine was in 

the cauldron, because this was before Bill Brody. It was really during the Nathans one year that 

we were really giving form to Johns Hopkins medicine. 

Warren: The new organization. 

Offit: The new organization. It was Dan Nathans who brought Ed Miller into the interim dean 

position. Ed Miller had just joined medicine as chairman of anesthesiology. Mike Johns resigns as 

dean, so now we have to have an interim dean, and it was Dan's genius that brought along, of 
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course, Ed for that position. Ed should be forever grateful to Dan Nathans. Then that gave Ed the 

opportunity to show his stuff, to make the committee. 

I was on that dean search committee in medicine, which Eddie Dunn chaired, to get the 

committee comfortable with Ed as a decision-maker because we had brought in all sorts of so-

called luminaries from around the country, high-profile guys, but the more we looked, the more 

we realized we had a guy right there. His manner was particularly appealing for Johns Hopkins 

medicine, because the chiefs-Hopkins medicine is characterized by having very strong department 

heads, and you can't have a very, very aggressive dean in that role, because that's a natural clash. 

So you have to have someone as dean who can really submerge ego, and Ed just does that 

magnificently and is so collegial. The chiefs feel very comfortable. Ed is a striver and a very 

competitive guy, and certainly believes in extraordinary excellence, but he's been a great, great 

dean. 

Bill Brody, now, had left Hopkins because of his quarrel, among other things, with Jim 

Block. Bill was chief of radiology at Johns Hopkins. He had been hired by Dick Ross, who had 

been a marvelous dean for some fifteen years in the School of Medicine. He had brought Bill, and 

Bill had been an entrepreneur and academic at Stanford. I don't know how Dick Ross had 

identified Bill Brody, but, anyway, he brings him to Hopkins as chairman of the department. 

Then Bill was asked to then chair the Hopkins 2000, which was the grand strategy for the 

next century type of report, and it gave him an opportunity to get involved in all phases of the 

university, and I think he spent less time as a chairman, more time then in trying to do his work as 
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chairman of this very important report for the board, but it gave him exposure to all phases of 

Johns Hopkins, was important. 

Bill Brody always was a very appealing guy and certainly somebody I had known 

personally. He left because of his conflict with Jim Block, and he was asked to head up the health 

system at the University of Minnesota, which was a very big position. 

But then we were searching. Now I'm getting back to the search committee. We knew Bill 

Brody was out there, and then all of a sudden John Lombardi [phonetic] becomes maybe a 

candidate, because he's now president of the University ofFlorida, and there was a body of 

opinion on the search committee to bring John back, because he had some friends. John's one of 

these very macho guys and very appealing to some people. And there were other candidates that 

we talked to, and we were under some time pressure, because Dan said he wouldn't take this 

interim position more than one year. 

Went back to Dan to see if he would extend it, and he said, "No." And I can understand 

why. I remember having dinner with him at the Colonnade on Sunday evening, trying to convince 

him to extend it, and he gave me his full reasons why he couldn't do it, and I had to be very 

respectful of that. He and I had a long dinner about that, because I didn't know what we were 

going to do. 

Lombardi was-we had given the full court press-excuse the basketball term-to Lombardi 

at one time, and then he said no, but I sort of breathed a sigh ofrelief in some respect. I mean, the 

committee was more in favor of him than not, but I was a little suspicious of him. I didn't think he 
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was absolutely the right style for Johns Hopkins, but yet I could go along with it, but I was a 

little-not fully endorsing. 

Then Bill Brody was still out there, and the more I thought about Bill Brody, the more 

sense he made to me, because Hopkins is not a university. He quotes me on this. Hopkins is an 

enterprise. By an enterprise, I mean, with this kind of research competent to the university, in 

effect, you're talking about a business and you're talking about with extraordinary interactions 

with government. When you start talking about all those interactions with government and 

business, you're no longer just talking about academics. You're talking more about how you run a 

corporate enterprise. 

