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AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE, 1974

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 11, 1974

U.S. SENATE,
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON ARTS AND HUMANITIES,

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
Washington, D.0 .

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2228,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Claiborne Pell, subcommittee
chairman, presiding.
Present: Senators Pell and Javits.
Senator PELL. The Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities

will come to order.
Today we meet to discuss the concept of an independent American

Film Institute.
Legislation to create such an entity, H.R. 17504, is presently pending

in the House of Representatives. It has been the subject of much dis-
cussion and controversy. Such a piece of legislation has not been in-
troduced in the Senate.
If the legislation is enacted by the House, with the full agreement

from all parties involved, I, as chairman of the Special Subcommit-
tee on the Arts and the Humanities, am disposed to take expeditious
action on it.
Therefore, I am holding these hearings to consider the concept of

an independent American Film Institute. This hearing record, which
will serve as the basis for legislation will, I hope, not only discuss

• the general concept, but also other pertinent and unfortunately touchy
questions which could arise during Senate consideration.
I would ask that the House bill (H.R. 17504) , be inserted in the

record of this hearing at this point.
[The bill referred to follows:]

(1)
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2D SESSION . R. 17504

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NOVEMBER 25, 1974

Mr. BRADEMAS (for himself, Mr..QU1E, Mr. PERKINS, MS. MINK, Mr. HANSEN of
Idaho, Mr. THOMPSON Of New Jersey, Mr. PEYSER, Mr. MEEDS, Mr. SARASIN,
MS. HANSEN Of Washington, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. BELL, Mr. LEHMAN, and
Mr. MAzzom) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the
Committee on Education and Labor

A BILL
To amend the National Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-

manities Act of 1965 to create the American Film Institute

as an independent agency.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

:1 The Congress hereby finds and declares-

4 (1) that motion pictures and television have made

5 valuable and enduring contributions to American cul-

6 ture;

7 (2) that from the beginning of this century, Amer--

8 cans have played preeminent roles in extending and

9 enriching the art of film:

S
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1 (3) that older films constitute an important histori-

2 cal resource for students of American life and art, and

3 should be preserved from loss and decay;

4 (4) that skills in film making should be advanced,

5 and understanding of the art of film should be enhanced,

6 through the training and encouragement of artists,

7 teachers, and scholars, and through the publication of

8 records of film history;

9 (5) that it is appropriate for the Federal Gov-

10 ernment to assist such efforts, in the interest of increas-

11 ing public appreciation of outstanding films, and of as-

12 suring the continuing vitality of the art of film in

13 America;

14 (6) that the American Film Institute, a nonprofit

15 corporation, was founded in 1967 as a national institu-

16 tion intended to advance, preserve, exhibit, and teach

17 the art of film; and that its purposes can best be

S achieved through the direct support of the Federal Gov-

19 ernment, as well as of private donors.

20 SEC. 2. The National Foundation on the Arts and the

21 Humanities Act of 1965 is amended by adding at the end

22 thereof the following new title:

23 "TITLE II—AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

24 "SEc. 102. (a) There is authorized to be established a

25 new nonprofit corporation, to be known as the American
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1 Film Institute (hereinafter the 'Institute') which will not

2 be an agency or establishment of the United States Govern-

3 ment. The Institute so established shall be subject to the pro-

4 visions of this section, and, to the extent consistent with this

5 section, to • the District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation

6 Act.

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

"(b) The Institute shall have a Board of Trustees (here-

inafter referred to as the 'Board') whose duties it shall be

to maintain and administer the Institute and to execute such

other functions as are vested in the Board by sections 102 to

108 of this Act.

"(c) The Board shall be composed of twenty-three

members as follows:

"(1) the Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare;

"(2) the Librarian of Congress;

"(3) the Archivist of the United States;

"(4) the chairman of the Board of Trustees of the

John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts;

"(5) the Secretary of the Interior;

"(6) the Chairman of the National Endowment for

the Arts;

"(7) the Chairman of the National Endowment for

the Humanities;

" (8 ) two members of the Senate, appointed by the

•

•
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1 President pro tempore of the Senate, and two Members

2 of the House appointed by the Speaker of the House:

3 Provided, That not more than two of the Members of

4 House and Senate so appointed shall be of the same

5 political party; and

6 "(9) twelve appointed by the Board of Trustees

7 of the American Film Institute, confirmed by a ma-

8 jority vote of the House of Representatives and the

9 Senate, serving on the date of enactment of this Act;

10 each member of the Board of Trustees appointed under

11 this subsection shall serve for the following terms, as des-

12 ignated at the time of their appointment; three for terms of

13 two years, three for terms of four years, and four for terms of

14 six years; their successors shall be appointed by the re-

15 maining trustees appointed under this subsection, and shall

16 serve for terms of six years. Notwithstanding the preceding

17 provisions, a member whose term has expired may serve

18 until his successor has qualified.

19 "(d) The members of the Board first appointed under

20 paragraph (7) of subsection (c) above shall serve as incor-

21 porators of the Institute as authorized by this Act, and shall

22 take whatever actions are necessary to establish the Insti-

23 tute under the District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation

24 Act.
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Senator PELL. Our first witness today is George Stevens, Jr., direc-
tor of the American Film Institute.
Mr. Stevens, come forward and introduce your panel.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE STEVENS, JR., DIRECTOR OF THE AMERI-
CAN FILM INSTITUTE, ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLTON HESTON,
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF THE AMERICAN FILM INSTI-
TUTE; ROGER STEVENS, CHAIRMAN OF THE JOHN F. KENNEDY
CENTER FOR THE PERFORMING ARTS AND FOUNDING CHAIR-
MAN OF THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS; AND
HARRY McPHERSON, COUNSEL, A PANEL

Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Mr. Chairman, it was our understanding that
Mr. Heston would go first and then we will follow.
Senator PELL. I would ask those with Mr. Stevens and the repre-

sentatives of the Arts and Humanities Endowments if they could stay
right through the morning so if we have any questions, we can go back
and forth.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. May I defer to Mr. Heston.
Mr. HESTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
For the record, I am Charlton Heston chairman of the board of

trustees of the American Film Institute (AFT) .
I am aware that these hearings are one of a series that have been

proceeding on both sides of the Hill. And I am making points I have
made before and am prepared to make again.
I do not intend to persuade this committee of the significance of

film in our time and our country. I do not think I need to.
What was a radical theory not many years ago is now a given

assumption—film is the art of the 20th century it is also the Ameri-
can art.
It speaks to a larger constituency than any other art, cutting across

national frontiers and barriers of language, class and education in a
way that no other art can do. Film serves to teach, as well as to inspire.
In a very real sense, we speak to our country and to the world through
film.

It is for these reasons that the American Film Institute was man-
dated when the Congress created the Arts and Humanities Endow-
ment nearly a decade ago. When the President signed the bill, he said,
"There will be an American Film Institute." And there is.
The 7 years of our existence have been, properly enough, 7 years of

efforts, sometimes inadequate, often desperate effort. In that time, we
created what never existed before in this country, an organization
designed to serve the past, the present, and the future of American
film and American film makers.
We serve uniquely as a bridge between the various film disciplines—

the academic community that both studies and teaches film, and the
film makers;  not only those public artists whose films literally girdle
the globe, but the private film makers who follow a different drummer,
searching new directions, looking for new audiences.
The years during which the AFT has been seeking and fulfilling its

responsibilities to film have been busy ones for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts (NEA) , too. They discerned and sought to meet
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fresh potentials in all the arts, even as we did in film. As their horizons
expanded, so did ours.

Finally, it began to seem clear, both to the NEA, under whose aegis
we were funded, and to us, that it was no longer possible for us to grow
on the one hand, or for them to serve our widening responsibilities on
the other.
It was the NEA Chairman, Miss Nancy Hanks, who first suggested

last year that the AF I's interests might best be served if we sought
independent status, separate from the NEA.
In response to that search, our friends in the Congress have written

the legislation you are considering, and whose passage I seek. You
know, of course, of its ready progress through the appropriate House
committees.
In addition to the support thus displayed here on the Hill and by

Miss Hanks, I am proud to cite an impressive list of film people and
interested citizens from around the country who share my earnest
hope this legislation will be passed.
They include men like Dr. Robert Wagner of Ohio State; Robert

Wise, President of the Directors Guild of America; Walter Mirisch,
President of the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences; and
Gregory Peck, the first chairman of the American Film Institute, with
whom I spoke day before yesterday, and who is very much in agree-
ment with this legislation, as well as with our aims.
I know that you also have a telegram formally expressing the unani-

mous support of the Board of Directors of the Screen Actors Guild,
which was passed on behalf of the 30,000 professional screen actors
representing the largest single group representing film anywhere in
the world.
[The material referred to follows:]
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Blossom Kahn N. Y. Agent
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' Joe Carlo Puerto Rico Actor

Jolice Cornbul Ca. Actress
Linda Harper Colo. Actress
Lorraine imp Michigan Actress
Sabina Marlian Illinois Actress
Sandra Man Illinois Actress
Judi Steier Ca. Film Secretary
Ted Halpern N. Y. CPA - Buss. Mgr.Edwin Mills Wash. D. C. Actor
Charlie Coker Louisiana Actor
John Kerry N. J. Actor
Kay Howell Utah Actress
Dorothy Konrad Illinois Actress
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Flora Plumb Ca. Actress
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Gail Viola N. J. Costume Designer
Jack Kissell Ca. Director

. James Agazzi Illinois Art Director
Kenneth 'Belsky Minnesota Student
Sandra Feller Ca. Production Assist.
Amy Ileckerling N. Y. Student
Carol Schreder Conn. Student
Mike Barrett Ohio Inclepencieat Filmmaker
Ardie Lyle Tx. Student
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Paul Leinibach Ca. Sound Engineer

Michael Jondreau N. Y. Independent Filmmaker

Bruce Schultz 6. Video Technician

Peter Santoro Qer many Student

Doe Mayer N. Y. Student

Alan Hanfort Tx. Actor
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• Irvin Goodnoff N. Y. Student

Oliver Aubrey Ok. Actor

Kathleen Freeman Illinois Director/Act ress
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• George Cooper W. Va. Actor

Barbara Barron Illinois Actress

Lucille Benson Alabama Actress
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Dick DeCoit Ca. Actor

Joe Rose N. J. Actor
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'Monty Laird 
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Harris Mack Idaho Student

Miles Watkins Alabama Student

Roberta Ostroff Ca. Student

Timothy Cooper Ca. Student
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Conn. Student
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John Nist Colorado Student
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Peggy Price N. Y. Actress
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David Brain Uls.:DLI.1.1-,-; CA Independent Filmmaker
Nick Frangakis Lac-ties, CA Independent Filmmaker
'Tom Roberdeau Louisiana Independent Filmmaker
Donna Deitch San Francisco Independent Filmmaker
Tim Huntley Florida Independent Filmmaker
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DAILY VARIETY December 10, 1974. p. 1

SG LIGths Ped
Coin For AR

A bill now pending in Con-
gress that would estaLlish the
American Film Institute as an
independent agency funded by
the Federal government has re-
ceived Screen Actors Guild
support.

Bill was endorsed by SAG's
- national board of directors at a
meeting in early November—
but first disclosed yesterday.
Senate Education Subcom-

mittee has hearings scheduled
on the bill for today. SAG presi-
dent Dennis Weaver and na-
tional exec secretary Chet
Migden have written the Sub-
committee that "we believe this
legislation clearly serves the
best interests of the American,
people in recognizing and pro-
moting the unique contributions
of the film industry."

46-795 0 - 75 - 2
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Mr. HESTON. In fairness, I must concede there is also opposition tothis bill. Its opponents are on record, though the constituencies theyclaim to represent are somewhat ambiguous, as is indeed their authorityto speak for them. They argue we do not represent a broad enoughspectrum of American film culture, or sometimes that we claim toobroad a representation. They say that we have not done enough, orthat we are trying to do too much.
Oddly, all this is true. There is much we have undertaken that wehave not fulfilled, there is much we should do that we have not even

begun.
There are film constituencies with whom we should be in constant

vital communication to whom we have only sent distant signals. Our
critics have a right to expect more, and we have a responsibility to
do more.
I feel like a pioneer farmer in the rich early wilderness. The acres

have been paced off, the boundaries marked with blazed tree trunks.
There are a few fields cleared and planted, and even a house and a
barn built but, oh, what a world of work there is still to be done.
We can only do this work with more money. For the past 3 years,

while Federal fund ings for the arts has increased dramatically, our
share of the art dollar has increased not one penny. Though we have
expanded our private fund raising, quite properly, we have not begun
to reach the budget level recommended more than a decade ago by the
Stanford Research Report, commissioned by NEA, which called for
$8.5 million for the AFT by 1974.
We seek this legislation to give the AFT the stable funding it

needs, to do what it was designed to do for film in this country.
In undertaking a responsibility for the arts, the Congress has long

since recognized that they have a vital function in our society. It is
not frosting.
Art fills the soul as surely as meat fills the belly. And if art feeds

the soul, then film is the bread and butter that is part of every meal
our citizens take at that table.
I ask you to give us the means to serve that constituency.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Heston.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Thank you, Mr. Heston.
We are joined by another AFT trustee, Mr. Harry McPherson, and

later Mr. Roger Stevens will be available, and David Mallery who is
with us, who is an individual of distinction and a man interested in
the American film industry.
We welcome this opportunity to speak of the future of the AFT

which, in turn, provides an opportunity to speak of the importance of
film whether it is seen in the theater, on television, or in a classroom.

Air. Heston made the point earlier, I believe effectively, that film
is the most pervasive and influential of all the arts. The American
Film Institute needs stability and the opportunity for growth which
the legislation under consideration is designed to provide.
The 7-year history of the American Film Institute suggests that it

deserves a permanent place in our national culture.
The history: For many decades, other countries have supported

national film institutes, and it was therefore heartening when Lyndon
Johnson, in signing the Arts and Humanities Act in 1965, stated:

6
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We will create an American Film Institute, bringing together leading artists
of the film industry, outstanding educators, and young men and women who
wish to pursue the Twentieth Century art form as their life's work.

The American Film Institute was actually created in June of 1967
by the National Endowment for the Arts following a 2-year study
commissioned by the National Council on the Arts, in which the
Stanford Research Institute was directed to develop plans for the
establishment of an American Film Institute.
SRI visited more than 25 foreign film institutions and nearly 100

organizations in the United States. On December 15, 1966, the National
Council heard a report which concluded that the American Film
Institute should—
* * * have divisions which will implement programs for an advanced study

center for film education, archives, information services, planning and research.

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record:]
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OREIGN FILM INSTITUTIONS
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Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. On June 5, 1967, the National Endowment
for the Arts announced the establishment of the American Film In-
stitute, and noted that AFT would derive its resources from both public
and private funds.
The Stanford report noted:
* * * financial support of the scale estimated can probably come only from the

broad base of the general public, by one avenue or another.

The report observed that—
In an overall perspective, this is probably appropriate, because of the extent

to which film has become widely prevalent and commonplace in modern society.
If national cultural development is to have any meaning in the public interest,
the people who are exposed to, or enjoy, film as a modern art form should be
entitled to receive the optimum benefit, however this may be defined. It is not
improper, therefore, that the cost of a national film institute should ultimately
be shared, somehow, by the public.

The Stanford report concluded:
The most apparent pressing need is for stable, regular sources of permanent

financial support of sufficient magnitude to enable the American Film Institute
to become and maintain itself as the central inspiring force working toward
greater excellence in film art in America.

This report was presented to the AFT trustees, who were appointed
by the Endowment, and provided a $1,300,000 matching grant from
the Endowment to get the American Film Institute, underway.
I cite the Stanford report in such detail because it is the absence of

that "stable * * * financial support" which brings us together today.
AFT achievements: AFT has conducted a range of programs to ful-

fill the objectives set out for it in the original Stanford research report.
I will provide a detailed summary of AFI's accomplishments for the
record but, in consideration of the committee's time, I will highlight
only four of those major accomplishments for you today.
AFT set out to assure the preservation of American films, and

today there are over 12,000 motion pictures in the AFT collection in
the Library of Congress; and we established an independent film
makers program to provide assistance to new artists in film. We set
out to create an advanced conservatory for film making in the United
States and, today, within AFT, the Center for Advanced Film Stud-
ies flourishes. And we created and built a national film theater in
the Kennedy Center which, in addition to serving an education and
artistic function in the Nation's Capital, serves as a laboratory and
example for film programing in other parts of the country. ,
The Archives program began with the ominous knowledge that

more than half of the films created in this century were lost, missing,
or in immediate danger of decay. Working with the Library of Con-
gress, the Museum of Modern Art, and George Eastman House, AFT
created and has maintained a coordinated program which has resulted
in the preservation of thousands of motion pictures which form an
important and vital part of our national culture.
In the conservatory, AFT has successfully established an unequaled

learning opportunity for film makers. Its graduates are already func-
tioning as leading creators in film and television, and the printed
records of the lectures and seminars which take place at the conser-
vatory are being made available to the many schools and universities
in the country which teach film.
[The following information was subsequently supplied for the

record:]
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SEMINAR PARTICIPANTS

Al'

THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

CENTER FOR ADVANCED FILM STUDIES

ACTORS/ACTRESSES

Richard Attenborough

Lucille Ball

Jack Benny

Robert Blake

Lynn Carlin

Leslie Caron

Richard Chamberlain

Peter Falk

Nina Foch

Henry Fonda

Charlton Heston

Jack Lemmon

Harold Lloyd

Jack Nicholson

Robert Stephens

Ingrid Thulin

Liv Ullmann

Jon Voight
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DIRECTORS/PRODUCERS

Perry Miller Adato

Robert Aldrich

Hal Ashby

Laslo Benedek

Pandro S. Berman

Bernardo Bertolucci

James Bridges

Budd Boetticher

Sergei 3ondarchuk

Stan Brakhage

Warren Bush

John Cassavetes

Constantin Costa-Gavras

Merian C. Cooper

Roger Corman

George Cukor

Jacques Demy

Brian DePalma

Charles Eames

Ed Emshwiller

Federico Fellini

Milos Forman

William Friedkin

Curtis Harrington

Howard Hawks

Alfred Hitchcock

Conrad Holzgang

John Huston

Peter Hyams

Jan Kadar

Irvin Kershner

Stanley Kramer

Steve Krantz

Richard Leacock

Barbara Loden

Terrence Ma lick

Rouben Mamoulian

Andrew Marton

Paul Mazursky

Vincente Minnelli

Ronald Neame

George Pal
Roman Polanski
Nicholas Ray

Jean Renoir

Tamas Renyi

Martin Ritt

Roberto Rossellini

George Seaton



93

DIRECTORS/PRODUCERS (Continued)

Sidney Sheldon

Alexander Singer

Vilgot Sjoman

Steven Spielberg

Mel Stuart

Robert Totten

Hal Wallis

Raoul Walsh

Max Weinberg

Lawrence Weingarten

Jiri Weiss

Haskell Wexler

Oscar Williams

Paul Williams

Michael Winner

David Wolper

Fred Zinnemann

(continued)



24

WRITERS

Herbert Baker

James Bridges

William Bowers

Ray Bradbury

Frank Daniel

Lonne Elder, III

Terrence Ma lick

Paul Mazursky

Carl Reiner

Matthew Robbins

Budd Schulberg

Leonard Spigelgass

Oscar Williams

Tracy Kennan Wynn

(continued)
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GENERAL TOPICS

Ray Bradbury

Harry Schein

Petro Vlahos

ART DIRECTORS/SET DESIGNERS

Gene Allen

Harry Horner

CINEMATOGRAPHERS

Lee Games

Conrad Hall

James Wong Howe

Hal Mohr

Joseph Ruttenberg

COMPOSERS

• Elmer Bernstein

John Green

• Henry Mancini

Alex North

(continued)
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COSTUME DESIGi:ERS

Edith Head

FILM CIRITICS

Yvette Biro

Lotte Eisner

Andrew Sarris

LABORATORY PROCESSES

Ted Fogelman

Sid Solow

EDITORS

Frank P. Keller

Bud Smith

INDUSTRY PEOPLE

Walter Hurst

Gordon Stulberg

PRODUCTION MANGERS

Jonathan Haze

Lee Katz

(cont inued)
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or

SCRIPT CLERK

Hannah Sheeld

SPECIAL EFFECTS

Linwood Dunn

STORY EDITOR

William Fadiman

STUNT MEN

Jerry Randall and Joe Hooker

TELEVISION

Bob Christiansen

Hartford N. Gunn

Rick Rosenberg

Thomas W. Sarnoff with

Edward Adler, Fenton Coe, Robert T. Howards, Henry Rieger,

Stanley Robertson

Donald Taverner

Bernard Wiesen
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AFI FILMS RECEIVING PRIZES AND AWARDS 

ARENA

CAMDEN, TEXAS

COLLEGE DAZE

THE FATHER

Istvan Ventilla Main Prize
Oberhausen Sports
Film Festival, 1970

James Bryan Prize
Ann Arbor Film
Festival, 1970

Tom Berman

Mark Fine

Second Prize
Chicago International
Film Festival, 1969

Cine Gold Eagle, 1971
Bronze Award
Atlanta International
Film Festival, 1971

THE GOOD FRIEND James Murakanii Silver Award
Maniaia Animation
Festival, Romania, 1970

THE GRANDMOTHER David Lynch Gold Medal.
Atlanta Film Festival,
1970

IMOGEN CUNNINGHAM, John Korty Silver Medal
PHOTOGRA PH ER Atlanta International

Film Festival, 1971

MISSISSIPPI SUMMER William Bayer Gold Hugo Award
Chicago International
Film Festival, 1970

A QUESTION TO Edwin Lynch Cine Gold Eagle, 1969
MR. HUMPHREY

STICKY MY FINGERS, John Hancock
FLEET MY FEET

Cine Gold Eagle, 1970,
Academy Award
nomination
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MY SON, THE KING Robert Kurtz Silver Medal
Atlanta International
Film Festival, 1971

INTERMISSIONS Gill Dennis Cine Gold Eagle
Certificate, 1973

• JOURNEY Tom Moore Cine Gold Eagle

Certificate, 1973

COMING ON Doe Mayer Cine Gold Eagle

• Certificate, 1973

THE LOVE SONG OF Jeremy Kagan Selected for partici-

C HAR LES FABER MAN pation in Edinburgh

and Mannheim Film
Festivals, 1973

YESTERDAY'S SHORE, Eva Lothar

TOMORROW'S MORNING

YOUNG GOODMAN BROWN Don Fox

BLOOD'S WAY

WEDNESDAY

Stan Taylor

Mary Kupfer

Cinc Gold Eagle
Certificate, 1973

International Film
Festival, Atlanta,
Golden Medal and
Special Judges Award,
1973; Selected for
participation in New
York Film Festival
and FILMEX, 1972

Silver Medal, Inter-
national Film Festival,
Atlanta, 1973

Cine Gold Eagle
Certificate, 1973;

Gold Medal for Best
Short Subject Dramatic,
Atlanta International
Film Festival, 1973;
Silver Dragon Award,
Kracow International
Film Festival

46-795 0 - 75 - 3
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Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Some said, when we started the conservatory,
that film could not be taught. We said it certainly could be learned.
And the example of the people who are now functioning, such young
film makers as Terry Malick, who made a picture called "Badlands"
last year, which is one of the most highly regarded films released in
the United States; Tom Rickman, who wrote "The Laughing Police-
man"; Oscar Williams, who wrote and directed "Five On The Black-
hand Side"; John Hancock, one of our independent film maker
grantees, who has since made a major film, "Bang The Drum Slowly."
These and many other proteges of our film making programs are

a testament to the fact that these programs can enrich the American
film picture.