Hopkins is probably the most misunderstood or least understood university entity in this 

country, as the largest research-based university, and there are obviously many, many different 

Johns Hopkinses, but on a totality basis, you're talking about an institution. This is a great article, 

as a matter of fact. I always wanted to write this article, never quite knew how to do it, but I 

know what to say, and something ought to be written, that Johns Hopkins is not a university. It's 

much more than that. 

The university or the enterprise of the future needed somebody with a business 

background, who understood entrepreneurism. Bill Brody was from the West Coast. There's a 

gravitational shift in this country to the West Coast, Silicon Valley. The ''tomorrows" kind of fit 

the Bill Brody. The delivery of education was going to parallel the delivery of medicine, how that 

changed through the HMOs, feeling that the-are we running out of time here? 

Warren: We're fine. 
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Offit: That, in effect, patterns of education that had been the primary vehicles for the delivery of 

education were going to change dramatically-Internet, I don't care what you want to call it. Some 

of the thinking that I had, where Bill Brody would be tomorrow's-type president greatly intrigued 

me. 

So, I took a few visits to Minnesota to talk to Bill, and then I got Mike Bloomberg and 

George on board, George Ponti [phonetic], to feel comfortable. The fact that Bill Brody was a 

physician, had been in Johns Hopkins medicine, I didn't know whether that was a plus or a minus 

at the time. I could make a case for either one of them. It was a plus because he understood Johns 

Hopkins medicine, but it was a negative from the standpoint that some of the docs and the new 

CEO of Johns Hopkins medicine may feel that there's a competitive aspect to this. So didn't 

know how to kind of think that through, but, on balance, thought it would be more a plus than a 

negative. 

The point was that at the end of the day, felt that Bill Brody had so much going for him, 

and he had a style and a manner and, more important than anything else, was his extraordinary 

integrity, and he's a very uncomplicated guy. He knew how to submerge ego as well as anybody, 

and he's the kind of person that felt so comfortable with himself He's such a complete person and 

wonderful human being, that I felt that these were just character traits that would be so important 

in this role. And again, it's worked beautifully. Different type of president than Bill Richardson, 

180 degrees different. Nobody could have done Bill Richardson's job as the crisis manager, and 

yet Bill Brody is absolutely the right president today for Johns Hopkins. So we are very, very 

lucky, very lucky to have had this kind of leadership since 1990. 
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Warren: I think your history major is coming through. You've watched history happen in the 

right order and the right way. 

Offit: Yeah. I mean, to have Dan Nathans. And Dan Nathans, by the way, is Bill Richardson's 

suggestion. I mean, the first thing Bill Richardson said to me was, "I am going to step down for 

these reasons, and I think the right person to succeed me is Dan Nathans." 

So I think I've told you everything I know, unless you want to be a little more specific. 

Warren: I want to flip the tape over and ask you just a couple more. 

[Begin Tape 1, Side 2] 

Warren: You have been quite a witness. 

Offit: Yeah. Could write quite a bit about this. 

Warren: I hope you will. 

Offit: No. 

Warren: I hope you will. But in the meantime, it's my job to put together a book that the whole 

gestalt of this book is that for the first time we're going to look at the place as a whole, instead of 

looking at all these various divisions and these, as some people have called them, fiefdoms, and 

try to see what Johns Hopkins is in all its complexity. Do you have any words of wisdom, any 

guidance for me? 

Offit: Well, the expression we used to use on the search committee all the time is the sum of the 

parts doesn't add up to a Johns Hopkins, that we haven't been able to, in effect, define a Johns 

Hopkins to the general community, who that community is, that if you were to add up the sum of 
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the parts, they'd be much, much greater than what is said Johns Hopkins, but the name itself, 

Johns Hopkins, doesn't do justice to, in fact, the underlying substance. 