Nevertheless despite these and other programs in research and pub-
lishing, AFT has not approached its full potential. It was created to
do more. and it can do more. And that is the reason for this proposed
legislation.
The American Film Institute is an unusual and unique institution.

It was initiated at the initiative of a United States President. It was
created as an independent nonprofit organization by a new agency,
the National Endowment for the Arts, and it received initial and
primary funding from that agency.

Its charter was based on a Government directed research study
which called for an annual budget more than twice as large as the
present AFT budget.
While AFT is far beneath its recommended level of funding, it is,

at the same time, the single largest annual recipient of a National
Endowment grant.
Nancy Hanks recognizes AFI's problem and her own. Even though

AFT is by far her largest grantee, and a strain on her budget, the AFT
is still woefully underfunded, a problem for both institutions.

It was Miss Hanks who first suggested that we jointly explore
whether or not there were other Government auspices under which
AFT could receive its fundings, auspices which would solve the prob-
lems and overcome the limitations which exist for both NEA and AFT
in the present relationship.
The American Film Institute is, by its very nature, different from

the vast majority of other grantees and projects of the National
Endowment.

First of all, the American Film Institute is a national organiza-
tion with responsibility to carry out specific programs and provide
services in different parts of the country for an entire art form. This
requires general operating support, a category of funding which the
National Endowment is least inclined to offer and, as a national op-
eration, AFT needs a level of funding which is greater than that of
organizations with strictly local functions.
NEA's matching provisions work against a national operating

organization. Even though the American Film Institute generates
large amounts of money—we have raised some $10 million over the last
7 years—it cannot "match" on a dollar-for-dollar basis in the same
fashion as a local project such as a symphony orchestra, a ballet com-
pany, or an opera group, which uses endowment grants for special
programs to supplement revenue from ticket sales. The result is that
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the Federal part of AFI's funding has been static for 3 years. Where-
as, 4 years ago, AFT was receiving 6.9 percent of the total appropria-
tions of the National Endowment—fiscal year 1971—AFI's share of
NEA's total appropriation has dropped to 2.41 percent in fiscal year
1975.
This has resulted in a static budget for AFT in times of serious

inflation, and a young organization cannot function effectively or fill
its responsibilities without the stability which comes with dependable
funding and reasonable growth.
In a recent meeting convened by the chairman of this committee,

the senatorial and congressional leadership who are most concerned
with the arts, the chairpersons of the two endowments, and the leader-
ship of the American Film Institute explored alternatives to the legis-
lative solution.
It was proposed that NEA provide AFT with a fixed percentage of

NEA's annual appropriation so that AFT could plan its programing
in advance, and hold the prospect of reasonable growth in funding.
This proposition was unacceptable to NEA, as was an alternative

proposal under which AFT would be assured of an increase for each of
the next 3 years.
It was at this point that we concluded, in the absence of viable

alternatives, the only way to assure stability and future usefulness of
AFT was through this legislation.
Miss Hanks asked for a modification of the House version of the

bill to eliminate the chairman of the two endowments from the pro-
posed list of ex officio trustees, so as to avoid any possible conflict of
Interest. This was agreed to, as was Miss Hanks' stipulation that the
National Endowment for the Arts would continue with a full and
active public media program.
It was further agreed at that meeting that it would be useful for the

Institute to amplify the statement of its functioning, as written under
section 103 of the House bill, "Powers and Duties of the Board," and
review these with the National Endowment for the Arts.
That amplification has been written, discussed in full between the

Endowment and the AFT, and revised in certain details so as to enable
both institutions to be at ease with the legislation.
We will submit that revised memorandum to the committee as

further clarification of the proposed legislation.
Following these revisions and clarifications, the Committee on

Education in the House reported out the bill by a vote of 25 to 1.
All in all, the hearings on this bill in the House of Representatives

and the very thorough discussion of the alternatives at the recent meet-
ing referred to earlier have resulted in a great deal of progress, clari-
fication, and understanding.
It appears to be the consensus that the legislation under considera-

tion to create AFT as a nonprofit, nongovernment organization eligible
to receive direct funding from the Government seems to be the best
solution to the common objectives of insuring that the United States
continues to have a strong and increasingly stable American Film
Institute.
Let me recapitulate the reasons:
(1) The idea of a national film institute has been tested and proven.
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(2) Organizationally, the American Film Institute does not fit
into any existing Federal agency, thus the best means for providing its
funding is through this proposed legislation.
(3) The legislation would give AFT a statutory existence and

source of dependable funding which is more suitable for our country's
national film institute than the year-to-year grant process of the
Endowment.
(4) As a nongovernmental, nonprofit organization with a segment

of private sector trustees, AFT will retain its very heavy commitment
by private fundraising and for talent and skills.
(5) Accountability will be maintained because AFT will receive its

Government funds at the discretion of Congress and the administra-
tion because its Board will include a number of trustees from the
Government and because it will be subject to regular audit by the
General Accounting Office.
These factors allow the Government the necessary oversight and

control of the purse, and they also allow the Institute the necessary
autonomy and nongovernment character to retain private sector
interest in its programs and credibility among the creative, profes-
sional, and educational communities.
As to the future, the American Film Institute has "promises to

keep."
I do not expect that the Institute will ever have the funding neces-

sary to do everything which is expected of it. But, with reasonable
support, we can execute exciting plans for extending the Institute's
services to other parts of the country where the appetite for film and
television knowledge grows every day.
The hearings surrounding this legislation have given the Institute

an opportunity to hear from its critics. In almost every instance, the
criticism centers on areas in which it is felt we have not done enough.
We would like to do more in education and in the sharing of knowl-

edge, expertise, and staff resources with groups across the United
States.
In our understanding with the Arts Endowment, it has been agreed

that our efforts in education will be primarily in the category of
services and operations, while the Endowment will continue in its
public media program to emphasize the giving of grants to institutions
and individuals.
With the assured existence which this legislation provides, the AFT

will seek modest increases for programing to fulfill the wide-ranging
needs and vast potential which are before us.
We are not proposing great change with respect to funding. We

presently receive nearly $2 million in Government funds, and the
present ratio of Government-to-private money fits in with the ratio
proposed in the legislation, wherein no more than two-thirds of AFI's
funds would come from Government appropriation, with at least one-
third required to be raised by the private sector.
I assure you, if the American Film Institute did not exist, we would

be searching for a means to invent it. The American public is entitled
to quality in film and television far beyond that now available.
The members of this committee know better than I that you cannot

legislate quality in the arts. But yoi, call create by legislation an
institution which is devoted to nurturing quality in film by preserving
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and enlarging the appreciation of the great achievements of the past
so that they may be a model for artists of the future, and to provide
training and opportunity for new professional people who can create,
in their own way, and communicate to the American public.
The American Film Institute is such an institution, and it stands

ready to continue to serve that function with the hoped for passage
of this legislation.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The following material was subsequently supplied for the record:]

•
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THE
AMERICNI

FILM
INSTITUTE

By Dodie Gust
"I don't subscribe to McLuhan's

theory that print is dead — personally,
I'm a print freak — but it's undeniable
that a whole generation has grown up
that is film oriented. For 40 years film
haP. presented the most accurate picture
of life in this century. Film is the art
form of the 20th century. Film is the
American art form."

,

. Speaking in tones some men reserve
for the woman they love, Charlton
Heston, chairman of the board of
trustees of the American Film Institute,
said, "It is incredible that until the
American Film Institute was founded
in 1967, there was no such institution in
this country. Almost every other major
country in the world has a long
distinguished history of government
subsidization of film art.

4#. 't4_ • . •

—
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,
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"It is almost unchailengeable that not
until this project (AFIl was anything
really done to preserve the great
heritage of film in this country.'
AFI h. what Heston refers to as

unique history." He says it is the orily
creation, the only act that was
presidentially-trandated. Funding the
arts on a national level with public
monies W. an overdue but neverthel.ra .
new cortapt in America until ?resident

tCohtethedott Nile 441
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aonn r. rsennessy set UM reel• •p.nnind.
The initial planned conference wit),
Kennedy to discuss • film institue was
canceled by an assassin's bullet hut,
said Heston, President (Lyndon B.)
Johnson carried forth with enormous
vigor. Without his clout and his
capacity for getting things done ... "

On Sept. 29, 196.5, Johnson signed the
National Arts and humanities Act and
announced that there would be " ... an
American Film Institute, bringing
together leading artists of the film in-
dustry, outstanding educators, and
young men and women a ho wish to pur-
sue this 20th Century art form as their
life's work "
The National Endowment for the

Arts commissioned the Stanford
Research Institute to assist in

'developing plans for the film institute.
Following a year lung study, ruts anti
functions were defined; the National
Council on the Arts voted initial funds
which were matched by the Ford
Foundation and the member companies
of the Motion Picture Association of
America.

J

Heston had been appointed by
Johnson to the National Council on the
Arts and once when he briefly left the
room during one of the meetiro, he
came back to "thunderous applause"
and found he had been appointed new
chairman of the board of trustees of
AF1. That was five years ago Gregor)*
Peck had served in the office the first
year of AFIS existence, and Roger
Stevens the foilowIng year.

Films Rescued

Heston says . AFI was originally
charged with identifying what was
great in the patt of American film, with
advancing the art of fi:rn and television,
with establishing and supporting an
archival project of film and
publications, and with "circulating in-

Ambitiously, AFI :et out to collect a
print of every feature film made in the
United States, to be housed in a new
AFI collection at the Library of

Longr•ss, ',ley MOUICI 1311

available to scholars for study.
A feeling of horror eet in when they

discovered that half the films produced
in the country were loot or missing.
"Think of it," says Heston, "Who) if half
of the books or half of the paintings
produced in this country were missing7"

According to George Stevens Jr.,
director and chief executive officer of
AFI since its inception, thousands of
early American motion pictures,
regarded by the film industry as un-
profitable, were willfully destroyed or
thoughtlessly left to disintegrate.
Television studios often destroyed
original prints after transferring the
film to 16 mm. R, -naming films were in
deadly peril of deterioration.
Stevens said at the time, "Despite

nearly 50 years of proselytizing and the
devoted. work of pioneer film curators
and private collectors, motion pictures
have suffered more physical neglect and
greater deliberate destruction than any
other art olijects. The thousands of
films which survive are in danger of
decay because of the unstable nature of
the film stock tnitrato on which they
were printed."
An emergency "rescue list" was

compiled, drawing public attention to
sonic 250 classic American films
thought to be lost or endangered, and
the hunt was on.
Many classics were among the miss-

ing—John Ford's STAGECOACH, for
one, but John Wayne discovered a 35
mm print in his garage and had a copy
made for AF1. Mary Pickford donated
her own collection of short films
directed by D.W. Griffith, the studios
have made enormous contributions of
titles .that have been household words
over the last four decades, stars have
dipped freely into their collections, and
other films have come from private
collectors around the world.

Stevens says, "We have put 12,500
feature films into the institute's
Library of Congress collection. The
prints alone are worth $71 million; this
is without the cost of making them —
and without assessing their cultural
importance."
The search continues, but it is no

longer restricted to ferreting out the
"classics." Ileston explains, "It is not
our function to say which are great.
Just as Keaton was not recognized as
great until 10 years after his death, new
generations may place the stamp of
greatness on films which . are not
especially revered today. We are
attempting to preserve them all."

Gradually, the nitrate films — which
self-destruct — are being transferred to
safer, more permanent acetate stock.

The Kennedy Center -

Physically, the American Film
Institute calls two cities home. "As •

ostion•• am 810.9111,01, 4.1.1.1•

have a base in Washington," Heston
points out. "As a film and teievision
institute, we need to be in California."
The facility could hardly be more

prestigious in either city.
In Washington, D.C., AFI

headquarters at the John F. Kennedy
Center for the Performing Arts,
directing programming for the motion
picture and television facility at the
center.
Stevens says, -The Kennedy Center is

a focal point for innovation in film and
television activities related to the arts
and, being situated in the national
cultural center, the Institute has direct
contact with millions of Americans who
visit it "
There are two screenings daily at the

Kennedy Center movie theater,
available to members and to the public
on a tentporary membership basis.
From the beginning, AFIS efforts at

the canter haae woo plaudits from the
press. Arthur Knight .srote in Saturday
Review, " . . . some of the ni,st
imaginative and provocative program'
wing in the United States . . . it has
become a unique and indispensable part
of Washington's cultural life and,
hopefully, it has set a pattern that can
expand throughout the nation." In the
Wilmington Journal, Sam A. Hanna
wrote, "Washington, where interest in
movies seldom went beyond what are
we going to see on Saturday night, has
become in the last 18 months almost as
good au New York, Paris or London as a
place to see the a hole vast range ef
film. The change occurred almost
entirely through the efforts of the
American Film Institute Theatre."

This past summer AFI honored Metro
Goldwyn Mayer's 50th annkersary by
showcasing more than 90 films
produced by the studio between 1925
and 1971, including MUTINY ON THE
BOUNTY, SAN FRANCISCO, ON TIIE
TOWN, SINGIN' IN THE RAIN,
NINOTCHKA, GASLIGHT, and MEET
ME IN ST. LOUIS.

The editor of the local publication The
Georgetowner, David Rdfman, was so
enthralled with the programming, he
published the following rhyme:

"If summer weather smothers
and if you dig old films like others,
The AFI at JFK,
is paying tribute every day,
With films by Gable. Garbo, and Kelly,
Some aren't even shown on the telly.
They're saluting the MGM studio
with 90 films, including 'The Merry
Widow'."

Stevens would like to see AFT product
a series &short films for the benefit of
tourists. cArr..;o1 a history of America
on Mr., as well ae the history of
American films.

(Continucd gi Pave 16)
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Recently, the FANS of AFT, the
secmen's auxiliary, organized a series of
film showings for Washington. D.C.
students. Each participating class
attended four film presentations and
discussions. Teachers were enthusiastic
and complimentary, rating the program
"very high" to "above is, erage." One
teacher included the following
comment. "My students, many of whom
are Waif readers, ha, e never been able
to study four major works in one
semester. Supplementing bosiks with
film opened up a %hide avenue of
educational isissibilities The students
were able to study family d)namics and
human values in depth. They also
learned a little about the art of the mo-
tion picture."

Wes*Coaat Conservatory

at Greystone

The western arm of API nestles — if
a 55-room. 46,000-square-foot baronial
castle can be said to nestle — on IS 6
acres of Los Angeles noist financially
formidable and esthetically pleasing
real estate, in Beveriy hilts

Overlooking the city from a hill above
Doheny flosci and Sunset Blvd. sits
Greystone Mansicin, the S20-niillion
structure that houses AFT-West, for-
mally designated The Center for
Advanced Film Studies: A National
Conservatory. The city of Beverly !fills
collects S1 per ) ear for the lease from
AEI, a hich spent a half-million dollars
to refurbish the interior and install new
equipment. Classes ere held there
weekdays, small tours for the public
conducted on weekends, by reservation.

Performance Program

Heston says. "'ConstrYatory' Is sort
of a pretentious word. But it really is
what we are. This is the Juilliard of
film. There are over 600 film schools in
universities- in this country but this is
the only postgraduate program "
The conservatory provides advanced

training in filmmaking and film
studies. Twenty fellows are accepted
-each .year for a two-year course, with
the enrollment base Arahilized st 50 to
60. Some of the students me Rhodes
Scholars, others street people This
year, the 20 fellows were selected from
300 applicants.
There are no examinations or grades.

All of the learning procedures area imed
at personal performance wherein the
individual disc-ocers the gaps in his
filmmaking skills and seeks to fill them.
Stevens says, "Production work goeis
beyond making mccies — the emphasis
is to iearn as much as possible in the
process — the goal is to 'make
filrninakers, not films'."
A program is designed for each fellow

and the learnirg is maranired into five
interrelated areas — screenwriting;
directing actors; photography and
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production design; editing; and sound
and music.
The visiting faculty consists of world-

renowned film professionals, with the
list of their names reacting like "an
anthology of the most talented and
accomplished people in the field," to use
Stevens' description. lie says, "It would
be easier to mention those who have not
participated than those wno have. Even
George C. Scott, who doesn't talk to
anybody, directed a seminar on the
creative process as director, and the
practical aspects of film distribution."

Set to head two of this year's 40
seminars are Roman Polanski and
Lucille Ball.
When the center opened, Stevens told

students. "Our goal in bringing
professional artists to the center is not
solely to assist you who will study here,
but also to create a tutorial tradition for
film such as exists in architecture,
music and medicine — a tradition which
can grow to the benefit of universities
across the country. Before long, we
hope, the finest filmmakers will accept
teaching as a rewarding part of their
treative

The seminar discussions are taped
and transcriptions published in a new
series called "Dialogue on Film" which
is sent to film schools across the United
States. The information is the
beginning of an encyclopedia of
knowledge consisting of the firsthand
experiences and insights of the leading
creative people in the world of tinerna.
Heston would like to have actual tapes
sent to the schools, fs-eis it is "s national
responsibility," but funds won't permit
it.

Michael Shamamian. a 1972 fellow,
said of the center, " . .. a typical week
revolves around a schedule of
screenings, where you sometimes feel
you're seeing every film ever made,
practical seminars on the technical
aspects of filminaking, discussion
seminars with everyone from stuntmen
to producers, ,weekly critical analyses of
a film, and finally, film production and
all that entails ... Creystone represents
an open opportunit). To the young man
or woman who feels he can make
picturen. the centerbs-comes is essence
a place where you put up or shut up."

/Continued tin Faye 281
•
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Graduates in the News

Film fellows and graduates already
have a long list of achievements to their
credit. Early on, Frank Dandridge's
PAS DE DEUX won the grand prize at
the National Student Film Festival,
1970. and Tom Rickman's WHAT
FIXED Mil took first prize and the
judge's prize at the First Washington
Nafional Student Film Festival in 1971.
Barry tSe IME t IF MY BEST FRIENDS
ARE BoTTOMLESS DANCERS)
Pollack's Center film FRANKENSTEIN
LN A 'AS11111)1%1.. a dewumentary .
plastic surgery, was described by Los
Angeles Times film critic Charles
Champttn as "a strong, sad, fascinating
commentary on obsession with youth
and beauty "

Former fellow Terrence Malick's
BADLANDS, which he wrote, directed
and produced, won critical acclaim at
the 19:3 New York Film Festival.
Other felloacs and graduates

currently in the news include Steve
varier. who directed BIG BAD MAMA
starring Angie Dickinson; and Matthew
Robbina, who is directing
CLEARWATER. a science fiction
adventure at Unisersal. Robin. and
Hal Barwood received the best
acrernwriting prize at the Cannes Film
Festival for THE SUGARLAND
EXPRESS. Tom Rickman's original
Story and screenplay, W.W. HANDY
AND THE DIXIE DANCEKINGS. is
being filmed at 20th Century Fox;
Jeremy Kagan directed his first
feature-length film for television. MY
DAD LIVES IN A DOWNTOWN
HOTEL. for ABC; John Hancock has
two features in the preparation state,
RUBY RED for Paramount and
FORFEIT for Columbia.
And the list goes on.

Internship Program

In addition to its program for fellows,
AFI footers the development of film
artists through its independent
filmmaker support programs, aiding
them with awards, screenwriting
grants and internships. Grant re-
cipients have worked on virtually every
type of film — animation, docu-
mentary, dramatic, abstract and experi-
osenuL short and feature-length.
The internship program, funded by a

grant from the Academy of Motion
Picture Arts and Sciences, provides
opportunities for promising new film-
makers to work with distinguished
directors and producers.
New this fall is a pilot program aimed

at giving women greater opportunities
in film directing. The program is under
the direction of Martin Nlanulis, new
director of AEI-West. -The objective of
this program," said Manulis, "is to help

women already accompliahed In other
areas of film get the training needed to
make the further step to direction. The
recognition of women directors is long
overdue and it is our hope that AFT can
make a contribution to opening up and
broadening opportunities for women in
this field."

Research Projects and

Publications

AEI also tenons, re a wide range of
research projects and publications.
Notable among them is the AFI
Catalog. which catalogs, by decade,
films produced in the United States and
is complete with casts, credits and
synopses. The completed catalog is
projected to total 19 volumes.

In 1969, with a $150,1)00 grant from
the Louis B. Mayer Foundation, AFI
began a series of oral history projects
designed to record the recollections of
"distinguished individuals, 3C, ,nty
years of age or older, who have made
significant contributions to the art, the
industry and the craft of the American
motion picture," said Stevens.
In another project, films on

filmmakers, AFI has encouraged
exploration of the themes, styles and
methods of leading filmmakers through
the medium of film itself Out of this
has ciente "Directed by John Ford,"

hich illustrates Ford's dire•ctivrial ap-
proach and his style, with 55 excerpts
from over two dozen of his films.
All periodicals include "Eilmfacts," a

continuing record of contemporary film;
and "Dialogue on Film," the AFI-West
seminar discussions; and AF1NEWS.
At AFI-West, the Charles K.

Feldman Library serves the reading
and research needs of fellows, faculty,
staff and visiting scholars with
hundreds upon hundreds of books;
periodicals and original shooting
scripts.
From 10 members in 1967., AFI has

grown to a membership of 9,000. Dues
of $15 a year entitle members to
newsletters, discounts on film-related
books, access to Kennedy Center
screenings, and other benefits.
The televised second annual AFI Life

Achievement Award which honored
James Cagney, turned out to be the
third-biggest television special of last
season. And a casual offer to send
television viewers a program of the
event in return for a contribution to
AFI drew an unexpected 10,000 letters
with contributions of $5, $10 arid $20
that totalled $45,000.

Challenges Ahead

And yet, if the institute has a
problem, it has been, and continues to
be, money, despize national assistance.

With another million, they could "do
miracles," says Heston. AFI would like
to expand all existing programs and add
new ones. The task that necessarily
precedes increased program revenue for
the nonprofit organizatvon is educaton,
and Heston admits, "It has been an
enormous struggle and has taken a long
time to educate the industry to the
value of the institute. In the beginning.
the industry is as oars and edvathetie."

Inroads have been made, attrilvutalvle
in large, believes I leston, to the galaxy
of narneaa hich graces the roster of the
board of trustees — eminent and
respected leaders from every field.
The other educational challenge is the

public. Heston points out. "When people
have wanted to contribute to the arts,
they have traditionally founded a
poetry center, supported an opera com-
pany, established a chair at a sriall
university. But how does someone make
a contrileution to film art! In the pubic
consciousness, making a contribution to
film is almost like risking a
contribution to pro football. But, ob-
viously, that's not the cans' here, making
a contribution to the institute Is making
a contribution to film art — it's not the
same as sending a check to Warner
Brothers."
Heston cannot say enough about the

importance of the institute's acok and
the importance of film as the century's
and this country's art form. He also
insists film is the most effective carrier
of goodwill to foreign countries,
declaring, "It speaks more loudly than
the most persuasive of ambassadors.
That is simply undebatable by every
criterion ue may choose to apply. It
readily transcends the language. barrier
faced by books, and the funding barrier
faced by orchestras when they tour. It is

-a curious paradox that film is the must
expensive art form to produce hut its
enormous breadth of distribution
reaches people in all ecuromic classes.
They all go to the movies, they all hare
television. Film is the most -genuinely
democratic art form of all.

"It is our most popular etplirt Esen
countries which are our ideological
enemies — Cuba. Japan, Italy, Ger-
many, Russia — are exposed to America
through films. Russia loves to show
THE GRAPES OF WRATH, but the
very fact that America permits such
films and their export says as much as
the film itself — and even the most
desperate people in that film had
automobiles. To someone who believes
in the American system, and I do, this
very diversity projects the reality of the
American experience. The totality of
film reflects the totality of America.
"Film speaks more eloquently than

any senator, any ambassador, any
president traveling to the far corners of
the world."
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Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed. I welcome you all here.
I think the country as a whole owes you a great deal, Mr. Stevens,

for the leadership and creativity you have shown in developing and
nurturing the American Film Institute into the organization that
it is.

There are some questions now as to its proper position in the
Government. We received a letter from Mr. Heston, and I thank him
for it, and I did not mean from the correspondence for you to receive
the impression from me that I thought there was no future for AFT
under the Endowment for the Arts. Just the opposite.
My own personal view is that the AFT should remain within the

ambit of the Endowment for the Arts, that is exactly why the Endow-
ment for the Arts was created originally, as set forth in the original
legislation, and as President Johnson said at that time.
My own real concern is that with this breakoff from the Endowment,

you may find yourself, in several years, without adequate funding.
This breakoff could also start a gradual disintegration of the two
Endowments jurisdiction.
However, in view of the overwhelming apparent support for this

divorce, I am not one to force an unhappy marriage to continue. How-
ever I think all the facts about it should be set forth on the table so
that. we know where you are going, that we do not several years from
now find another crisis when you would want to have a remarriage.
I can see this happening, with perhaps different personalities running
the different institutions. The great deal of time spent to effectuate the
divorce, would necessitate the same amount of time effectuating a
remarriage.
Now, basically, Mr. Stevens, what do you think is the reason why

you should have a separate institute not included within the Endow-
ments, what is the basic thrust of your reasoning here?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Senator, we do not seek, nor is our purpose

to be separate from the National Endowment for the Arts.
Senator PELL. That is exactly what the bill does.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Right. Our purpose is to find a means to

provide the level of funding which is necessary to maintain the
American Film Institute in a way which can fulfill its objectives.
As you will recall, the projection for the film institute, for its budget

for 1974 in the Stanford research report was $8.4 million. The present
total budget of the institute is in the neighborhood of $3 million.
If the institute is to flourish, it has to find a way to receive the level

of funding which it requires.
Senator PELL. Well, under your bill, two things cause me to hesitate.

One is the open ended nature of funding. As a general rule, this com-
mittee and the Congress frowns on any open ended financing provi-
sions. They like dollar amounts.

Second, the way it is written here, under the two-thirds matching
provision if you raised a smaller portion from the public, let us say
that hard times continue, and you only raise $1 million next year,
that would mean you would only get $2 million more from the Govern-
ment, and if for some reason your successor was not as successful as
you in raising money from the private sector, maybe dropping down
to $500,000, then you would only raise $1 million from the Government.
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I think you can also find that this is an authorization, and the Appro-
priations Committee might well not appropriate up to the amount that
you wish.
Do. you believe in an emergency of that sort that you would be able

to raise adequate funds entirely through the private sector, because
this is where you may end up?
Mr. HESTON. Senator, I share with you and with Mr. Stevens an

awareness that we may have funding problems under the separate
status that this bill envisions.
I am also aware that we have serious funding problems now. With

Mr. Stevens and with you, as I gathered in the conference we had 10
days ago, we tried to make clear that we were not, well, that inde-
pendence from the Endowment was not our aim. Stability for the AFT
was our aim. And in a level of funding that would allow the growth
that everyone concerned with film in the country thinks is necessary.
The Endowment, as Miss Hanks made clear at that conference, for

reasons that I cannot challenge, feels and has felt for some time that
they cannot increase our budget under the problems they face. It seems
this is the only alternative.

Miss Hanks, certainly speaking for the Endowment, has been inter-
ested in the continual vitalities of the American Film Institute. This
was a path that she first pointed out to us.
It seems the only option remaining, if we are not to wither on a vine.
Senator PELL. As you know, I feel the Endowment of the Arts is

making a fundamental error in its niggardly approach in this regard,
that they should provide you with some assured floor, looking ahead,
in view of the rather special job that you have done.
And I must say, that having been in the forefront of creating:

this legislation, there would be no Endowment of the Arts and Hu-
manities if there had not been a couple of us pushing here in the Con-
gress, and getting authorizations up to their present level my own
enthusiasm is diminished, because I feel there is not being carried out
what to my mind is a sensible approach in this regard, though I am
sure other Members of Congress are more than willing to take up these
cudgels if I dropped them.
My own personal enthusiasm has been diminished by this whole

exercise.
Now, what is the opinion, or viewpoint of the Bureau of the Budget

on this bill, the administration's position?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Mr. Heston and I have a meeting this after-

noon with the Deputy Director of the Bureau of the Budget.
Senator PELL. This meeting has been scheduled for some time, and

we have asked the administration for its position on funding, and it
should be available now. I understand from my staff that Miss Hanks
and Mr. Berman will present the Bureau of the Budget position on it.
Unless you have adequate financing assured by the administration, I
would not think you would want to go ahead with this bill, because
you really would be getting a pig in the poke, and you would be the
first target for any rescission that came along.
I am sure you are aware of that.
Mr. HEsToN. We are certainly aware of the importance of their

affirmative attitude.
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Senator PELL. Nothing could be done at the point to help you, when
you find yourself with zero funding, or very little Government fund-
ing next year.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Senator, there is a point with an institution

like this, which is young and has vast responsibilities, and which are,
to a large degree unfulfilled, that if there is no growth in funding,
the institution ceases to function effectively. And we feel it is time to
take a chance, that if we are going to be static, I think the trustees
feel that they have vastly increased our private fundraising, and they
feel if it is a risk, that a risk has to be taken, and we will try to make
our case as effectively as we can.
If the case is not well received, we will learn from that in terms of

appropriations. We have not been able to solve the problem with the
Endowment. Your own proposal that we have perhaps a percentage of
the Endowment's annual budget is unacceptable to them. I understand
the reasons for that.

Reasonable people can disagree. But this has been a long road for the
American Film Institute.
Our trustees, who were originally invited to form the Film Insti-

tute, and provide private sector interest and counsel, have become
simply a fundraising organization. Their expertise is not called upon
in any area except how to raise money. They are criticized, and the
Film Institute is criticized for being too industry-oriented.
The reasons that we are heavily laden with it, the very able people

from the leadership of the commercial film industry, is because of this
constant pressure that any growth is going to have to be upon the
private fundraising. We have now done that job.
The level of our private funding has increased remarkably. Between

fiscal year 1973 and fiscal 1974 our private fund raising increased 53
percent. We feel that we have proven that we are capable of that.
I think I speak for the trustees in saying that they are not eager to

continue being a static organization, where they are just called upon to
organize more benefits, more fundraising appeals, that they would like
to see the Film Institute fulfill the purposes that—the thematic and
substantive purposes for which it was created, for which they deeply
believe.
Senator PELL. They are going to have to organize three times as

many benefits if the Government withdraws its funding.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Senator, I think they would accept the signal.

If the Government were to withdraw its funding, our trustees would
feel that the job that they were called upon to do for the Government
was not necessary. I think we have to recognize that.
Senator PELL. I think what you have here, though, is an organiza-

tion you have created, which is a wonderful organization, and is more
important than any of the personalities or individuals who are in it.
What worries me, having seen it from its birth, is that it is well

you have grown up and you can go on your own, but I think the coun-
try will suffer if you suffer. That is one of my concerns.
At any rate, would you give me an idea of what your optimum fund-

in p; level would be for the next 4 years.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. The figures in the House committee report,

Senator, call for Federal appropriations which would not exceed
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$2,500,000 in 1976; would not exceed $3 million in 1977; would not
exceed $3,500,000 in 1978; $4 million in 1979; and $4,500,000 in 1980.
That is the language in the draft of the House committee report.
Senator PELL. In other words, a total budget of around $12 million

or $14 million in about 5 years, on the 2-to-1 financing. If the Govern-
ment gave you $4.5 million, you would be raising half of that, $2.2 or
$2.25 million.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Approximately.
Senator PELL. So in 5 years you would have to raise about $6 million

or $7 million.
Now, in the legislation as it is written, the board of trustees basically

is a coopting group. I think nine public members and 12 appointed
must be confirmed by the House of Representatives and by the Senate.
That is a new wrinkle. Normally confirmations are by the Senate. But
in deference to my colleagues in the House, we will bear with that.

Incidentally, Congressman Lehman is here, and I would extend him
a warm welcome.
You may come up front here if you desire.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, in its relatively short life film making
has emerged as the principle expression of art that is viewed by most
Americans. It is an integral part of our cultural establishment and
personal enrichment. Film is an expression of the times—and often
times reflects existing conditions. Film entertains as well as informs
millions of Americans on a daily basis.
Mr. Chairman, film predominates the art world of our rank and

file—young and old. We must give this medium the separate status
it has earned. We need legislation that will enable the AFT to be an
independent creative agency in providing service to various elements
of the film world.
Despite the fact that in the full scope of art the National Endow-

ment for the Arts must continue to be our principal Federal agency,
especially in its leadership and authority and responsibility over
grants, still we must not unduly limit the AFT from also filling its
own grantmaking role.
Mr. Chairman, it is not only our responsibility to preserve our film

heritage but also to encourage and stimulate its further development.
We must therefore grant the AFT the independent status it deserves
in order that it continue in its efforts to upgrade the art of film.
I do feel very strongly about supporting the AFT and its endeavors

here, and I am here to lend as much support as I can.
Senator PELL. What other board of trustees are you aware of that

requires confirmation by the House of Representatives?
I would like to ask the counsel.
Mr. MCPHERSON. I am not aware of any.
Senator PELL. What was your reason for making this so unique?
Mr. MCPHERSON. Mr. Chairman, we acceded to this, as you were sug-

gesting you might, and it was not our original suggestion, but we
certainly have no objection to it whatever.
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Senator PELL. I would hope that if this were approved by the Senate
that it would mean that we would have more authority in originating
revenue bills than is presently the case.
Since two-thirds of the funds will be coming from the Government,

do you not think there should be a greater representation of public
members, governmental members? He who pays the piper calls the
tune. Should not the Board of Directors be maybe two-thirds Govern-
ment and one-third private?
Mr. MCPHERSON. As you know, Mr. Chairman, we originally had

the chairman of the two Endowments as members. They chose not to be.
So that the relationship was closer. We felt very strongly that the
majority of trustees should be from those who are presently trustees,
and those chosen by them as their successors for two reasons.
This organization, unlike the Corporation for Public Broadcasting,

for example, has existed for 7 years prior to this legislation.
This has been run by the private sector. Their contributions have

made it work, and I must say it is the most dedicated board of trustees
I have ever sat on. If it is to continue to have that kind of private in-
volvement, I think it must have this relationship between private and
public trustees.
Second, with the fundraising requirement, the 2 to 1 requirement,

the funds are going to be raised by the private sector, and I think
it would be much easier for them to do that if they are in fact the
predominant force in this organization.
The Government side is still very strongly represented, and the con-

gressional oversight and appropriations will certainly make it a well-
examined organization.
Mr. HESTON. May I speak to that, too, Senator?
I think another important point to consider is that this is an organi-

zation concerned with the arts, and the Government has always dis-
played in the years it has been funding the arts, as you are well
aware, a proper discretion in maintaining a certain arm's-length
relationship.
For that reason, for example, I would be very much opposed to the

AFT becoming directly a governmental agency, and for the same
reason I think that while clearly it is appropriate for representatives
to be appointed by various branches of the Government to our Board,
their proportion relative to members from the private sector should
be kept at a reasonable number so that there could be no supposition,
no implication that Government appointees are running the American
Film Institute.
Senator PELL. This is one more reason why it should remain under

the Endowment for the Arts, because the Endowment for the Arts
can make the grants in its own judgment, and then there is not a
problem.
When you are getting your money directly from the Government,

then there is a responsibility for Presidentially appointed repre-
sentatives on that Board, just as the Endowment for the Arts is entire-
ly Presidentially appointed. You would be in the same position.
I think a very good argument can be made that all appointments,

somewhat like the Endowment for the Arts, should be Presidentially
appointed under the proposed legislation. The danger lies in that in
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5 or 10 years from now it could be a self-appointive group. I do not
think that is good.
Mr. HESTON. I can only say that with my experience, as that of Mr.

McPherson's—and my experience with boards is somewhat less than
his, but it is still somewhat extensive—I have never seen not only
as dedicated a Board of Trustees as this one, but as able a one, one
representing so broad a spectrum of people concerned with film in
the -United States, not only from the academic world, the professional
film making world, the world of independent film makers, and they
are not a selfserving group, Senator.
I cannot conceive that they would, in your phrase, find it attractive,

or even acceptable to perpetuate themselves as a club.
Senator PELL. What we are doing now is laying the framework for

many years ahead, and we may not have men of the ability and char-
acter of you and George Stevens directing this Institute. We have to
create Government organizations which will survive, even when the
men are imperfect, and I see a danger here after you are gone.
Mr. HESTON. Certainly men like institutions are imperfect. And

I understand, indeed share, some of your anxieties about the dangers
that may lie ahead. But as chairman, I must deal pragmatically with
the dangers I am wrestling with now.
Senator PELL. What I am saying is that you can operate with a cer-

tain degree of independence as a non-governmental institution, when
you are being funded by the Endowment for the Arts, but when you re-
ceive direct funding, then you are going to have to conform a great
deal more to Government bureaucracy, be directly susceptible to a di-
rect GAO auditing, which you do not undergo at this point, and you
are more likely to have to leave the Hollywood approach more for the
Government civil service bureaucratic mentality, which I do not think
is yours.
I think one of the criticisms of your organization is the Hollywood-

ism—I think Hollywoodism is fine, being a movie buff myself—but
it is not part of the Government bureaucratic procedure.
So I think you are going to find this criticism made even more.

What would be your response to that thought, that you have too
much Hollywoodism now? I do not agree with that. I like it. But
that amount will be too much when you are a Government agency.
Mr. HESTON. If I understand your question 
Senator PELL. It is a pretty fuzzy question, and I apologize.
Mr. HESTON. I think I follow it, Senator.
There are two concerns that might be expressed. One, that given

the necessary governmental oversight that this would require 
Senator PELL. It would be double what you have now.
Mr. HESTON. Yes; I understand. That the Government influence on

the cultural choices we might make would be unhealthily close, and
to that I can only say that this has been a concern expressed by artists
since the Endowment was created.
I served a term as counselor on the Endowment, and never in that

time, nor in my time with the American Film Institute, have I seen
any serious evidence of either elected or appointed officials of the
Government shouldering in to make decisions.
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I think it speaks well for the Government that they have most
carefully held back from this kind of thing.
The other concern your questions seem to express was that the more

precise—in a bureaucratic sense—more precise accountability that
would be imposed on us, would be on the one hand a burden, and
on the other hand, in some way restrict us. I can only say that the
preoccupation Mr. Stevens mentioned, the constant preoccupation our
Board has now with money matters well equips us, I think, for accept-
ing whatever accounting we would be required to make to the
Government.
Senator PELL. You have to be braced for about double the amount of

accountability.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Every expenditure of the AFT is audited by

the National Endowment auditors, as it is now, and that has been the
practice, and it is thorough and complete. The auditors have come
periodically, and stay, and they go over all the expenditures.
I think the reference to a Hollywood style of operation is—I do

not know from what angle that comes, but as Mr. Heston says, I
think we are a very economical organization. We have had to be, be-
cause budget has always been an issue. We operate under Govern-
ment regulations.
We have very exact regulations from the National Endowment,

which control a great deal of what our activities will be. Plus we have
a trustee oversight of our private funds, and would continue to have
under this combination. We do not worry about oversight. We
welcome it.
The executive committee of the Board consists of private trustees,

and as I have contemplated it, when this suggestion came up of some
suggestion of extravagance, each member of that executive committee
is a contributor to the American Film Institute, some of them in sub-
stantial amounts personally.
I think that gives them quite an incentive to insure that there is no

extravagance 
Mr. HESTON. Fiscal carelessness.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Exactly; cost consciousness. Because of the

shortage of funds under which we have operated, we have had situa-
tions—there is no pension plan at the American Film Institute, there
is no retirement plan, there are very few of those things which are
customary in Government or nongovernmental organizations. There
are no contracts. There is no tenure for our faculty or our personnel,
the assurance that comes with Government service.
The theater, which we built in the Kennedy Center, was raised to

be built as a theater in our cultural center for $300,000 simply through
designing a very economical approach, and following it through, and
building it on the budget. We operate the theater efficiently.
Senator PELL. Which I have enjoyed often, and congratulate you

on it.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Yes, sir, thank you.
And the fund raising that goes on, naturally it is necessary to spend

some money for fund raising. We had the James Cagney benefit .last
year, which generated over a half million dollars for the American
Film Institute. There are expenditures necessary for that. We have to
produce a television show. But at the same time, people like Mr.