We needed a president, who, in effect, can convey this sense of Johns Hopkins, and I 

don't know whether it's due to our inability to communicate or the fact that again it's bottom-up, 

every tub on its own bottom, you know. You say :fiefdoms. It's that entrepreneurialism that's, in 

effect, reflected in each one of the divisions that's made Johns Hopkins great. I think to some 

degree it's been poor communications. Even one of the first things I did with Ross Jones-and one 

of the people, by the way, who's the extraordinary, I would say, thread here, and there's another 

expression I've used to describe Ross Jones, but he has extraordinary understanding. A lot of 

things I'm telling you he has a lot of insight to, because he and I worked very, very closely during 

this period, and there is an extraordinary bond between the two of us. 

Warren: He says the same thing about you. 

Offit: In fact, you remind me I should give him a call. He's a dear, dear man. In introducing him 

all the time whenever I was chairing, I used to call him Mr. Johns Hopkins. He's a wonderful 

man. 

The first thing we did, I said, "We have to change all the communications." I laid out on 

the table, I said, "Here's the School of Public Health, here's medicine, here's arts and sciences. 

Where is there some corporate or university identity that's common to each one of these 

schools?" There was nothing. I said, "We went through a whole transformation here, even in our 

written material, as to how to identify Johns Hopkins, to give it the sense of some standardization 

or uniformity, in effect, presentation." They think that's small stuff, you know. 
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Warren: Oh, no. 

Offit: Silly. 

Warren: It's critical. 

Offit: But, I mean, we spend time even on that. So I think we're getting there a little better, but I 

think we fall down still in conveying what is Johns Hopkins. So that's something for us to be still 

worried about. 

Warren: Well, I hope this book will step up and be helpful in that. 

Offit: Well, Bill Brody probably has the deans working together as best as they ever have 

worked together. You're going to have normal frictions, tensions between the different schools, 

but I must say that Bill, I think, is-the word gets back to collegiality, and I think Bill, because of 

his style and the quality of his appointments, Hopkins has never had stronger deans. That's 

another reason that we're really pulsating these days. We have just wonderful leadership at Johns 

Hopkins. 

Warren: Speaking of which, I understand you're the person we have to thank for bringing 

Michael Bloomberg into the fold. 

Offit: Yes. That is true. I remember we were partners at Soloman. I think it was about 1986, 

'87. We were talking one day and I said to Michael, "Why aren't you active at Johns Hopkins? 

You'd be an ideal trustee," and so forth. He said, "Well, let's talk about it." So then I introduced 

him to Steve Muller, and that started the whole discussion. I remember talking to Michael. I said, 

"We have this physics and astronomy building. We really need some funding here. We're talking 

about a big number." And he said he'd be interested. So we called Steve and I said, "Come on up. 
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Make the presentation." And that's how that all developed. Michael had already given a million in 

honor of his mother, endowing the Charlotte Bloomberg Chair in the history of art, which is the 

same chair that Herb Kessler, in effect, occupied. Michael, obviously extraordinarily generous, 

and he really cares. He's a wonderful person. 

Warren: I'm looking forward to talking with him, too. 

Offit: Yes. He's a different type of chairman, and Michael has become a world kind of treasure, 

you know. He has his apartments in different parts of the world, and he's really as much of a 

universal businessman as there is today. He's an enormous success. So he gives it a little less time, 

but different quality time. He, of course, didn't have the crises that we had at that particular time, 

but yet he has given it a different type ofleadership that's just as effective. That's what you're 

asking for. 

Warren: So as we look to the future, what are the issues out there that we need to be cognizant 

of? 

Offit: The primary issue today is money. As successful as we are in having raised magnitudes of 

money that people would never have thought were possible, we still are, in effect, very, very 

under-endowed. The reason is that money-raising is not an absolute gain; it's a relative gain. 