4
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Heston, Frank Sinatra, George C. Scott, Cicely Tyson, donate their

services. They appear on that show for no remuneration. This is an

asset we have.
The FANS of the AFT, Organization of Women in Washington,

they do affairs there to raise money for us. They prepare the food at

home. They do every kind of thing to make it economical wherever

possible.
In fact, we are under some criticism from the Canteen Corp., which

is the caterer to the Kennedy Center, for what they regard as excessive

frugality of our fundraising group.
I would like to make the point because I believe it has been made

behind the scenes in terms of our Cagney dinner, that everybody who

came to that dinner paid $125 for the privilege of raising almost $200,-

000. It was necessary to feed them and give them some wine for the

privilege of giving us the money in attending the program.

That is, of course, a budget item in the dinner, but the net gross on

the dinner itself was $165,000, not to mention the television show.

When people raise those questions, it leads us to check into things.

I was asked by a member of your staff a question about chartering

airplanes. I investigated the Institute's practices, and I found that on

one occasion in 1971 for $328 we chartered a plane in connection with

a $15,000 fundraising event, to make it possible for the person who

made the $15,000 possible to return to work the next morning on time.

Along with that every trustee, or most of the trustees, I would say

80 percent of them, pay their own travel expenses, their own hotel

bills, in addition to making substantial donations.
Mr. Heston travels throughout the country on our behalf. He

flew in on the Red Eye last night to be here for this hearing this

morning. I sent my own family station wagon, with a blanket and a

pillow in the back, because he wanted to get an hour's sleep on the

way in from the airport.
In all these respects we try to be as economical and as efficient as

we can, and at the same time carry out our programs.
Senator PELL. There is no criticism at all of your integrity and the

creativity and the leadership you have given. What I am worrying

about is when you have a direct responsibility to the Government, then

I think you will find there are greater restrictions on you. I am sure

that your Board of Directors, as conceived by you, will not be ap-

proved by the Congress, because I think the Congress, if it is giving

two-thirds of the funds, will want, first, a larger percentage of the

Presidentially appointed trustees and, second, will not approve as

a general principle a self-appointed group, with majority control.

This is up to us in handling the legislation, if it gets that far.

Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. In that respect we are not a Government

agency, and this composition of trustees is not entirely of our own

making. It was a process of deliberation and compromise along the

way.
As you are well aware, the Corporation for Public Broadcasting is

entirely a Presidentially appointed Board. They do not have the direct

fundraising responsibilities that our Board does. It is a different

kind of operation.
My experience is, and I am sure that Roger Stevens of the Kennedy

Center can attest to this, that Presidentially appointed trustees do not
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assume the obligations for fundraising. Most often they consider it
honorary, and whereas in our circumstance when we ask someone to
be on the Board, we tell them what that obligation will be.

Therefore, the idea was to have a segment of self-perpetuating
trustees balanced by an ex officio group of Government trustees, includ-
ing the Congress. We think that is good, because we think it will be
mutually educational and informative.
The National Gallery of Art. Senator, is constructed very much

along the same lines with a segment of privately continuing trustees,
in fact, I think the majority of the Board is such, it has the combina-
tion of private and public operation, and the Smithsonian, in a dif-
ferent way does as does the Kennedy Center, and it is possible that
this, upon consideration might be considered.

Senator PELL. This will be up to us, and we will change it accord-
ingly.
For instance the Smithsonian, every one of its trustees

' 
or regents,

are Presidentially appointed. I think this would certainly be changed.
That is our responsibility.
Mr. MCPHERSON. Mr. Chairman, could I make one brief comment

about that?
It would concern me personally if the President did appoint the

private trustees of this organization which has been in existence for
7 years, was founded by private trustees, is run by private trustees
now, simply because in my experience of observing Presidential ap-
pointments, and indeed, of suggesting for a number of years that the
White House does not produce ordinarily the names of people whowill do the job—they produce the names of people who in a matterlike this, very frankly, are thought to be politically useful to the ad-
ministration in office.
And that (roes for Democrats and Republicans both. We did it, and

I think Republicans do it.
I am suggesting that if the requirement is going to be there of

raising one-third of the funds, that it ought to be done by the peoplewho are most involved now, and their successors, as selected by them.Second, I would personally be far more concerned or troubled bya majority of Government trustees. In fact, I would leave the trusteesif it was so. I think it would be a very dangerous thing to do.
Senator PELL. I think we would have to discuss this in conferencewith the House, and see what we believe our responsibility is to the

taxpayers. There should probably be a ratio there with some privately
appointed, because as you point out, you have a third of your funds
being raised privately, but with two-thirds of the funds coming from
Government.
The Smithsonian has about one-tenth of their funds privately raised,but all of their trustees are Presidentially appointed. Somewhere there

should be a compromise, because the way you have it now is, to my
mind at least, not quite correct.
Let me go to this question on salary. You. Mr. Stevens, do a brilliant

job. and I know you would be doing infinitely better, with regard to
salary, in the, private industry sector. But you now have a salary, I
believe. of $60,000 a year, which is substantially more than any Member
of this Congress, or of any other high Government official. More than
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the Public Broadcasting head, who receives now $42,500 to be rais
ed to

$50,000. Your salary level will expose you to some criticism—thi
s is not

to indicate that you are not worth it. I think you are worth th
ree times

that amount.
But that is a fact of lift..
Mr. HESTON. It is true that Mr. Stevens receives a larger salar

y than

his counterparts in Government. It is also true parentheticall
y that he

has voluntarily reduced that salary from what it was wh
en we

originally engaged him.
I should also point out that half the money that goes to the

 direct

operating cost of the Institute comes from the private sector,
 so that

the Federal moneys, the share of Mr. Stevens' salary that come
s from

Federal money is $30,000, or well in the levels of Government.

Senator PELL. I can see problems with the Appropriations
 Com-

mittees in the future, which are not generally as kindly towar
d the arts

as the authorization committees. What this legislation es
tablishes is

a permanent authorization, and puts you completely under, 
except for

the confirming process of the trustees—puts you completely u
nder the

direction and mercies of the Appropriations Committees.

You would no longer have the support of men like Mr. Bradema
s on

the House side, and me on the Senate side, being able to m
old your

legislation.
Mr. HESTON. I certainly understand the concern you express,

 and it

is one of the several problems that would be attendant on ou
r move

from under the protected aegis of the NEA.
I can only say that I am sure I speak for Mr. Stevens, that th

is par-

ticular problem would not block the legislation. We would ma
ke what-

ever adjustments were necessary, even to the extent of 
separately

raising, in a private pool, supplementary expense, or whate
ver com-

promise were necessary.
I must say that I do feel that a proportion of Mr. Stevens'

 salary

that comes from the private sector makes it reasonable to exam
ine his

salary in Federal terms as half of what it is.
Senator PELL. I do not want to quibble on this, because as I s

ay, the

job he does is worth three times what he gets. and he could get 
that

much, in the private sector. But the Appropriations Commit
tee will

query why the director of this particular quasi-governmental ag
ency

shoutd receive a salary in excess of any other quasi-go
vernmental

agency director.
When you talk about supplementing it that opens up all 

sorts of

problems. We have seen that with Governor Rockefeller in 
New York.

It is not a good practice.
Mr. HESTON. I have not thought of turning to Governor R

ockefeller.

Senator PELL. He made a pledge to me in the hearings tha
t he would

not continue that practice.
Mr. HESTON. I think we are safe there.
Senator PELL. I think you open up the door to many pr

oblems when

you start raising mini pools of private money for Governme
nt officials.

Whether one likes it or not, your present Director is a 
Government

official, even though it is a quasi-Government agency.

Mr. MCPHERSON. Mr. Chairman, I think the Director wo
uld not be

a Government official. He is not now, and would not be af
ter.
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Senator PELL. If he gets more than half his salary directly from theGovernment, does that not make you a Government official?
Mr. MCPHERSON. No, sir, I do not think so. I doubt very seriouslythat the Civil Service Commission would consider anybody in theAFT, after this legislation is passed, as a Government official.
If they did, I think it would be a terrible mistake to pass the

legislation.
Senator PELL. I think this is a question we should look into.
Mr. MCPHERSON. I should say that the Kennedy Center employees

are not civil service employees.
Senator PELL. Miss Hanks and Mr. Berman are Government

officials.
Mr. MCPHERSON. Yes.
Senator PELL. Is Mr. Stevens a Government official, Roger Stevens?
Mr. MCPHERSON. No, sir, he is not. The Civil Service Commission

has specifically found that the chairman and the employees of the
Kennedy Center are not civil service.
Senator PELL. All right. I stand corrected on that.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. I believe that is true also of certain members

of the National Gallery and Smithsonian.
Senator, I would just like to state more clearly what Mr. Heston

said.
My interest is in seeing the American Film Institute stabilized, and

the issue that you discuss I would not allow to stand in the way of any
solution.

Senator PELL. I am sure you would not. I felt embarrassed in raising
it, but it has been raised to this Senator by outside sources.
Now, I want to turn to the funding question. If, for the sake of

argument, the Federal Government became very stingy, and rescissions
very strong, and contributed some slashing cuts, let us say, $500,000
to you, 2 years from now, it would then mean, reading the proposed
legislation. that your total budget itself, no matter what you raised,
would be limited to $750,000, because the Senate's following "open
ended authorization" does not dictate that any other funds be ap-
propriated; is that not correct?
Mr. MCPHERSON. Mr. Chairman, that can certainly be so, and if it

is ambiguous, it ought to be changed. I personally think that we would
be well advised to change it to say, for example, that there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated to the Institute in order to carry out
the purpose of this act $2.5 million for fiscal 1976, $3 million for fiscal
1977, et cetera, and then down through those years that Mr. Stevens
gave, provided that the Institute shall match with funds raised from
private sources one-half of the funds so appropriated to it in each year.
I think that would make it clear that there is an authorization level,

and that we have to match at least half of those funds appropriated.
Senator PELL. Also in connection with matching funds, as you know,

the Endowments require matching on a 50-50 basis. You have a basis
here of 2 to 1-66 to 33. Is there any precedent for that, as far as you
know, in Government, matching on a 2-to-1 basis?
I think the general matching concept in Government has usually

been 50-50.
Mr. MCPHERSON. I do not know. The present situation is that we

receive, and use, and contract at about a 2-to-1 rate.
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Our grant from the Endowment to operate ourselves, to pay our
salaries, is about $1.1 million. We get about $800,000 contract. And we
raise about $1,200,000. So when Mr. Heston was speaking of Mr.
Stevens' salary, we raise $1.2 million, and we receive, to pay salaries,
about $1.1 million. So that more is raised privately to do that.
We took the total of the grant and the contract as against what we

raised, and used that, since it was 2 to 1 today, as about the level we
would maintain.
Senator PELL. I am concerned here because it sets a precedent in

Government. There is no reason why the National Endowment for the
Arts and Humanities should come to us next year and say you have
a 2-to-1 ratio for AFT, so let us have a 2-to-1 ratio for our matching
funds.
Mr. MCPHERSON. We get back to the difference between AFT and the

other beneficiaries. By and large, where matching is imposed, it is on
a 50-50 basis, to perhaps the theater and the ballet company, that
raises funds, by ticket sales. This is a service organization, with a large
staff of people who are servicing institutions all around the country,
and teaching and so on.
We do not have any major source of ticket funds that we raise,

that we could match against Government funds. The only tickets we
sell are at that little theater in the Kennedy Center, and to the dinner
out in California. Otherwise, it has got to be large contributions.
So I think there is a difference between us as a service-oriented

organization and the usual performing arts organizations that does
the 50-50 basis.

Senator PELL. And the proceeds from those dinners and the AFT
shows here, those funds go into a general treasury of the AFT do
they not?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. They provide part of our operating budget.
Senator PELL. And the ticket sales and proceeds, the same thing,

they go into the operating budget?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Yes, and the money we raise, we have a project

called National Film Day, which will take place on February 4, in
approximately 3,000 theaters and 7 of the major film distributors will
give 50 percent of all the money that comes in from the box office on
that night to the American Film Institute.
We have received grants from the Cafritz Foundation, the Motion

Picture Academy, and numerous foundations. In our own conversa-
tions with the Office of Management and Budget, we have not met
directly with them, but I believe that one recommendation that they
will make is that we use the language in the bill of the Corporation
of Public Broadcasting, which defines the matching principle.
The Corporation for Public Broadcasting is also not on a 50-50

basis. And the Office of Management and Budget seems pleased with
the language in that bill.
Senator PELL. Wrapping this exchange up, am I correct in my con-

clusions that you will be perfectly happy, or content, happy might
not be the right word, but perfectly content to stay where you are,
if von had adequate assurance of financing?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. If we had 
Senator PELL. Financing.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Not
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Mr. HESTON. Not at the same level we are now, but a reasonable
projection of growth; yes.
Senator PELL. You would commit yourself, if that were so, commit

yourself to raise one-third of the funds on the same basis?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Yes.
Senator PELL. As you know, I think the Endowment for the Arts is

making a fundamental mistake in error in not having worked out
some understanding with you in this regard.
I thank you very much. I did not mean to be critical in my ques-

tioning. I am very conscious of the good job you have done, and hope
you will stay around for the rest of the morning to answer any ques-
tions that may arise from any of the other panels.
Mr. HESTON. We will indeed.
Senator PELL. I thank Mr. Heston for the long trip.
Mr. HESTON. Journey in a good cause.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. If I may make one more comment, to state

that on behalf of the trustees of the American Film Institute, we
particularly appreciate the substantial time that you personally have
devoted to this, and your interest in the Film Institute, and more
broadly, your interest in the arts at large.
Mr. HESTON. I second that, Senator.
Senator PELL. Thank you.
Mr. HESTON. We are grateful for it. Given your record of interest

in the Arts, we are not surprised by it.
Senator PELL. Thank you.
Mr. HESTON. Thank you.
Senator PELL. Our next witness is Miss Nancy Hanks, Chairman

of the National Endowment for the Arts, and I think it would be
best if Mr. Ronald Berman, Chairman of the National Endowment
for the Humanities, came up also.
The question is whether we go ahead with this divorce or whether

the marriage can be saved.
Miss Hanks, would you proceed as you will.

STATEMENT OF MISS NANCY HANKS, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL EN-
DOWMENT FOR THE ARTS, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. RONALD S.
BERMAN, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HU-
MANITIES, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON
THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES

Miss HANKS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, I do want to express
my own personal gratitude for the time that yoil nersonallv have given
both to the Endowment and to the American Film Institute.
I think the most disturbing thing that was said in the past hour

is when you indicated that your problems with the American Film
Institute might cause you to diminish your personal enthusiasm for
the National Endowment for the Arts. If that were to be the case, I
would view the whole situation as a great tragedy.
And I feel very strongly about that, sir. If there is anything this

agency has done—and I am certain I speak on behalf of the American
Film Institute—to diminish your interest in any of the arts, well,
I think we all ought to quit.
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Senator PELL. I hope you will not quit, but I can assure you it does

diminish it, because I think a split would be a fundamental error.
Miss HANKS. Well, I would like to go on, but I do not want to make

a fundamental error. I think I will scrap my testimony. You have it

before you. It is brilliant.
Senator PELL. We will put it in the record written in full at the

conclusion of your testimony.
Miss HANKS. It is 17 pages of description of the activities of the

National Endowment for the Arts, our programs in the media which

we find very exciting. We feel they are reaching throughout the coun-

try, Senator Pell.
As you know, we not only have a public media program at the

• Endowment, but we have a wide range of media activities through all

divisions of the Endowment which, in terms of moneys, represent over

half again what we spend through the public media program.
All of our programs—dance, music, museums—call on film, radio,

television, video, to accomplish their own purposes. So use of the

media is totally integrated within our agency.
Now, as to whether the American Film Institute should have its

own legislation.
Mr. Stevens is right to say that we should realize the funding prob-

lems they have. But they are not Government funding problems but

private funding problems. And if I might say, I would like to com-

ment that I do not agree with your feeling that the National Endow-

ment for the Arts has adopted a stingy attitude toward the American

Film Institute.
I think $1,800,000 a year is not exactly stingy. I do not wish to be

disrespectful to any private industry, but I think, sir, it is the film

industry that has been stingy to the American Film Institute.
Senator PELL. Could we insert in the record at this point the per-

centage contributions over the last 7 years, as well as the dollar

contributions?
Miss HANKS. Absolutely.
[The information referred to and subsequently supplied follows:]

DOLLAR AND PERCENTAGE CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

Total public media AFI percent of
allocation AFI allocation budget

Fiscal year:
1968 $2, 903, 805 '$1, 300, 000 45

1971 1, 264, 455 981,250 77

1972 2, 005, 209 1, 358, 750 67

1973 2,766, 858 1, 750, 000 63

1974 4, 098, 777 1, 750, 000 42

1975 6, 106, 985 1, 781, 084 29

I The fiscal year 1968 grant covers a 3-yr period. Also, the Stanford Research Institute received $91,
019 for a feasibility

study in fiscal year 1966.

Miss HANKS. We have programs that are vital. And I hope that
this record would clearly show our own belief that not only the film

industry, but also private foundations and private individuals through-

out this country should put up money to support the American Film

Institute.
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They support other cultural institutions in this country, some asimportant, some less important than the American Film Institute.In the long run, thinking very seriously as I have about the prob-lems that you, sir, have just raised in the previous testimony, I thinkthat this institute must be heavily privately supported, and that theinitiative must remain in private hands.
Senator PELL. Then, do you feel that the 2-to-1 ratio is proper, orshould it be reversed?
Should it be two private and one Government?
Miss HANKS. We will get to the practicality of the situation.
I would hope that industry would focus on this. I would hope that

other foundations would focus on this, and that you could eventuallyhave more moneys. Because if the Film Institute is to do what it shoulddo, there is no reason that one-third should come from private sources
and two-thirds from the Federal source. Maybe a lot more should
come from private money.

Senator PELL. Let me interrupt.
Then, would you go along with the basic figures as being objectives?
I think it is 2.5—would you go along with the basic figures, work-

ing up to about $6 million in 1980?
Miss HANKS. I have no ability to comment on the figures. I have

not seen budgets as to how the moneys would be expended.
So I simply cannot comment. The figures would be in the ballpark,

and I have no feeling one way or another.
Senator PELL. Do you feel the moneys that are contributed from the

private sector when you get to the $6 million level should be 84 mil-
lion and the Government $2 million?
Is that your thought, rather than $4 million from Government and

$2 million privately?
Miss HANKS. I am for private money, and I think if it is $4 million

private and $2 million Government, I think that would be absolutely
wonderful.
The Film Institute itself, sir, feels that is impossible. We can only

go on their judgment.
I am consistently persuaded after 5 years as being head of the Fed-

eral agency, of the validity in the total legislative history that you,
sir, have written. The importance of private initiative, private sup-
port, is unquestionable. One has to look at the practical situation. One
has to believe that we must have a stroncr

'' 
American Film Institute to

do the basic operating and service type things they have laid out to
you.
The whole area of preservation, of course, is extremely important.

If we preserve our books, we should preserve our film, which is the
communication force today.
Senator PELL. Do you accept the fact if they are spun off, that your

budget would be reduced by the equivalent amount of the Govern-
ment's contribution?
Miss HANKS. By the $1,800,000?
Senator PELL. By the $1.8 million that you would not expend on the

AFT.
Miss HANKS. By $1.8 million—yes, I would assume $1.8 million

from our budget.
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Senator PELL. And as the total funding for the Endowment grows,

would the Office of Management and Budget knock out an equivalent

amount, going up on a percentage basis?
Miss HANKS. I would just assume that in 1976 the Office of Manage-

ment and Budget would knock out whatever figure we had come to

agree with the American Film Institute—I would assume, and I do

not know whether the figure would be $1.8 million or not—

Senator PELL. I realize that.
• It would not always be $1.8 million 

Miss HANKS. We hope more.
Senator PELL. Hopefully, more.
And, by the same token, your budget can be susceptible to a similar

• rescission.
As you know, I am doing my best to make sure that both endow-

ments receive similar amounts of money, I did my best in the last

authorization in this regard.
From the viewpoint of your own Endowment's funding this will

make it uneven, and Humanities would be getting theoretically more

than you, because you would have this much less.
Now, two further questions here.
First, what is the position of the OMB?
Miss HANKS. I do not know.
Senator PELL. You speak for the administration—who speaks for

the administration here?
Miss HANKS. I do not know what the OMB position is.
The American Film Institute said they were meeting with them

this afternoon.
My testimony, sir, is clear, written testimony, but the deputy chair-

man •asked what the OMB position was and has not obtained an

answer.
Senator PELL. Do you know what it is, Dr. Berman?
Mr. BERMAN. I understand it is yet to be worked out and I cannot

have anything definite to say on it.
Senator PELL. I thought this bill had the administration support

and approval.
• If it does not have OMB support, it does not have administration

support. I was told by everybody that it had administration support.

Let me ask Mr. Stevens, who is still here, were you assured of 01VIB

• 
support, or was this a misunderstanding on my part?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. OMB has not taken a position.
There have been some changes in the Government during the year

and a half during which we have been undertaking this, and as you

know, Leonard Garment was active in it. But, as I say, we do have a

meeting with OMB.
Senator PELL. I think what I will do is to ask the record to be kept

open so we can get the OMB statement, either in support of, or in

opposition to, into the record.
Mr. HESTON. I think, Senator, that what you described as adminis-

tration support stemmed from Leonard Garment's statement when he

was counsel at the White House, more or less, for the arts, that he

stated that the administration, as it was then constituted, supported

this bill.
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Senator PELL. Because the danger here is that if the OMB does not
support it, the legislation may be passed, but there may well be a
situation of zero financing on the Government's side.
Mr. HESTON. I am well aware of that. I think that is one of the

reasons why our meeting this afternoon with OMB, as you point out,
is crucial. And I think the record should be kept open.
Senator PELL. Right, the record will be kept open then in that

regard.
Miss Hanks, do you view with any concern the start of the frag-

mentation of your own jurisdiction? I know, for instance, that the Folk
Art Group has been after the Congress for quite awhile to create a
separate endowment on folk art. So far, we have kept this concept a
little bit at arm's length. We admire folk art and hope the Smith-
sonian and your endowment would take more of an interest in it. But
we basically wanted to keep you and Dr. Berman as two—I will not say
czars—but two overseers of the arts and humanities.
And does the thought of disintegration here worry you in any way?
Miss HANKS. I do not really think of it in terms of disintegration,

although there are members. sir, of my staff, and there are members
of the National Council on the Arts who feel very strongly that it is
a move toward disintegration.
If I thought it was as clearcut a case as that, I would be totally

opposed to the legislation. I can assure you, because I think the legisla-
tion that you and your colleagues wrote is beautiful.
Keeping the arts together is extremely important. One of the things

that is of important concern, I would think, to the Film Institute and
others is that this may cause a disintegration among groups interested
in film because this, in effect, puts the American Film Institute over
here in contrast to the work going on in the universities, regional
centers, and so forth.
I think the collaboration between those institutions is extremely

important.
I think that is a serious problem.
Let me say that in our earlier conversations we made several points

to vou, and this is why we do not view it as disintegration.
But I want you to know, sir, that I speak somewhat with minority

voice.
Senator PELL. Do not forget that when President Lincoln asked his

Cabinet for a view, the Cabinet all expressed a view and Lincoln ex-
pressed the opposite view, but his view prevailed. There was no reason
why it should not.
You have the responsibility, and I recognize that.
Miss HANKS. Yes. My responsibility is a very difficult one, sir, as

you know.
Mr. Brademas is very much in favor of this legislation. You, sir,

are opposed to it.
I believe Senator Javits is opposed to it. I believe Mr. Quie has very

grave questions. We all have very grave questions.
I would hope we do not move with undue haste, because I think it

is important for you to have hearings like this, and to hear people
speak from all sides.
Let me assure you that the National Endowment for the Arts and

the National Council on the Arts have a great investment in the Amen-
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can Film Institute—not only in terms of money—but also of time and
interest. The American Film Institute will continue to receive funds
from the National Endowment for the Arts.
You need not be the least concerned that the institute is going to

sort of wither away right in front of your very eyes.
I talked with Mr. Stevens yesterday and I urged the American Film

Institute to get the budget for 1976 into our offices in time so that it
could be acted upon in February and not in May, when it usually is.
And he certainly agreed to do so. This will give the institute 7 months
before the new fiscal year begins.
Senator PELL. Let me interrupt here.
Because of my regard for John Brademas—deep regard and affec-

tion for him and respect for this work—and because of not wanting
to preserve an unhappy marriage, I have said that on the best effort
basis, I would move ahead if the bill comes over. That is why I am
holding this hearing.
My enthusiasm is muted for it. If it does not get through the

House—and there is a tiny chance that the bill may not get through—I
will not take independent action.
What is the status of the American Film Institute's budget for this

coming year?
Miss HANKS. The American Film Institute and the public media

panel of the National Endowment met at Greystone several weeks ago.
Members of the public media panel, and of the staff and trustees of the
American Film Institute, thought it was an extremely productive
meeting.
At that time, the general outline of the 1976 budget was presented

to the public media panel. But obviously the National Endowment for
the Arts cannot focus on any budget until we get the details line by
line.
In my conversations yesterday with Mr. Stevens, I urged him to get

the budget in so we could have a decision in February.
This morning, Mr. Stevens said he could have the budget in by

January 2.
Naturally, our staff has to review it—and our outside experts who

come in to help us in terms of all grants—will be called in, perhaps
the middle of January, so we can take it to the National Council in
February.
Of course, there is one difficulty, sir, as you know. That is we will

have no idea what our own budget will be by February.
But I want to assure you that the institute will be funded. Please

do not be concerned about that.
I would like to make two other points in that regard.
We have had good conversations, in my view, in the last 2 to 3 weeks

between the staffs of the American Film Institute and the National

Endowment for the Arts. I think the conversations have been some-

what better because of your own charge to us to be frank and lay

things on the table.
So, as Mr. Stevens said earlier today, it is a question of clarification.

I think there is a much better understanding, thanks to your initia-

tive, in terms of clarification of who does what. You have, in our

printed statement, and you have also in the one the American Film
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Institute is going to submit for the record, two statements that areclearly different.
One is an operating service organization, and one is a grant-makingorganization. They are two entirely different responsibilities, andnaturally, they work together.
Senator PELL. I cannot understand why in the world you as agrant-making agency should not make a grant to an operating serviceagency, which is the AFI. This is why it seems so natural.Miss HANKS. We get down to money. May I talk a little bit aboutmoney?
After weeks and months, and especially the last few weeks, it is aquestion of money. Mr. Stevens mentioned this morning about money.I defer to your decision, obviously, and Mr. Javits' and Mr. Quie s,and Mr. Brademas', on whether new legislation is needed. But thefuture of the American Film Institute is not dependent on new legis-lation, in my judgment. It is dependent on money.
All right, sir, you have written the best legislation, you have gotthose funding level ceilings. We got a request from the administrationin 1974 for substantial increases in funding. And it was your colleagueson the Appropriations Committee who cut us so badly in 1974.
Then the administration did not come up for the full funding level

in 1975, because we thought it would be perfectly ridiculous since
Congress has cut us again and again. So what happens ? We came up
with what we thought was a realistic request from the Appropriations
Committee, and because of the economic situation we got slashed again.
Now, what does that do to us?
Let me give you some of the figures. In 1973 we received 6,000

applications, and we funded 36 percent of them. This year we will
have 19,500 applications, and we will be able to fund less than 18
percent.
In other words we are going downhill.
Senator Pell, that is not your brilliant legislation. That is money.

We have taken too much of your time on this legislation. I deeply
regret it, and I deeply regret your statement, but I have a favor to ask
of you.
Can you help us with your Appropriations colleagues? Can these

American Film Institute people, with the importance that they have,
help us with your Appropriations colleagues?
Senator PELL. I cannot help. you with the Appropriations Com-

mittee. My job is in the authorizations, and that I provide. I do the
best I can making my views known to the Appropriations Committee.
When it comes to Appropriations process, you get into different poli-
tics. You are going to find that if you have the AFI, with its very
substantial lobbying weight—I do not think there is a Member of
Congress who has not enjoyed those AFI evenings—that they may,
instead of being behind you in your lobbying efforts, they will be off
in a separate ballpark, and that is another reason why I would like
to see you stay merged together.
Now, let me ask you direct questions. For this coming year do you

think the council would approve the same amount of money on the
temporary basis, the $2.5 million that the AFI would receive under the
pending bill?
Miss HANKS. I would hope they would consider an increase. I do

not think they would go to $2.5 million. I do not know what our total
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budget is. I have not myself seen a budget from the American Film
Institute. I cannot answer your question.
Senator PELL. I realize that.
Miss HANKS. I can answer it in February—February 9.
Senator PELL. I think there would be a very strong wish on the part

of your parent committees in the House and Senate, that if the legis-
lation separating the AFT out, does not go through, that you would
bear with this thought for this coming year.
Miss HANKS. I would be very happy to advise the National Council

on the Arts of your views. They have been very concerned with the
American Film Institute for 8 years, so I am certain they will con-
tinue to be so.
May I make a side comment? I think in the discussion on Presiden-

tial appointees, that perhaps there was some confusion in the discus-
sion. I think maybe Mr. Stevens and Mr. Heston and Mr. McPherson
might have been talking about a different type of Presidential ap-
pointee, because none of those gentlemen would question, for example,
the quality of the Board of the Kennedy Center, or the quality of the
National Council on the Arts, all of whom are Presidential appointees.
Senator PELL. That is absolutely correct. They would question them,

and I think probably correctly, from a fundraising viewpoint, your
trustees are not personally charged with that responsibility 

Miss HANKS. We have raised about $7.5 million this year, because of
the Treasury fund, but that is very true. The council members do not
spend much of their time on that. The Kennedy Center trustees do, I
believe.
Senator PELL. Roger Stevens is here, incidentally.
Miss HANKS. Roger does all the fundraising for the Kennedy Center.
Senator PELL. I am not sure which hat he would be wearing, the

original Czar of Arts, or as Kennedy Center Chairman, or my very
good friend and adviser on these matters.
Do you have any comments, Roger?
Mr. ROGER STEVENS. On fundraising?
Senator PELL. Just in general.
Mr. ROGER STEVENS. I have been to other meetings, and testified on

• the House side, and I was under the impression that the arts council
was in favor of this bill.
Apparently I was mistaken. I think you go way back, which I think

is the only contribution I could make on this thing, the reason I was
• very much in favor of the film institute, as an essential part of our ac-

tivities, was not because of the particular enthusiasm on my part for
films—I get constantly needled by members of the board about my not
having the proper enthusiasm for films, but I felt that it was some-
thing that this country, and I was only looking at it in terms of the
United States of America, something the country desperately needed.
In my travels around I could see that in the other countries that

there has been a very substantial funding for film institutes, and it
seems to me that the development of young people had not matched
that of other countries. I was looking at this as a national level, rather
than so much an art need, and the more I visited, the more strongly I
felt about it.
But of course, if you remember, we started with very limited funds,

and we had to go out and get some money from other people.
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I would agree with Nancy, that I think the film companies should
give a great deal more money. But the whole point was that they had
not. There would not have been any reason for forming a film institute
if the film business had done what a lot of other businesses do. They
train people, and they have ways of going up in the business, and they
have been very remiss, and all the persuasion in the world has not
changed that.
But the point is, do we let a film institute go just because business

will not help it? We got caught with the rocket to the Moon business,
and that program we found we were suddenly behind as a nation.
What happened?
Immediately because Defense was involved, the money was forth-

coming like that, and they got their man on the Moon way ahead of
the Russians.
But I feel this is a national issue, Senator, and I do not feel that the

details going back and forth between the film institute and the art
council is the issue.
I think the film companies have been very niggardly on what they

have given. Because they have been niggardly, there is no reason for
hurting the United States of America.
Senator PELL. You think the best way of handling this problem is

to spinoff of the AFT, to accept a quasi-Government agency?
Mr. ROGER STEVENS. As I say, I started off testifying with the

premise that it was an agreed upon plan, when I went over to the
House to testify. I think under the circumstances, because the film in-
stitute has got to depend on private industry, and I made a number of
calls on my own, for the few months I was chairman, and it was rough
going, and as you know, I have had considerable fundraising
experience.
Senator PELL. You raised money for all sorts of fundraising causes,

and I can think of one in particular.
Mr. ROGER STEVENS. I feel what is essential is that they know the

Film Institute has money available, and they can make plans, and it
is a firm thing.

Education, for example, has not got their appropriations yet. They
are able to go on spending under a continuing resolution. But the Film
Institute is not able to spend under a continuing resolution, because
she cannot submit until she has the money.
Miss HANKS. We basically commit just at a certain level.
Mr. ROGER STEVENS. Basically, without getting into an argument

of pros and cons of the money, I agree that the film industry has not
been generous with the money, and the only reason for forming the
film council was because they have never, and I do not think they ever
will, given the type of business it is.
Senator PELL. Does it concern you, Roger, the fragmentation of the

jurisdiction, the moving of the AFT, out from working under the
general jurisdiction of the Endowment for the Arts?
Mr. ROGER STEVENS. I do not see why the institution should be af-

fected by this. They have got a program which I think there is a
tremendous need for education, funds for education, and I think there
is a tremendous need for grants for the film makers, and all of that.
I would think the arts council should handle it very well.
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What happens, in my opinion, is that this country needs to be made
as competitive as possible with all the other nations of the world, and
especially the Iron Curtain nations, where it is all part of a game, and
that they use for propaganda as well as putting up films. That is why
I think myself it would probably function better.
Now, if the argument is to get the film companies to match the money

available, if they did, it would not have been necessary to form it.
Senator PELL. Yes. Mr. Heston.
Mr. HESTON. If I can comment at this point, I think two of your

questions have been very significant and we are dealing with points
that have not really been touched on in this discussion.
Mr. Stevens' response threw additional light which I think is impor-

tant to consider.
First, speaking as chairman of the American Film Institute, it does

concern me that we will be spunoff, your phrase, from the Endowment
under this legislation.
A point you raised has never been made before, it may conceivably

not only make it difficult for us to raise funds for the AFT as an
independent agency, but it may hamper the NEA's effectiveness in
lobbying for funds for the entire arts program. As you pointed out,
film artists are a highly visible cultural constituency.
Being communicators, they are effective at persuading people in

the Government that money for the arts is a good idea. I know when
I was a council member, I considered it one of my prime responsibil-
ities on the council, and one that I endeavor to discharge as effectively
as I can.
As you pointed out, if we are spunoff, that effort will be channeled

directly to raising our desperately beleaguered exposed position to
supporting that. Nevertheless, as Mr. Stevens pointed out, and I
heartily concur. I do not think it is excessive to say that film, as a
cultural asset, has a national priority that overruns many other
considerations.

Personally, I do not care where the money comes from, but the AFT
canrOt do what I truly believe is in the interests of this country to
be done unless we get more money. Now, I understand Miss Hanks'
problem. Of course, she does not know what she is going to get. She
has gotten more money each year, but she does not know what she is
going to get this year. All I know is that we have been getting less
and less and we have to grow. We are, indeed, withering on the vine.a
I do not care where it comes from. It would be happy if we could
stay where we are, but we cannot stay there and do what we have
to do.

Senator PELL. Miss Hanks?
Miss HANKS. Senator, to be more specific about the budget last year,

do I understand that you asked the question as to whether we come
to $2.5 million ?

Senator PELL. Yes.
Miss HANKS. It is my understanding from Mr. Stevens, in conver-

sation with Michael Straight and myself, that the American Film
Institute will be asking for a budfret of $1.5 million, which is $400,000
over the current budget of $1.1 million for general operating purposed
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That would mean total funding, if you include the contracts we pres-
ently have, which I assume will cost a bit more to administer. So, in
round terms, they will be submitting a budget, I assume, since we do
not have it, of some $2.2 million or $2.3 million, and I certainly will

do my very best to see that it will get through the Council. I think

the Council and the panel, are working together and they are working
very hard. The Council stands up and cheers every time there is an-
other private dollar coming in because it feels so strongly about the
importance of this Institute having private money. We have some
hope, it seems to me, because, among other things, the Institute has

Film Day which has increased its revenues.
In 1971, to give you some good news, when everyone said the in-

dustry was dying, they were taking in $16 million a week. This year,

1974, they were up to about $20 million a week, and having a gross of

over $1 billion. It does look better. Perhaps you saw the Washington
Post article last week. It said that checking with the Motion Picture
Association, the industry is not dying like people said it was some
years ago. It is thriving or picking up a little bit. And I would hope
that with that and with the enthusiasm, we will get more private
money in there.
Mr. Stevens and his associates have worked very hard to raise

money. I do not see how anybody can turn them down. There really
is more hope for private money, and I can assure you the National
Council on the Arts would take that stand if they could get the
private money.
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. PELL. Mr. George Stevens.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. We have examined carefully this ratio of

funding and, after a great deal of analysis, we really think the two-
thirds/one-third is appropriate.
What we need to do is provide services around the country. We

could revise our programing and generate a great deal of matching
money: We can go into regional theaters and create theaters and
have ticket income and provide matching money.
What we would like to do is fulfill those national operations and

activities which do require the central kind of funding. So it is in
that area that we feel our need. And in terms of the budget, we sub-
mitted to the Arts Endowment, it was one of those budgets where we
worked backward. We determined how much we might be able to
generate in matching money and then submitted a budget for that total,
according to the ground rules. That is why it differs from what our
real needs are, as submitted in the material to Congress.
Senator PELL. In connection with budget, Miss Hanks, how much

roughly does the media panel distribute over and above what the
AFT gets?
Miss HANKS. The total moneys in the public media program in fiscal

1974, which are the only current figures I have, were $4.1 million. Of
that, $1,750,000 went to the American Film Institute.

Senator PELL. Many of these problems would be resolved if that
$4.1 remained completely static, but the $1.7 was raised within it, and
that would be my own view.
Let m eaddress a question to Dr. Berman, who shares some of the

responsibility here because he is in the film business too. He also faces

4
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some of the same problems in the future. For example, if we really do
set up the Folk Life Foundation, it will not duplicate, but it will take
over a substantial portion of your particular area of responsibility.
And I am sure you, just being a normal human bureaucrat, would not
welcome that. And, also, from the viewpoint of coordinating the thrust
of these matters, we would like to see it continue with some central tie-
in, direction or cohesion.
Does this question of removal from your own area of jurisdiction of

• certain film functions concern you, or do you support the concept of
the spinoff?
Dr. BERMAN. Senator, the Endowment for the Humanities does have

a driving and extensive media program right now. I can give its
• broadest outlines and suggest them best perhaps by simply stating that

we have since 1970 managed to support about $15 million for media
programs. We have a very large, indeed increasing, share of current
Endowment appropriations going to the media. The number of grants
themselves has come up in the very few years since we have begun very
nearly to 100, many of which are major grants like that going to pro-
duction of "The Adams Family Chronicle", or to acquisitions like
"War and Peace" that last year graced the air waves.
For us the problem of media is somewhat different since we do it as

instrumental. We have these ways of using the media. In education it
is, of course, by now commonplace to find courses focusing on the
humanistic elements of film, of which there are many, or utilizing
film materials simply in order to strengthen other aspects of the
curriculum.

Clearly, we have an obligation in research and fellowships because
there are increasing scholarly studies by many humanists of the his-
toric, esthetic and social aspects of film.
A project that we will begin next month will emphatically highlight

the endowment's interest in these aspects of media support. There are
going to be a number of films, I believe 13 is the accurate figure, intro-
duced by former Ambassador Edward Reischauer, all connected with
cultural historical aspects of Japanese civilization. I think that will
be a prime example of things we do.
Senator PELL. With any of this material we will be delighted to put

it in the record, but I would like to press you on this. You are not
under oath and if you choose not to reply, just say you choose not to
reply, but how do you view this as a precedent from the viewpoint of

• your agency?
Dr. BERMAN. Well, we are very peripheral to this, Senator.
Senator PELL. In .that connection, how much money did you give the

AFT when they applied for it? I understand the applications in some
cases have not met the standards you think they should.
Dr. BERMAN. We have drawn up a listing for the record, Senator.

For this year, we have given them approximately 1 percent, I believe,
of their total expenditures, a single grant I believe of some $33,000.
[The information referred to follows:]

46-795 0 - 75 - 5
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NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES

. MEDIA PROGRAM
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The National Endowment for the Humanities is a Federal agency with

specific legislative authority. Only activities which are within

the humanities, as defined by Congress, can be supported by its

funds, and then, only after thorough review by evaluators, panelists,

staff, and the National Council on the Humanities.

According to the Act establishing the Endowment the humanities

include the following fields: history, philosophy, languages,

linguistics, literature, archaeology, jurisprudence, history and

criticism of the arts, ethics, comparative religion, and those

aspects of the social sciences employing a historical or philo-

sophical approach to problems. This latter category includes such

fields as cultural anthropology, sociology, political theory, inter-

national relations, American minority cultural studies, and other

subjects concerned with value and non-quantitative matters.