I was talking to Bill Brody the other day, and here we raised, say, $20 million for a new 

building and adding to our Department of Biomedical Engineering. Next thing you know, 

Stanford announces a gift in excess of $50 million for this. As I said to Bill, I said, "Again it's 

proof of the relativeness of the kind of business that we're in." 
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The question I always ask is, looking out five years, what is going to be the relative 

market share of Johns Hopkins in any way you want to measure relative market share, compared 

to Stanford and Princeton and some of the other schools. And I'm always asking myself, what 

universities, in effect, are going to be in that position of an increasing position in those and a 

decreasing position. 

Hopkins will never have the same access to capital funding as a Princeton or a Stanford. I 

think we can compete with some of the other schools all right, but there are about seven or eight 

of us that have this very prestigious and preeminent role in education. I think that we're not going 

to do as well financially, but it just means we have to be better organized. So it puts a premium on 

our ability to organize, to manage, to lead. We cannot be frivolous with decision-making. We 

can't tolerate bureaucracy, and we've got to get people to be very decisive about what they're 

doing, and we have to make sure we have the absolute best leadership at both professional and lay 

levels. That's the charge to us. And the same way I told the trustees years ago that we could no 

longer tolerate, in effect, divided governance in medicine, we didn't have that luxury, it's the same 

thing today. 

The strain on us is going to be even greater going forward than it has been, and if there's 

anybody arrogant enough to think that this campaign and the success of it means that we can, in 

effect, be less vigilant, they're absolutely wrong. The financial strains in keeping up with the 

competition and having to call on the very best is going to be even more important in the future. 

Now, that hasn't been said well. It's a message. Bill and I understand it because we talk about it 
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all the time. What I do is very much behind the scenes, you know, stay very involved with the 

leadership. I worry about that. 

Medicine, I think, in time, which is an obvious problem, if we can stay up financially, we'll 

do all right. I think we have a great benefit being in the state of Maryland. The benefit, we have 

two great advantages. The advantage is the proximity to Washington, which gives us that forty-

five minute, an hour, means that we have entre to Washington more so than any other university, 

and there is no great research-based university in Washington or Northern Virginia. So how do 

we take advantage of that proximity? Because here you have Northern Virginia is one of the great 

growth spots. There are four thousand information technology companies in Northern Virginia. 

Are we smart enough to know how to access that? Are we smart enough to know how to 

penetrate Washington? We do it in our interactions with the NIHs and all the other government 

agencies, so we really have to be very well organized in Washington. 

The other great advantage is that we're in the state of Maryland. I mean that from the 

standpoint, we're not in Pennsylvania, where Pennsylvania is a very large state with all sorts of 

competing interests and lobbying the state government. Our state government in Maryland 

recognizes, in effect, the preeminence of a Johns Hopkins and the role of that Johns Hopkins plays 

and the contribution it makes to the state of Maryland. So the legislators, many of which I know 

very well, will be very sensitive to the Hopkins interests, which are the state of Maryland's 

interests. So there's tremendous compatibility here. 
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You can't do that in Pennsylvania. You can't do it in New York. You can't do it in 

California. Legislators don't care in California. As a matter of fact, if you're Stanford, they don't 

want to go anything at all because they think that you're already too rich. 

But we have to know how to be very sensitive, and the Furlong Baldwins of the world 

carry that message extremely well, as do the others. So we do have some natural advantages. 

The arts and sciences schools, engineering is going to come along very nicely. Arts and 

sciences, I think, will finally have its justifiable day in the sun in recognizing that there's some 

great strengths at that school which had always been under-appreciated. Public Health is going 

great guns. Of all the schools at Hopkins, the one that has emerged the most has been Public 

Health over the last ten years. Al Sommer, of course, is one of the great deans. We know that. 

And the money-raising aspect of that, the funding has been truly extraordinary. 

Warren: Tell me about him. Why is he so extraordinary? 