The humanities are often thus defined in terms of specific academic

disciplines, partly because human experience has been principally

preserved through books, documents, and cultural objects. Clearly,

these fields, whether taken together or individually, enable us to

evaluate human knowledge and values. The knowledge drawn from them,

when applied to the themes, subjects, and questions of public concern

and interest, provides a deeper understanding of the relationship

between individuals and their' society past, present and future, and

that is the aim of the Endowment.
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Division of Public Programs 

All activities funded by the Public Programs Division of the Endowment

are intended to benefit the general adult public. The Public Programs

can therefore be seen as those programs of the Endowment which seek

through a variety of grant areas to support institutions, organizations

and individuals who have as their purpose in general, or who have as

their central purpose in a particular project, the relating of the

humanities to the adult public in an effective way. State committees

on the humanities, museums and historical societies, colleges and

universities, libraries, media, various professional and public service

organizations, civic groups and individuals are all involved in these

programs to relate the humanities to the adult public.

The Media Program 

Within this context, the challenge of the Media Program is to identify,

encourage and support with Federal grant funds those institutions and

organizatipns in the broadcast area which show a desire to mount

imaginative television, radio and film programs in the humanities, and

at the same time to interest scholars in the humanities in the service

that they can provide by assisting in the development and implementation

of such programs.

Endowment interest in media reflects the centrality of television and

radio transmission as the most immediate means for the broad public to

receive any form of information and the recognition that television and

radio sets are the central devices ,in use by 'the general public to assure

access to Endowment-funded humanities projects. The Media Program begins

a
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with these fundamental facts. However, the Endowment supports media

projects only within the context of advancing the use and understanding

of the humanities, and the following points summarize the essential

characteristics of this program.

'In brief: This program is designed to encourage and support the highest

quality film, radio and television production for national broadcast and

distribution.

The projects must involve the use of knowledge from the fields of the

humanities (see page 1); priority is given to proposals which concentrate

on material which is central, rather than peripheral, to the humanities.

Proposed programs must be designed to reach a broad adult audience.

Each production must involve direct collaboration between scholars in the

humanities and producers, directors, writers and actors of solid profes-

sional stature. Applicants must provide clear evidence that the

involvement of scholars in the humanities has occurred in the development

of a proposal.

Projects Eligible for Support 

To further define the scope and purposes of the Media Program and to gen-

erate increased use and understanding of the humanities by the general

adult public, it is useful to consider the following priorities:

1. It is the significant use of resources in the humanities (people,

knowledge: objective interpretation) in a definitive manner that distin-

guishes NEH media grants from the work osf any other Federal, private or

public agency.
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The pre-eminent resources within the humanities are those professionals

who are trained and expert in the fields of the humanities, and who can

provide objective interpretation and further understanding of many areas

of general and specific concern to the public. Successful projects are

those which will fall into one of two categories in the use of such

resources: a) the active involvement of these experts in the research,

development and design of a project, or b) the involvement of humanists

not only in the design stage but in the presentational stage as well.

2. Projects must involve highly skilled and experienced professional

producers, directors, writers, and craftspeople as principals in design

and production. These people may be drawn from both the commercial and

non-commercial sectors of the broadcast and filmmaking industries. At

all times the Endowment welcomes the use of the best available talent

in its grants for production, and will give priority to those applica-

tions which present a clear plan for the use of production talent

beyond the applicant organization itself.

3. Among a number of substantive approaches, successful applications

have often focused upon:

a) Material with which humanists have characteristically dealt - e.g.,

the history of individuals, cultures and societies; the presentation,

interpretation and examination of works of literature; the development

of logical systems of thought; the analysis of the growth and use of

languages; the role of the arts as an expression of human culture; the

value questions which are raised by the analysis and description of

various human cultures, both past and present.
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b) Material about those individuals, present or past, who as humanists

deal or dealt significantly with important human characteristics or

questions of value.

c) Subjects of concern to the adult public upon which humanists and the

humanistic disciplines can fruitfully and appropriately comment - such as

love, death, law, justice,ethical concerns broadly, and science and

human values.

4. Projects must be designed to reach a broad national adult audience

and must provide some assurance that national distribution is likely.

In a limited number of instances the Endowment will encourage and accept

proposals which are clearly designed for a specific regional adult

audience, but which may be of value to audiences in other sections of

the country.

5. Formats which seek to test new ways of reaching a broad adult audience

with the humanities will be most welcome.

Types of Grants 

The Media Program will primarily provide grants for the following:

1. Development Grants: Applications for a small development grant with

which to finance the research and writing of a full treatment or script.

These applications ordinarily come from institutions but are accepted

from individuals (experienced producers, directors and writers), to

finance script development aimed at using resources in the humanities,

for possible distribution via film, television or radio.
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2. Pilot Grants: Applications to finance the full production of a pilot

film or program, in the case of a projected series. Generally, applica-

tions for pilot funding follow a successful application for development,

but they are not restricted to projects which were developed with Endowment

funds. The application may also include a request for funds to further

develop scripts and treatments in a series.

3. Production Grants: Applications to finance the full production of a

single film or program, or an entire series. Although the Endowment will

accept applications for total funding of the production of a project, it

does encourage applicants to seek matching funds from other sources in

support of the project. Further information appears later under the

heading, Gifts and Matching. 

4. Acquisition Grants: Applications for a limited number of grants in

support of the acquisition of existing programs or films which are

clearly designed to advance an understanding of knowledge drawn from the

humanities. Such programs should have the kind of critical and popular

appeal exemplified by the NEH supported presentation of the BBC produced

"War and Peace."

5. Planning Grants: In addition to the normal grant activities listed

above, the Media Program has made a limited number of grants which test

the relationship between humanistic scholars and media professionals in

the development of long-range public uses of, the resources of the

humanities.
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From selected public broadcast organizations across the country, and at

related non-profit organizations, the Endowment invites applications 
to

create on-going groups of humanistic scholars and production personnel

who can develop humanities programs in new formats, and who can find

ways in which humanists and the best available production talent (both

commercial and public broadcast) can cooperate to develop high-quality

humanities programs.

On a selected and experimental basis also, the Media Program invites

applications from production and cable television organizations which

seek new ways to provide access to the humanities by the adult public
,

via cable television.

Criteria for Grant Awards

All applications to the Media Program will be evaluated in terms of the

following:

1. Does the proposed project offer a significant contribution to the

general public's use and understanding of knowledge drawn from the

humanities?

2. Is the subject perceptively approached, and does it reflect the

thoughtful use of resources from the humanities?

3. Does the project command the resources of craftsmen and production

personnel highly qualified in the relevant medium?

4. Is there clear evidence of effective cooperation between experts in

the humanities and in the media?

5. Is the format clearly thought out, imaginative, and suitable for

conveying the subject matter?

6. Will the method of presentation be attractive to a general adult

audience?
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7. Is the cost realistic in relationship to the significance of the

project and does the budget reflect the experience of the principal

personnel?

8. Is the budget clearly drawn and realistically considerate of potential

development or production problems?

Projects Not Eligible for Support 

Because the Endowment is charged with developing the humanities as sources

of insight into contemporary human problems, it is sometimes thought to be

concerned with "social action." In the very immediate sense, it is not.

Social activists and humanists, such as jurists and philosophers, may

Investigate the same existing situation, but they do so with different

motives: the humanists seek to understand; social activists to change.

Endowment supported projects, therefore, are directed at comprehension

rather than change; at objective research and reflection rather than

advocacy. •

The National Endowment for the Humanities does not offer support for

creative, original work in the arts - such as musical composition,

painting, the writing of poetry or fiction -- or for performance or

training in the arts. However, certain studies of the arts are eligible

for Endowment support, such as historical and theoretical studies and

criticism in the arts. Projects dealing with appreciation of the arts

may be suitable for support, but a severe limitation of funds available

in this area dictates such projects must clearly i.elate art appreciation
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to other fields of the humanities, rather than to fields of the creative

and performing arts. Thus a project involving the use of the arts to

illuminate and direct attention to historical or contemporary issues,

or a project designed to develop a broader perspective of a culture

by examining the values reflected in its arts might qualify for support,

while a project focusing on the arts as such, in one or another

historical period, could not.

(Inquiries about Federal support for professional creative and performing

artists should be addressed to either the state arts council in the appro-

priate state or the National Endowment for the Arts, Washington, D. C.)

The Media Program does not support proposals whose -emphasis is archival

collection or collation, or individual requests for travel to profes-

sional meetings. Neither does it support basic research proposals,

individual fellowships and stipends, educational planning, development

and production for institutions of learning, or projects which entail

credit for participants.

The Media Program does not support proposals where primary impact is

geared to a state or local audience. Neither does it support projects

designed to reach specifically youth or children, or which place heavy

emphasis upon youth or children to reach adults.

The Media Program does not support proposals which include the acquisition

of permanent facilities or equipment or for any training elements, such as

those related to increasing knowledge of or skill in film, radio and tele-

vision production.



79

10

Who Can Apply 

Applications to the Media Program will be accepted from any non-profit

organization or institution capable of involving competent scholars in

the humanities and fully experienced production personnel in a project

aimed at a general adult public audience. Applications from unincor-

porated groups with the same qualifications and capabilities will also

be accepted. The Endowment sees this as a broadened opportunity for

individuals and groups from the commercial broadcast and filmmaking

sector to apply their expertise and experience to the development of

high quality productions in the humanities. These groups must designate

a fiscal agent who will meet Federal requirements and be responsible for

monitoring and reporting the expenditure of Federal funds.

Application Review Process 

As with all Endowment programs, applications submitted to the Media

Program undergo a thorough review process prior to Endowment action.

Applications are submitted for review and evaluation by independent

scholars whose expertise is in the content area proposed, and by

leading practitioners in the relevant medium. They are then submitted

for both substantive and competitive review by a panel comprising

scholars, with broad knowledge about the humanities in general, and

distinguished filmmakers and broadcasters. Finally, the application

and the reviewers' and panel's recommendations are considered by the

National douncil on the Humanities, a group of 26 distinguished private

citizens who are charged by law with reviewing applications and recom-

mending what final action should be taken by the Chairman of the

Endowment.
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4 Cost-Sharing and Matching Funds 

Financial participation by organizations, institutions, groups and indi-

viduals is encouraged by the Endowment. Such participation may take one

of two forms, and may be subject to negotiation.

Cost-Sharing: The Endowment may require a more than nominal contribution

from applicants to the costs of any specific project funded through the

Media Program. The cost-sharing requirement may be satisfied by donation

of staff time, facilities, secretarial assistance or other services, or

other budget items such as indirect costs.

Gifts and Matching: A special provision of the law creating the Endowment

enables it to accept gifts of money in support of a particular humanities

project which has been approved for funding by the Endowment. The

Endowment then may match this gift with Federal funds in further support

of the project. Although an applicant may seek Endowment support for a

project's entire cost, the Endowment does encourage applications for

these "gifts and matching" grants, wherever possible, in order to provide

for funding of significant projects to the fullest measure and to provide

the greatest opportunity for private support and interest in the humani-

ties. It might be mentioned that to be eligible for Federal matching

funds, a gift must be made directly to the Endowment and only by

individuals or organizations neither connected with the project nor

current or Spending recipients of Endowment grants.
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MEDIA PROGRAM - 1975 

As the sole national agency charged with supporting broad public

appreciation of this nation's history, traditions and culture, and

in view of the high cost of quality programming in the media, the

Endowment views the Media program as a major agency priority: it

is intent not only upon expanding its ability to fund projects, but

also upon making these programs available to substantial portions

of the population who have not heretofore had access to the use of

media, such as the handicapped and the large Spanish-speaking

population throughout the nation.

Past Endowment-supported grants have tapped humanities resources

in such productions as "To Be Young, Gifted and Black," the

"Humanities Film Forum," "The Wright Brothers," and "War and Peace."

The educational and popular success of these film programs--the

"Humanities Film Forum" alone attracted one of the largest audiences

in public television history and its successor "The Japanese Film:

Insights to a Culture" is going to be broadcast by 225 television

stations beginning January 1975--points up the readiness of a vast

audience in this country for high quality films in the humanities.

Past Endowment grantees have been drawn primarily from non-profit

organizations and institutions, with the bulk coming from public

television stations. The Media Program's constituency includes
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246 public television outlets operated by 152 licensees, whose potential

audience is 76% of the public, or 167 million Americans. Research

studies indicate that the average public broadcast viewing audience

comprise. 30-35 million persons weekly. Its audience includes, too,

the 156 public radio stations operated by 140 licensees, with a poten-

tial audience of 64% of the population, or 130 million people; listener

estimates average 5 million per week. In addition, the Media program

has in the past, and anticipates for the future, applications from

40-50 independent film, television, and radio producers.

Past emphasis in the Media program has been upon major productions in

the areas of American history and literature (e.g. "The Adams

Chronicles"), but through initiatives in FY 1975 and FY 1976 production

in film and television will embrace other humanistic areas; already a

number of planning and developmental grants have been made, looking to

major production grants for programs dealing with aging, death and

dying; with rural and urban environments; with Japanese culture and

society; and with the concept of freedom and liberty as it relates to

our institutions and traditons.

In FY 1974, the Media program made twenty-six grants; the total cost

of the 81 hours of programs to be produced through these grants was

$7,435,000, at an average of $92,000 per program hour (combining

outright grant and gifts and matching funds); this cost compares

favorably with the current cot of commercial network production,

which is now averaging more than $250,000 per program hour.
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The expansion of film and television programs centered in the humanities

and designed for general audiences currently being supported in FY 1975

embraces four distinct approaches: a) support for development and pro-

duction of programs in the areas of history, biography and culture,

literature, and classical drama; b) development of a variety of concrete

projects which would provide continuity for the research, development

and eventual production of programs central to the humanities;

c) acquisition of television broadcast rights for existing productions

of humanistic import; and d) co-production with other funding sources

on projects of mutual humanistic interest involving cooperation among

scholars, writers, ploducels and acting talent.

Among those major projects that the FY 1975 program is supporting are

the following:

1. Production Grants: A biographical series on the Founding Fathers;

a major documentary focusing on the diverse aspects of "The American

Experience"; the completion of 10 productions of dramatizations of

short stories; two 2-hour productions of classic plays; and continued

support of on-going production work at specific public broadcast

stations to pilot and develop innovative film and television pro-

ramming in the humanities.

2. Acquisition and Co-production: One or more series consisting of

approximately 21 hours of such programs as "War and Peace," and

dramatic adaptations, with primary •distribution over the public••
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broadcast network; acquisition of a series dealing with the histo
rical

roots of the United States; and support for cooperative ventures by a
n

American public broadcast station and a British broadcast organizatio
n

for two 1-hour specials dealing with the American Revolution.

Mere showing of such films on television, however, does not fully
 meet

the Endowmert's purposes. Indeed, the very power of excellent film to

convey strong impressions requires that analysis of the film's con
tent

and approach be furnished by competent scholars. Accordingly, each

presentation will include careful introductions to establish a gen
eral

context; expert and lively discussions by scholars and critics will

also follow the programs. Printed material to accompany the programs

as viewer and teacher guides will be made available.

3. Radio: 

In continuation of its efforts to make the humanities available
 to

the broad public, the Endowment has begun to make a small nu
mber of

grants for radio projects in the humanities. Among those projects

that the FY 1975 program is supporting are a series explorin
g

changing values in the role of the community in our society; a 
series

of biographical dramas on the lives of outstanding philosophers
; and

a number of special programs examining the roots of our legal syst
em

and science and human values. •

46-795 0 - 75 - 6
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Senator PELL. Was there not another grant?
Dr. BERMAN. A gifts and matching offer is still outstanding, which

has not been met.
Incidentally, Senator, there have been a number of previous grants

which I will be happy to enter into the record from 1970 to 1975, of a
total of over $500,000, but for just two projects approved through the
regular competitive application review process.
Senator PELL. Does it concern you about the spinoff? What is your

4 view with regard to the creation of separate agencies to handle this
work?
Dr. BERMAN. Well, sir, we leave that to the deliberations of Con-

gress, with the assumption that the responsibilities of the National
Endowment for the Humanities will be recognized and be safeguarded.
We have a large program which is greatly detailed in the material

submitted for the record; but necessarily the two things, I think I
have to be very much complimentary about are humanistic scholar-
ship and education via film.
Senator PELL. Without pressing further on this, I adduce that your

position here is one of no position, basically.
Dr. BERMAN. I think it might best be stated that it wouldn't be

appropriate for us to argue for or against setting AFT up as an inde-
pendent agency.
Senator PELL. We will not press you any further.
Now, Miss Hanks, turning for the moment to the panel, and the ques-

tion of the media panel, and its control of the AFT programs. Do you
accord the AFT, in view of its remarkable record of success, really
the largest one of your various children within the group of the NEA,
do you accord them a greater independence in procedures than you
would to the normal operations under your different panels; or do they
have to conform to the same procedures?
Miss HANKS. It is difficult to answer that because we are in a transi-

tion stage. Before this year the American Film Institute was handled
separately from the other media programs. We received some criticism
on that because the special committee of the council that reviewed the
American Film Institute focused solely on the financial questions and
did not have film people. On the other hand, there were film people on
the council. On a strong recommendation of the National Council of
Arts, we asked the public media panel to look at the AFT budget and
make their recommendations. That is why the panel spent a day at
Greystone, and it was a very helpful conversation. The American
Institute's chief executives came and made available time of students
and faculty to work and discuss with the panel.
Their budget will be reviewed by professionals before council re-

view. We have to do that with all of our applications before they go
to council in February.
Now, if there is no question, it will be treated separately by the

media panel itself. It is a different organization and it is our single
largest grantee.

Incidentally, on that point, I wish to enter into the record that the
public media program this year funded some 130 organizations and
projects. And, furthermore, I think I should mention to you, how
great the pressure is. We have over $50 million worth of applications
in media alone every year. So we have heavy pressure from around
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the country which no one, includinn• the American Film Tnstitute,wants us to disregard. So it is an evolution time for us and I think itis a very good one. I think Mr. Stevens. and he told me himself, would
be very happy to put on the record his own pleasure at the meetingwith the public media panel. When was it. George, last week?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. December 2.
Miss HANKS. December 2.
Senator PELL. I anpreciate what you are saving. My own thought

would be that the AFT should be given. in view nf the integrity it hasdeveloped, certain independence, somewhat similar to the procedures
of the past.
I realize this is a transition. I hope the transition will go back the

way it was.
Miss HANKS. Senator, I think it will go back to the way it was if

this way does not work. It would appear from every conversation we
have had in the last month this is the way it is going to work.
Senator PELL. Let me ask both Mr. Stevens, from the viewpoint ofthe nrecent vor the time being. do you like the new procedure with the

direct supervision of the panel or the older procedure, either one of
you?
Miss HANKS. It is not supervision, sir. It is a preliminary review be-

fore going to our council, under your legislation, if I might say, and
we stick to this very strongly. We have no authority to control, direct,
supervise the internal actions of any private institution, and we abide
by this very closely. It is a review process.
Senator PELL. Let me get the reaction from the AFT. Mr. George

Stevens.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. I think there is a potential conflict. It is too

early to know whether it will realize itself. The public media panel has
a fixed amount of money. What they do not give to AFT, they can keep
and spend themselves directly on projects.
When we spoke with the public media panel they were extremely cor-

dial and interested in what we were doing, although each person said,
"We don't think we are going to have any more money." So, from that
standpoint, we find it as a potential conflict.
There are among us, and particularly home of the people who met

with the public media panel last week, a question of the balance of the
public media panel in terms of the variety of people on it, or lack of
variety.
As I say, we are willing to work that way and only mildly skeptical.

I think with Miss Hanks' strong support it will work very well.
Mr. HEsToN. I would like to speak to that too, Senator. I am con-

vinced of the concern and depth of Miss Hanks' concern for the Amer-
ican Film Institute. I am not certain, in answer to her direct question,
that the current method of, in effect, putting the affairs of the Ameri-
can Film Institute insofar as they are discussed by the Council, under
the public media panel.
The public media panel can reqsonably view, as you pointed out,

moneys assigned to film in the Endowment go to the public media
panel. You said perhaps more money should go to the American Film
Institute to fill the ongoing need, the need for more funds, that every-
one seems to agree are inherent.
Now, the public media panel would understandably be reluctant

to grant an increase in funds to the American Film Institute, or even
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to see them prosper when they could view that prospering as o
ccurring

at the expense of projects they hold dear, and in many cas
es projects

that individuals on the panel are directly concerned with.

When I was on the Council, and there were several coun
cilors from

film, it usually was appropriate, I took it as my own m
ethod of ful-

filling an enormous responsibility in making decision
s on grants in

various arts, some of which in disciplines with which
 I was not fa-

miliar, that those councilors who were professionals in
 the given art

• tended to speak the most. Isaac Stern, for example
, was extremely

eloquent in the cause of music.
Miss HANKS. In every cause.
Mr. HESTON. Quite true. His record is most distin

guished. I must

confess indeed what I have expressed to Nancy, a 
distress that in the

last few years the affairs of the American Film Inst
itute have been

in their overview from the Endowment have been lar
gely carried on by

people who are not film professionals. The watchd
og committee that,

was set up, and I do not mean that in a derogator
y sense, the commit-

tee that was set up for the AFT, being indeed la
rgely a physical com-

mittee, consisted not only not of film professiona
ls, but people who

were not professional artists at all. Now, I und
erstand the reason

behind this. Nancy explained it to me at the time,
 but I merely would

like to state that it gives me some concern, and 
I question whether

people who are not film professionals can effe
ctively speak for the

American Film Institute in the Council.

Miss HANKS. That was my point, if I might, Sen
ator.

Senator PELL. Please.
Miss HANKS. To Mr. Heston, that system did no

t work. The Ameri-

can Film Institute did not like it and the Nat
ional Council on the

Arts did not like it. And since Mr. Heston is
 not presently on the

Council, may I mention certain changes we have mad
e in terms of

our own operation ?
We do have many more panels. They are review 

panels and the

Council members, especially those in a particular f
ield, attend many

of the panel meetings. In other words, there are diffe
rent dimensions,

I would assume.
• We also have open meetings in terms of policy discu

ssion in every

panel. So anyone interested in film can go to the public s
ession and talk

with them about it.
Second, of course, we have brilliant representatives of f

ilm now

on the Council: Robert Wise, Rosalind Russell, Clint Eas
twood are

all located on the west coast and are very familiar with
 the Film

Institute. They could certainly participate in the public med
ia panel

and in the deliberations of the Council. So it is a different 
way of

operating. I cannot assure you, Senator that it is going to work
, but

we have got good will on both sides. I do not want the industry bro
ken

off from the educators and independent film makers. I will giv
e you

a 95-percent prediction that it is going to work.
Mr. STRAIGHT. We should add one statement, Senator, in respons

e

to Mr. Heston.
Senator PELL. Please.
Mr. STRAIGHT. It is that the Panel operates on the same procedure

as the Council, and that any panel member leaves the room at the

moment when any institution in which he or she has any personal stake
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comes up for review. So there is no self-interest operating in the panel,
or a panel member getting something for himself by cutting back
funds for other projects.
In fact, the panel book for the December meeting is 1,500 pages of

applications and the 15 panel members could not be participants in
all 1,500 enterprises.
Senator PELL. In other words, no member of the AFT board of

trustees would be a member of the media panel?
Mr. STRAIGHT. They could be a member but they would not vote on

the AFT application.
Senator PELL. Could they discuss?
Mr. STRAIGHT. Yes sir.
Senator PELL. I think it would be rather important speaking to the

AFT, for you to try and make sure that on their board of trustees there
is a member of the media panel so they can be fully familiar with what
you are doing and explain it to the panel.
Mr. STRAIGHT. There is, in fact, some overlap in addition to that.
Senator PELL. Out of curiosity I will ask Mr. Stevens, how many

members of your board of trustees are on the media panel?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Recently one member of our board was

appointed to it. It happens that it was one member of our board who
had misgivings about this legislation.
Miss HANKS. IS that true?
Mr. STRAIGHT. Yes.
Miss HANKS. IS that not wild.
Senator PELL. In any case, I want to thank Miss Hanks, Dr. Berman

and Mr. Stevens and their associates, all of you for being here today.
Mr. Heston had a long trip. I have already said how much I admire
the work of George Stevens and Nancy Hanks. The operation of
the Endowment is fraught with dangers and shoals and perilous
waters, and she its doing very well. Miss Hanks knows that I have
certain views about the arts which I have openly expressed. I think
she is doing a wonderful, wonderful job and I congratulate
her on it. I hope that with good will and with generosity on both
sides (if this bill does not get through) that a warm, good relationship
can be developed between the AFT and the Endowment. This is impor-
tant because long after you have left Miss Hanks, and you have
left Mr. Stevens, there will be other people coming along, perhaps
not as competent as each of you, and we want to continue to keep the
structure good for the arts, and good for film, particularly as it isour foremost pride in American art. I do not want to see a situation
of splitting up of support for Federal programs cultural endeavorswhich arguments of this sort do cause in the Congress.
I would thank you and hope you would stay around because thereis one more panel still to come, the panel in opposition to the Ameri-can Film Institute, Miss Camille Cook, Mr. Theodore Perry and Mr.Ed Lynch. And I must confess there are quite a few more, but wehave to limit the number arbitrarily and choose three people.
Roger Stevens I think has something.
Mr. ROGER STEVENS. One thing, Senator, I thought the meeting wehad the other day—I am still unable to understand why a certainamount—you recall we .started with the Art Council and we set a
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certain definite amount which has gone up each year. The only thing

I do not understand is why there cannot be 
Senator PELL. Frankly, if the bill does not go through and there is

not an amicable settlement, we may have to arbitrarily legislate in

a line item setaside which would cause Miss Hanks tremendous con-

cern. I do not think that is the real answer. I think the real answer

is a mutual agreement.
Did you want to respond?
Miss HANKS. As you know, I am in total disagreement with Roger

Stevens whom I admire in every other respect but that one thing. And

I want to thank you, sir, very much for your time. Please stay inter-

ested in us.
[The prepared statement of Miss Hanks and Dr. Berman follow:]
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The National Endowment for the Arts, as members of this

Special Subcomittee know, operates within the framework of

the National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities Act of

1965.

The Act encompasses all of the arts, encouraging each

art form to develop in relationship with others, and ensuring

that the Endowment's programs in support of each art form

will be conceived and carried out in the interest of the arts

as a whole and the publics they serve.

The soundness of this basic approach has been demonstrated

time and again in the course of the past nine years. In my

view, and in the view of the National Council on the Arts,

it is the key to our success.

Among the art forms listed in the Act are motion pictures,

television, radio, tape and sound recording. The Endowment is

charged, under the terms of the Act, with advancing these art

forms in a variety of ways.

In 1966, the Endowment began a program of grants to

invididuals and organizations for film, television and radio

projects. As part of this program, and following a feasibility
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study, the Endowment participated in 1967 with the Ford

Foundation and member companies of the Motion Picture

Association of America in the creation of the American Film

Institute.

The activities and the funding of the American Film

Institute have been matters of continuing interest to this

Subcommittee, to the Select Subcommittee on Education of the

House Committee on Education and Labor. The legislation pre-

sently being discussed seeks to give independent, legislative

status to the American Film Institute. I have, as you know,

testified on the bill in its earlier form, before the Select

Subcommittee on Education. My intention today, in my effort to

be responsie to your wishes, is to limit my prepared statement,

to a summary of the programs which the Endowment is currently

funding, and which it proposes to continue to fund, in support

of the arts of film, of television, video and of radio, and

to distinguish between these programs and the activities which

the American Institute now carries out, and proposes to

continue, under the legislation now before your Subcommittee.

In interpreting its legislative responsibilities, the

National Council on the Arts has recommended three basic

goals for the Endowments' programs:
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AVAILABILITY OF THE ARTS: To promote broad

dissemination of cultural resources of the

highest quality across the country.

CULTURAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT: To assist our

major cultural institutions to improve artistic

and administrative standards,and to provide

greater public service.

ADVANCEMENT OF OUR CUITURAL LEGACY: To support

activity among our most gifted artists, encourage

the preservation of our cultural heritage, and

advance the quality of life or our nation.

The Endowment's Public Media Program can best be summarized

in terms of these three broad objectives.

AVAILABILITY OF THE ARTS 

A. Programming in the Arts 

Film, television, video and radio are an important

focus for the Endowment, not only as art forms in themselves,

but also as communicators of the arts to all our citizens. Tour-

ing of art groups is an integral part of the Endowment's pro-

gramming to make the arts more accessible to more people. Yet,

despite touring, there are millions of Americans who might never

be reached by live performances. Therefore, in addition to

programs of creative development, the Public Media Program works

cooperatively with the other Endowment programs to make the arts

46-795 0 - 75 - 7
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more accessible.

Examples of projects that have received matching grant

support in the past include BOLERO, a 30 minute film about

the Los Angeles Philharmonic Orchestra which won an Academy

Award; AMERICAN BALLET THEATRE: A CLOSEUP IN TIME, a 90 minute

special featuring ABT in performance; YOUNG FILMMAKERS FESTIVAL,

a 60 minute compilation of award-winning animated and live-action

films by children; VIDEO: THE NEW WAVE, a 60 minute program

surveying the work of artists working with video; and ALVIN

AILEY: MEMORIES AND VISIONS, a 60 minute presentation of high-

lights from the repertory Of the Ailey Company.

All of the productions listed above have been broadcast

in prime time over the Public Television network.

Examples of projects presently in various stages of

development follow:

There are films to be made by or under the

aegis of state and regional arts agencies, each

highlighting the special cultural heritage,

activities and achievements of a particular

state or region. Showing of these films on
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local television will be encouraged, and

state arts agencies plan to put them to

many other uses as well. In addition, the

footage may be used in part in making a

major national film on the arts in America.

A ten-program series on the independent

film is being assembled, produced, and

distributed nationally for cable television

by the Cable Arts Foundation.

A major American Television Drama (KCET-TV)

series that will be broadcast on the public

television network is jointly funded with the

Ford Foundation and the Corporation for Public

Broadcasting. A major series for Public Tele-

vision on American dance is projected.

A major film, or films, for broadcast on national

television, that will provide a panoramic picture

of the arts in America today. This will include

footage from a variety of existing films; the

state arts agency films (described above); the

films on American song and dance (discussed below);

new footage covering "City Spirit" projects as

they take shape, and other new material filmed on

location in all parts of the country.
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A 90 minute film on American song for

television. A major television film in

the field of dance is also being planned,

complementary to the "Song" film.

B. Endowment/Corporation for Public Broadcasting Joint Program

This cooperative program (CPB matches Arts Endowment

funds) serves the objectives of both organizations by fostering

the arts on public broadcasting through symposia, experimental

art workshops, and arts programming. Grants are recommended

jointly by representatives of the Endowment's Public Media Panel

and of CPB. The emphasis is in the area of workshops, seminars,

and filmmaker-in-residence programs designed to encourage a

fuller utilization of the nation's artistic resources (by public

broacasting). In addition, actual arts programming is supported

and widely disseminated via public television.

C. American Film Series for Television 

Although both commercial and public television programming

testifies to the large audience for feature films, neither has

initiated a major tribute to the American feature film as an

art form.
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Through partnership with private funding s
ources,

a matching grant was awarded to KVIE-TV in
 Sacramento for

a series called The Immigrants which wil
l present the films

of American directors who immigrated from
 other countries.

Nine programs will include complete feat
ure film classics, most

never seen before on TV, made in America
 by directors such as

Fritz Lang, F.W. Murnau, Victor Seastrom
, Ernst Lubitsch, and

Billy Wilder. Similar projects are planned. In addition to

broadcast over the public television network, there will be

educational distribution with supporting s
tudy materials.

D. Short Film Showcasing 

In terms of availability, the short 
film is one of our

most neglected art forms. Theatrical distribution of shorts

is virtually non-existent which means 
that the majority of

American audiences never have an opp
ortunity to see a unique

and important aspect of cinema.

With the cooperation of theatre owners
 and distributors,

the Endowment is encouraging the exh
ibition of a limited number

of outstanding short films by independ
ent filmmakers in theatres

throughout the country. The Endowment is contributing print

costs, including blowups from 16mth to 
35mm, and fellowships to

the filmmakers who are included in the
 program.
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Films for the first year of this project have been

selected. The National Association of Theatre Owncrs is

cooperating and the films will be distributed by TI,entieth

Century Fox, United Artists, and Warner Brothers ar =thorts

accompanying first-run feature films.

E. Other Endowment Film, Television and Radio Pr cts 

Almost all programs of the Endowment have fil ad

television projects as integral to their programmi Examples

include many films on Artists-in-Schools, Expansio -2ts

touring, "Stations" (the film on preservation of r road

stations), design improvement films. There are of r films

for television like the one designed to show how c, .arative

effort among many interest groups and individuals c a make the

arts an integral part of the life of a community. This film

will be made available in calendar year 1975 to state and local

agencies, Bicentennial Commissions, cultural organizations,

and a variety of community groups. Television broadcast will

be encouraged. The film will be professionally produced under

contract.

CULTURAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT 

B. Regional Media Organizations 

This program aims at encouraging the widest possible

access to and participation in the art of film/radio/video
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throughout the country. The Endowment currently supports

programs in about 25 of these regional centers; it is anti-

cipated that there will be many more eligible for support in

the next several years. They are organized independently or as

part of a museum or university to meet the tremendous demand

for programs which 1) build new audiences through regional

cinema showcases and video exhibition centers; 2) provide

centrally-located media resources centers for research and

study of the moving image; 3) provide information to encourage

the development of creative film programming.

ADVANCEMENT OF OUR CULTURAL LEGACY

The Endowment has supported many programs in this category

including programs carried out under contract by the American

Film Institute.

A. Film Preservation 

The only kind of film in use prior to 1951 was nitrate, a

highly flammable, unstable substance. Transfer to acetate or

other permanent stock is essential to preserve America's rich

film heritage.
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Annual federal funding in the film preservation area, not

including administrative costs, is approximately $245,000

appropriated directly to the Library of Congress and an addi-

tional $230,000 in Endowment contract funds to the AFI for sub-

grants to the Museum of Modern Art, George Eastman House and

the Library of Congress. An additional $70,000 in contract

funds is provided for the AFI's own acquisition and preservation

of films.

B. Preservation of Other Art Forms 

The Endowment is funding programs utilizing films, video

and radio for documenting purposes -- i.e. in dance, music,

folk arts. The Public Media staff and panel advise on these

proposals, which are handled by offices in the appropriate

disciplines.

C. Fellowships 

1. Independent Filmmaker Fellowships 

At present, there are very few sources of funding for

independent filmmakers. $200,000 has gone to AFI

(contract) in Fiscal Years 1973, 1974, and 1975 for

independent filmmaker grants. Previously, in Fiscal

Year 1972, the AFI made 10 grants totalling $60,000.

With Endowment support in Fiscal Year 1973, 28 grants

were awarded at a maximum level of $10,000. Approxi-

mately the same number were made in 1974 and are pro-

jected for 1975.
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2. CATV Fellowships 

Although cable television has the ability to offer

diverse programming suited to the interest of individual

communities, little has been done to encourage talented young

film and media professionals to develop the medium to its

fullest potential. A program placing young filmmakers in

residence at CATV stations has been helpful to young graduates

seeking practical experience in the field and can be considered

an extension of their training.

This program is administered by New York University.

To date, nine filmmakers have been selected and matched with

9 CATV stations around the country. The participating

stations are located in: Bloomington, Indiana, Buffalo,

New York; Concord, New Hampshire; Dubuque, Iowa; Fort Lee,

New Jersey, Johnson City, Tennesee; Madison, Wisconsin;

Stockton, California; and Monona, Wisconsin.

3, Post Graduate Fellowships 

The Endowment, in a pilot program with six universities,

is giving selected students the opportunity to gain production

experience necessary to their professional careers. The

program is a three-way partnership between a host university,
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a local public broadcast station and a filmmaker. The

first stage of this program provided grants of $11,100 each

to six universities which provide professional training in

film and/or television. The fellowships are for a maximum

of nine months and include a living stipend of $400 a month

as well as overall production budget of $7,500. The

universities donate all equipment and supervision needed for

the project. The program gives the young filmmaker the

experience of bringing together the resources of a university

and a local public television station to create a new work

for broadcast while working within stipulated time and

budget limitations.

4. Other Fellowships 

Fellowships are given to filmmakers participating in the

short film showcasing program described above. Further,

some of the other Endowment fellowship programs directly

involve film, television, video or radio -- for example

those in visual arts, composition, dance -- and those

Endowment offices call on the expertise of the Public Media

Panel and staff.

5. Media Studies 

This program is designed to improve standards of study of

film and video art by offering support to educational institu-

tions to develop information for film and video study, and to

sponsor workshops, seminars, and summer institutes designed to
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bring teachers working in film and video together with

professional filmmakers and video .artists. In FY 1974, grants

assisted more than 20 organizations around the United States

in the development of film and video studies.

E. Research and Development/General Programs 

The National Council has stressed repeatedly t ! need for

"general program" funds in all areas of Endowment rrcgramming.

And these funds clearly are critical in a field as c -mplex (both

artistically and technically) and as rapidly changj . as the

media. They permit funding flexibility for projecl. Alich

do not fall into other categories because of their 2-yerimental

nature, or because they represent a totally new emerging area.

Examples of projects funded to date include partial support

of a workshop to experiment with choreographers and ':elevision.

Other areas include research fellowships and assistance to im-

prove the art of film criticism.

The programs which I have summarized have been

developed over the past ten years in response to the de-

monstrated needs of the constituency and the nation, and

with the collaboration and assistance of the National Council

on the Arts, the Public Media Panel, and the consultants

upon whom the Endowment draws for advice. The programs are

not of course an exhaustive list of all of the activities of

the Endowment in the public media; nor are they a final list

of the activities which the Endowment may undertake from
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now on. For the Endowment must, if it is to serve the

broad purposes set forth in our governing statute, be re-

sponsive to opportunities as they relate to all of the arts.

In summary, Endowment programs in public media

include support for:

1. The production and dissemination of television

programs and films which advance the art of film and

the media in general;

2. The production and dissemination of television

and radio programs and films which present all the

art forms;

3. Independent filmmakers through production

projects, fellowships and residencies;

4. Workshops, symposia and seminars designed to

further the understanding and use of film, television,

video and radio as art forms in themselves as well

as communicators of all the arts;

5. Regional organizations serving as exhibition,

research and information centers;

6. Research and critical analysis designed to

further the study of the media as art forms;

7. Preservation of endangered films of artistic

merit as well as the preservation of other art forms

on film and tape.
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In each of these areas, the National Council on the

Arts would anticipate that the Endowment would provide con-

tinuing support to individuals and to institutions.

In the light of this summary, and of the prov :.ons

of the legislation, the delineation of roles betwc the

National Endowment for the Arts and the American F . , Institute

should be clear.

The Endowment is predominantly a grant-making

agency.

The American Film Institute is predominately , Dperating

agency. Recently the AFI characterized itself as '. . an

operating and service-oriented organization. . As we

understand the legislation, the grant-making role of the

Institute is specific and limited.

As I noted in my testimony before the Select Subcommittee

of the House, grant-making and operating responsibilities are

very different and should not be combined in one agency.
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In concluding my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, I

should note my understanding that my views on the division

of roles are shared by George Stevens, Jr., the Director of

the American Film Institute. In his October 7, 1974 testimony

before the Select Subcommittee on Education of the House of

Representatives Committee on Education and Labor, Mr. Stevens

stated:

"I think it important to state for the record that

the American Film Institute does not seek the grant-

making functions which the Endowment presently carries

out."

We in turn would note that, in our view, the delineation

of roles which we have agreed to offer the basis for a fruitful

and collaborative relationship between the Endowment and the

American Film Institute.

Let me say for for the record, Mr. Chairman, that I am

greatly appreciative of your efforts and the initiatives

you have taken to advance in the best possible way the

concepts of the American Film Institute as a strong and

growing service organization and of the Arts Endowment

as a major resource for the encouragement of excellence in

film. I believe I have presented in my testimony a good

working analysis of how the AFI and the Endowment can cooperate,

with each serving specific and beneficial purposes. Within

the framework that I have outlined, I feel confident that we

A
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can work together without conflicting or duplicative programs.

Please let me also say that I want to remain flexible

in my own views as Endowment Chairman as these legislative

concepts and goals are further developed. And I want to

work in any way that I can with you and with the Congress and

with the AFI to ensure the best. possible solutions.
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STATEMENT OF DR. BERMAN

I am pleased to have this opportunity to testify on the film-

related activities of the National Endowment for the Humanities

and the relationship between this agency and the American Film

Institute.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the mission of the Endowment is

to promote and support the humanities and to develop effective

means of producing and disseminating humanistic knowledge.

Accordingly, while film per se is not our responsibility, we have

been engaged with it since the early days of Endowment operation,

both as a scholarly field of study (whose popularity is rapidly

increasing) and as a resource -- like books, television, radio,

newspapers -- for diffusing knowledge about the history and culture

of our own and foreign societies. Thus the Endowment supports

a variety of film-related work in each of its major program areas:

-- in education: the design of courses focusing on the

humanistic elements of film or utilizing film materials

to strengthen humanities education;

-- in fellowships: individual studies by humanists of the

historical, esthetic, and social aspect of film;
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-- in research grants: collaborative efforts to produce

archival and other resources which can be used by

humanities scholars; and

-- in public programs: the planning, production, and

acquisition of films and film programs suitable for

informal humanistic education of the general adult

public.

Even our Youthgrants program (through which we support

humanities projects designed by young people) traditionally supports

a sizable number of endeavors involving film research and production.

As the NEH Media Program, unlike the others just mentioned,

was established specifically to aid work in film, I believe that

I should describe it in a bit more detail.

NEH's Media Program has been in existence now for 7 years and

it has been remarkably successful in helping the Endowment to

carry out the mandate given to it by the Congress to get the

humanities to the broadest possible adult public in this country.

A substantial portion of the NEH budget is now committed to this

program (this yeai': $6 million). It represents a substantial

investment on the part of the public in films in the humanities.

It has been a complex, difficult 'program to' develop and has now

reached a level of solid effectiveness.
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Our Media Program has both acquired existing film and supported

the production of new film specifically designed to be shown on

public television across the country. Under the acquisitions

program such outstanding films as the BBC production of War and

Peace have been made available to the American people.

Next month a series of outstanding films from Japan will

premiere on American television with the support of our Media

Program. These programs are an elaborate effort to interpret

Japanese culture to the American people and will be hosted by

former Ambassador Edwin Reischauer.