Offit: Al has great style. He's a businessman, he's a promoter, a merchandiser. He knows how to 

advance the interest of others, how to sell the school, all the societal issues having to do with 

health care play to public health today. It's in the right trends of the issues such as population 

dynamics, for example, international health. The issues today, preventive medicine, become much 

more of an acceptable and day-to-day kind of considerations or issues that everybody's talking 

about, the mainstream ideas and issues. They are issues that ten years ago nobody really thought 

too much about. 

Warren: Yes, I'm particularly fascinated by Public Health, just what they were doing long before 

anybody else was even talking about it. 
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Offit: Well, we were early on that. If you take each school at Hopkins-and I'll give you a Wall 

Street metaphor for this, it's called the price earnings multiple, which gives you some valuation. 

And if you've ever heard of a certain stock enjoying a 25 multiple, which means it's richly valued, 

or 40 multiple, meaning very richly valued, versus a 10 multiple, which means it's sort of 

nondescript, Hopkins would enjoy one of the highest multiples valuation because of the 

underlying schools making up the university. 

I'm a big, big bull on the Hopkins education from an undergraduate standpoint, because I 

think Hopkins has it right in the merging of the undergraduate with the professional schools. You 

can blend curriculum today that you couldn't do ten years ago. None of that was available in the 

'50s, in my period of time. But you can give these freshmen some offerings that just blow your 

mind as to the entre they have in the neurosciences or public health merged with their 

undergraduate program or SAIS merged with their undergraduate program. All this is pretty 

exciting. 

Warren: And I think that is the most fascinating part of the story, is these blendings that I'm 

finding, these connections among the various divisions. 

Offit: That's the-

Warren: I interviewed a Public Health doctor who's working with the School of Engineering, 

saying, "Earthquakes don't kill people, buildings kill people. Let's design better buildings." This is 

a doctor who's doing this. To me, that's really exciting. 

Offit: Yeah. That's Hopkins today. Now, where is all that coming from? I just think it's a 

recognition of the need for collegiality. This is how Hopkins attracts people. Of course, we're in 
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Baltimore, which has been somewhat of a detriment, I guess, relative to a Boston, which is, of 

course, the garden spot in the country, or a Palo Alto or a Durham, you know. There are three or 

four garden spots. Baltimore would not be one. But yet I think we can make Baltimore very 

appealing, and certainly Washington is part of that appeal, if you kind of merchandise that well. 

Warren: I want to thank you. This has really been marvelous. 

Offit: No, thank you. One last point, of course, is the thing that really bugs my mind is the-I 

should say something about, that's the globalization of Johns Hopkins, the name or the brand. I 

always get back to brand, the brand or name. The name is stronger internationally than it is 

domestically. 

Warren: Tell me what you mean by that. 

Offit: Well, you go anywhere, to any country in the world, they will know the Johns Hopkins 

name, either through Public Health, medicine, SAIS, Peabody. And Hopkins has enormous clout 

internationally. Again, Steve Muller's Nanjing in China. What we've done in Bologna for years 

and now we're opening this office in Berlin, which I think is very important to, in effect, being a 

listening post or how to bring programs together for Baltimore and Washington, common 

endeavors with German corporations and so forth. Stanford's the only university in Germany in 

this type of program. 

So we've got an awful lot going on, and tomorrow's education, of course, will be 

globalized. Now you get into distance teaching, and we're set up for that. We have more to do. 

But Public Health has had a marvelous program in distance teaching. And Bill Brody certainly 

appreciates all this. 
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You know, you could ask the question, what's the university going to look like tomorrow 

without walls? And you've heard all of these different analyses. But I would say that Hopkins 

understands the issues, and I think we'll be in a position to address them. 

Warren: With much thanks to you. 

Offit: No, we're in good shape. I didn't mean to use the-

Warren: With much thanks to Morris Offit. 

Offit: I don't want to use the personal pronoun. 

Warren: You have deserved the right to. Thank you so much. 

Offit: No, thank you for doing this. But that five-year report was a good piece of work. 

[End of interview] 
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