The major portion of our film efforts, however, relate to

the production of new films in the humanities for public

television audiences. The Adams Chronicles are now in production

and will be available for the bicentennial year. An outstanding

new series of films comprising an Anthology of the American Short 

Story is also in production and promises to be one of the highest

quality film series ever available to public television.

Among the many other films now under production is a special

on William Faulkner being prepared by the Mississippi Television

Authority, a series of films on the concept of liberty being

prepared under the guidance of Charles Frankel of Columbia

University, and special efforts to deal with the history of

immigration in this country.
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The results of all of these efforts will be at least 111.5 hours

of humanities films made possible by NEH grants on television in 1975.

In addition, the capability of our not-for-profit grantees to make

films in the humanities for public television will have demonstrated

itself to be, in my opinion, equal or superior to the capabilities of

the BBC.

I might note that NEH is also making all of the films it supports

available with related educational materials to libraries, colleges,

universities, museums, and other institutions after they have been

shown on public television.

I hope that this brief description of our film program will be

useful to you and I would like to submit for the record a more detailed

description of the NEH Media Program and a complete listing of media

projects supported since 1967.

Turning to our current activities involving the American Film

Institute, I can summarize these very quickly as our relationship has

been very limited. Except for a grant several y2ars ago (to aid in

planning potential film projects on the American Revolutionary War

period), our funding to the Institute has been directed solely at

partially supporting research for two of the volums in the AFI Catalogue,

which will list all films ever shown in the United States. Detailed

information about NEH grants for this and the previously mentioned project

is presented in an attachment. •
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I should note in connecticrl with these projects that they were

funded by grants (rather than contracts) and on the basis of specific

applications reviewed and recommended by the National Council on the

Humanities as part of the Endowment's established "competitive review"

process. All applications, regardless of their origin, whether new

grants or renewals, must undergo this process in order to assure that

limited funding available for humanistic work be allocated to those

projects which are both the best designed and of the greatest potential

value to the nation.

Turning now to H.R. 17021, which, I understand, this committee

may soon consider, I have only a few comments to make.

Clearly the American Film Institute as presently conceived, and

as basically described in H.R. 17021, is different from NEH. The AFI

is engaged in operating specific programs while the Endowment is

engaged in grant-making. Substantively, the Institute is concerned

with the conservation of film, with the training of film-makers, with

providing an archives for American film, and with the documentation of

the history of film.

It is clearly not in our authority to train individuals as artists

or technicians or to produce or preserve artistic works. However,

the preservation and ordering of film resources as historical and social

records hnd the production of films for educational purposes are clearly
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a part of our responsibility and of great concern to us. We have

supported the AFT in its historical documentation work, the Catalogue,

in so far as its purpose was to provide a resource for scholars and

educators in the humanities; and while this work goes on at AFT, the

National Council would obviously not entertain applications for

similar work. Therefore, this area does not present a jurisdictional

problem. The matter of film production, however, probably

deserves particularly close attention by the Congress in order to

assure there is no overlap between a new agency, should the Congress

decide to authorize one, and the National Foundation on the Arts and

the Humanities, whose two Endowments have strong existing programs

aiding film production.

I would be pleased to resportd io any questions you may have.
• .
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Senator PELL. Will you forgive me and I will now go and vote. I
will be right back. I do hope that someone from AFT will stay here
in case there are questions.
[Recess taken at 12 :15 p.m. for rollcall vote in the Senate Chamber.]
Senator PELL. The subcommittee will reconvene and the panel I just

mentioned will come forth. If there is somebody else who feels
strongly on the subject, feel free to come up too.
I am under some time pressure. We only have about 20 minutes

and we will do the best we can in this short period.
I bring you greetings from Senator Javits whom I just saw. He

will try to come in if he can, but he is very busy on the floor.
Miss COOK. I have been asked to begin.

STATEMENT OF CAMILLE J. COOK, DIRECTOR, FILM CENTER, ART

INSTITUTE OF CHICAGO, ACCOMPANIED BY THEODORE PERRY,

PROFESSOR AND CHAIRMAN, DEPARTMENT OF CINEMA STUDIES

AT NEW YORK UNIVERSITY, AND ED LYNCH, PRESIDENT, ASSO-

CIATION OF INDEPENDENT VIDEO FILMMAKERS, INC.

Miss COOK. I am Camille Cook from the Art Institute in Chicago.
I have a very short statement and I will supplement it.
In the past 2 months, I have discussed this matter with several of

my colleagues, primarily midwestern film centers. I detect a consensus
of opinion that the powers and duties of the American Film Institute
should be subject to checks—to the same sorts of checks and balances—
that our Federal Government is working under.
An annual review of a grant application by the panel of experts on

the NEA is a very healthy check, one we support very much. And we
feel this specialized film panel is the most qualified body to make this
evaluation, rather than one composed of Federal officers and
legislators.
There is no question that the AFT should, in conjunction with the

Library of Congress, assemble the national film archive. It certainly
should be a showcase for film art in the capital. And it should circu-
late film programs to the regional film centers that wish to repeat the
national programing.
I define it very much as the National Museum of Film Art, and

subject to the same kinds of guidelines as our own museum. We exhibit
and we collect and, in our case, we also have schools, so we teach the
negative art.
The American Film Institute does all these things, but the bill also

gives them two other powers; that is, to commission or produce works
of art in the form of films, and to make grants to artists.
I think those two provisions are the ones I would address myself

against most strongly. I feel that those parts of paragraphs 2 and 3
of section 103 of the proposed legislation should be amended to limit
the granting powers and producing powers of the AFT.
Now, the supplementary comment is going to begin with a question.

Did I hear you, Senator Pell, suggest that one solution to the AEI's
problem is to divert some of the total moneys that are assigned to the
program away from smaller regional centers due to the national effort
of the AFT?
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Senator PELL. I will answer your questions after each of you hasmade your presentation; then I will know how much time we have.I have some questions of my own, too.
Miss COOK. OK, Senator.
Senator PELL. Let us get the formal presentations.
Mr. LYNCH. Yes, Senator.
I do not presume to educate you on the bill. I am delighted that youare so familiar with the mechanics of the problem. However, we feelstrongly that we are representing a community which is a differentand totally separate problem from what has been introduced so far.And I want to take issue with Mr. Heston on it, and I hope he is stillhere.
Mr. HESTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. LYNCH. He suggested that perhaps we only explain to representour constituency, and I think that that is unfair. I think certainly Mr.Heston represents his constituency, and our complaint might be, per-haps too well. But in our case, we feel that we are anxious to have Mr.Heston meet our constituency and we invite him to participate in anyof our activities as a filmmaker and as an artist.
We would also like to make another comment about so far in thehearing, which has been quite enlightening, and that is the absence ofstable financial support, which is supposedly the reason that we arehere.
I would like to introduce another reason that has evolved for thelack of financial stability and a result of the last 7 years which alien-ated and divided the film community. I do not think that can be theresult of lack of funds. Many State art councils have a lack of fundsand have a relatively solid and active film community behind them.My statement which I have given to you and which I will not read,but I would like to excerpt from.
The Association of Independent Video and Filmmakers, Inc., anorganization of over 250 independent professionals, including produc-ers, directors, writers, and technicians in film and video, we are op-posed to the bill.
Our members have worked in every phase of film, and we feel thatthis bill is about us. We do not imagine that we are the entire filmcommunity, but because we make films and video tapes, we have aunique opportunity to have daily contact with almost every part ofthe film community. Our members have been to film schools fromUCLA to AFI's Greystone, to New York University and Harvard.We know the various, but limited, funding sources. We produce thefilms and therefore we know the services. We must know the distribu-tion problems, from features to experimental, and we also must knowour exhibitors. So that way we feel that we have a touch with thecommunity that perhaps being administratively down from the topmakes it much more difficult. We are interested in the project. Butwe are also acutely aware of the advantages of a truly responsiveand representative national film institute.
There has been a lot said about the focus and it is my statement. Ithink it is unfortunate. I do not want to reiterate it. But I feel thatcertainly any new board somehow must be independently appointedand represent the national film community.
We ask for a GAO audit and we think it might be a prudent in-vestment in time and energy, especially if you take the time involved
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in the national film community and choices about the new board, th
e

procedures under which that board might be appointed.

I think in a sense this bill has been brought on very quickly, and

we feel that we might even, as an organization, ought to be able to

participate and suggest ways in which this institute might be able to

serve the constituency. In fact, our organization quite unanimously is

against the bill and feels that under the National Endowment it would

have a more accurate and fair representation. It can serve us

because, regardless of how it happened, I think it really is a vote of

confidence to the National Endowment and a general good feeling

about the way the National Endowment serves the community, and

we feel that we preserve that, that somehow we can work out a way

it can be continued with good feeling, unity, and growth in the film

industry.
Also, I gave to you a statement that we feel kind of gives you an

idea of what we are talking about. The film community, in addition

to the association, I have been asked to present a statement from the

undersigned that they feel also the bill is a mistake at this time. It is

7 years and $10 million after the AFI was established, and few organi-

zations have a less enthusiastic constituency.
The AFI has shown lack of responsiveness to independent film-

makers, film educators, film librarians, critics, independent film ex-

hibitors, film societies, and, in short, broad spectrums of the film

community in this country.
The AFI's failure in film focus and management have led to gradual

withdrawal of private foundation funding, funding by the com-

mercial film industry never materialized beyond a basic token initial

participation.
This bill asks us to endorse this questionable record and bless this

organization with Federal largesse. It would remove the AFI from

what little peer review exists through its current relationship with the
National Endowment for the Arts. We feel it would be wrong to

approve this legislation.
Gary Arnold, film critic; Judy Collins, entertainer; Roger Ebert,

film critic; Pauline Kael, film critic; Norman Mailer, writer and
filmmaker; Joe Morgenstern, screenwriter, former film critic; Susan
Rice, film critic, screenwriter; Paul Shrader, screenwriter, former
AFI fellow.
I am sorry I have one little thing I was able to get for you, which I

hope I can get to you in toto, which is an excerpt from the Markle
Foundation report because T feel it sheds a dramatic piece of light on
a problem which the AFI has had, which does not necessarily come
out so far in testimony. This study was a vast undertaking. I under-
stand the time thing. but this is a very short statement and it is from
the Markle Foundation which I was able to obtain a short section of.
It says:
Foundations are down on the API. Among foundations the API appears to

suffer a rather negative iniage, disapproving both its policies and its top manage-

ment. A number of them say they simply will not give money to the AFI. They

want nothing to do with it. This may be why some filmmakers who have ap-

proached them for matching grants to their AFI awards have been virtually dis-

regarded. The Ford Foundation, it might be noted, after its large initial grant,

has been conspicuous by its absence as a funding source.
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Senator PELL. Your statement in full will be put in the record at
this point.
[The prepared statement on the part of the Association of

Independent Vido and Filmmakers, Inc. as presented by Mr. Lynch
follows
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ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT VIDEO AND FILMMAKERS, INC.

81 Leonard Street, New York, N Y 10013 Phone 212-966-6930

December 11, 1974

Senate Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities

Washington, D.C.

Gentlemen:

The Association of Independent Video and Film-

makers, Inc., and organization of more than 250 i
ndependent

professionals, including producers, directors, wr
iters,

and technicians in film and video, is opposed t
o bill HR

17504 now being considered by this committee. 
Our members

have engaged in every phase of professional and 
artistic

endeavor in the moving image arts, including feat
ure films,

documentaries, commercial and educational telev
ision,

avant garde and industrial films, public servic
e and cable

television projects.

We feel that this bill is about us. We do not

imagine that we are the entire film community. 
But because

we make the films and videotapes, we have the 
unique ad-

vantage of daily contact with almost every pa
rt of the

film community. Our members have been to film schools, from

UCLA to AFI's Greystone, to New York Universi
ty and Harvard.

We know the various, but limited, funding sou
rces. We

produce the films, and therefore we must know t
he challenges

of production and the services available. We must know the

distribution problems, from features to experim
ental, and

we must know our exhibitors through whom we ult
imately

reach our audiences.

We are acutely aware of the advantages of a

truely responsive and representative national 
film institute.

Since its inception in 1967, the AFI has focuse
d

its energy and money on the Hollywood commercia
l industry,

failing to carry out its responsibilities to th
e much

larger, and frankly, much needier film commun
ity existing

across the country. As the Educational Film Library (EFLA)

stated concerning this proposed legislation:

"The art of film in the United States is richer

and more varied than in almost any other nati
on,

and.. .encompasses not only the traditional Holl
y-

wood dramatic feature, but also documentaries,



120

2

instructional films, experimental works by
cinema poets, children's films, short enter-
tainment and informational films. There is
also the whole area of television and video--
critically important aspects of our moving
image culture today."

We feel strongly that if the American Film
Institute is to receive direct federal funding, then it
must reflect the needs of the national film community.
Its Board of Directors, which until now has been drawn
almost exclusively from the Hollywood-based commercial
industry, must change. The legislation must guarantee
that the new Board of Directors represent the whole film
community, both regionally and occupationally. The
Board must be independently appointed and drawn from
a variety of sources, including artists, librarians,
educators, archivists, and scholars. The present
provision in the draft legislation that the old AFI
board simply appoint the majority of the new board is
totally unacceptable.

Another part of the proposed legislation that
is crucial to the future of the film and video artist is
the provision that the AFI would have the power to give
grants to "...persons who demonstrate particular promise
as filmmakers." Without stringent and detailed guidelines
(the bill has none) we feel that the AFI should not be
given grant-making authority. It is interesting to note
that the Endowment felt constrained to put their present
grant money for filmmakers into a contract so that the
AFI would have to distribute a fixed amount.

In a letter to Senator Javits we asked for a
General Accounting Office audit of the past fiscal per-
formance of the AFI. We feel that this would be the best
indication of their working priorities, and would also be
a reasonable_ basis for a commitment of public funds.
The legislation, as now written, amounts to an endorsement
of the existing AFI at a time when each expenditure by
Congress must be examined or weighed against the needs of
the whole country. Until the completion of such an audit,
the AFI would be best kept under the funding jurisdiction
of the National Endowment.

If the "new" AFI truly represents the national
film community, then it could become the single most im-
portant factor in encouraging the thousands of people who
work in film, and the millions of people who watch them.

- t...,
Ed Lynch, President
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ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT VIDEO 'AND FILMMAKERS. INC.

81 Leonard Street, New York, N Y 10013 Phone 212-966-6930

October 7, 1974

Select Subcommittee on Education
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

Gentlemen:

The Association of Independent Video and
Filmmakers, Inc., would like to go on record against the
proposed legislation, HR 17021, that would set up a
separate funding agency for the American Film Institute
and remove it from the funding jurisdiction of the
National Endowment for the Arts. We feel that the
effect of this proposal would be to give the "new"
Institute a favored position in the field without
evidence that it has the support of the people in the
field.

We are an organization of over two hundred
film and video artists and craftspeople. We have not

been surveyed. We have not been consulted. We consider

the difference between the present funding alignment and
the proposed one to be profound. The extraordinary
issues raised by this proposal deserve more time for
investigation and research.

In fact, the brief period of time between the

introduction of the bill and these hearings did not
allow us to prepare an appropriate response, either on
the real needs of the field, most of which are not in
dispute, or on the performance of the American Film

* Institute during the past seven years.

There is a vast amount of evidence that needs

to be consulted. There is a new study on Independent
Filmmakers, commissioned by the Markle Foundation, that
engaged far ranging questions about the health and wel-
fare of the Independent, from funding through distribu-

tion. There are other organizations that might also
like to have a special funding advantage, or which, at
the very least, would like to be consulted on how this
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legislation would affect their efforts in film and video
arts. There are many artists who have had experiences
with the AFI and other funding sources, who could be
helpful in planning the future of the American Film
Institute and other broader film and video alternatives.

The simple fact is that there is widespread
dissatisfaction, among filmmakers, with the American
Film Institute. The cause for that dissatisfaction
might superficially seem to be a general lack of funds.
But it is clear that other funding sources, also with
limited funds, such as state arts councils and the
National Endowment, do not have the same reputation as
the AFI. The cause of the dissatisfaction must be
investigated. The lack of foundation support is con-
spicuous; the withdrawal of Ford Foundation funding
needs an explanation.

We will not argue that film and video are not
a special case. But any new legislation must be founded
on a clear understanding of the past and an extraordinary
vision about the future. We know from our own struggles
that this proposal is a clear reflection of a need. But
we are also convinced that the best minds have not been
consulted and that the appropriate research is not in
evidence. We are ready to assist in supporting or plan-
ning a truly open, service-oriented, nationally funded
.film organization.

Toward that end, the Association of Independent
Video and Filmmakers recommends that the Select Subcom-
mittee on Education:

1. schedule additional hearings as a funda-
mental expression of fairness and intention to
allow full participation by its constituency,

2. make a commitment to a basic understanding
of the whole problem of independent expression in
film and video, and insist that any recommended
legislation be consistent with the needs of the
whole field,

3. compare the film assistance programs of
other governments, with special emphasis on priori-
ties and independence,

4. insist that any organization that will
receive the benefit of special government funding
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have the support of its constituency and of the
people in the field,

5. ask, or commission an impartial body to
ask, the pertinent questions about the past perform-
ance of the American Film Institute, both from the
viewpoint of the filmmaker and the policy maker,
and

6. ask other film organizations to participate
with them in the planning of any legislation, as a
reasonably prudent way to gain support and to avoid
devisive competition and duplication.

Sincerely,

ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT
VIDEO AND FILMMAKERS, INC.

Ed LynchLynch
President

EL:dcc
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ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT VIDEO AND FILMMAKERS, INC.
81 Leonard Street, New York, N Y 10013 Phone 212-966-6930

CONTACT: STEPHEN GYLLENHAAL, /

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE-- November 18, 1974

The Association of Independent Video and Filmmakers,

Inc., an organization of more than 250 independent professionals,

including producers, directors, writers, and technicians in film

and video, is opposed to bill HR 17021 now pending before Congress.

The bill would create a "new" American Film Institute (AFI),

removed from the funding jurisdiction of the National Endowment

for the Arts, and financed directly by the federal government.

Since its inception in 1967, the AFI has concentrated

its energy and money in the Hollywood commercial industry, failing

to carry out its responsibilities to the much larger segment of the

'film community existing across the country--a community which also

includes independent film and video professionals, film and tape

librarians, archivists, critics, and educators.

From 1967 to 1971, a mere five per cent of the total 4

AFI budget was spent on national research and publications

($450,000). In the same period, only five per cent went to

coordination of national education, and by 1974 that amount had

dropped to two per cent ($61,000). On the other hand, the Center

for Advanced Film Studies (Greystone Mansion in Beverly Hills)

received over $2,100,000 from 1967 to 1971--over twenty-five per

cent of the AFI budget. In 1971, nearly the entire AFI research

-MORE-

xxxxxxxx xxxxxxxx
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and library departments were fired without warning. The reason

given was to save $42,000 in salaries. At the same time, the AFI

feature film, In Pursuit of Treasure, was given over $250,000 and

was never released. These are clearly examples of misplaced

priorities.

We feel strongly that if the American Film Institute is

to receive an immense infusion of direct federal money, then it

must become responsive to the needs of the national film community.

Its Board of Directors, which until now has been drawn almost exclu-

sively from the Hollywood-based commercial industry, must change.

A new bill must be drafted or the present bill amended to guarantee

that the new Board of Directors represent the national film

community, both regionally and occupationally, and that this

representation continue for as long as the AFI exists.

If this does not happen, and if bill HR 17021 is passed

without major changes and without stringent guarantees of fair

representation on the AFI Board, then the laudable goals of the

American Film Institute may well continue to be lost in the mis-

placed priorities of the past.

On the other hand, if the new AFI Board truly repre-

sents the national film community, and if its policies are honest

and open to criticism and change, then the American Film Institute

can easily become the single most important factor in inspiring and

encouraging the hundreds of thousands of people working in film

across this country.

# # #

46-795 0 - 75 - 9
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QUESTIONS .
ON

THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

1. How much money does the "new" AFI intend to ask from

the federal government each year?

2. Why must it receive its money separate from the

funding jurisdiction of the National Endowment for the

Arts?

3. With the inclusion of eleven government officials on

the Board of Directors as is proposed in bill HR 17021,

is it possible that the goals and policies of the AFI

will come under political pressure?

4. Should there be guidelines to protect the AFI from

political influence?

5. If the AFI is freed from the jurisdiction of the
National Endowment for the Arts, will it increase its

own extensive operations at the expense of its function
as a grant-making agency for others?

6. Should guidelines be set up to protect the AFI's

future grant-making policies?

7. Should the AFI have the right, as proposed in bill

HR 17021, to "undertake and coordinate, through contract

. . . the production of films for charitable, patriotic,

educational or other purposes," particularly when many

of these film projects will compete with those of inde-

pendent filmmakers, both for financial aid and for

distribution and exhibition opportunities?

8. Should the Center for Advanced Film Studies (Grey-

stone Mansion in Beverly Hills) be financed independent

of the AFI?

9. Should the General Accounting Office conduct a com-

plete and separate audit of all past AFI budgets?
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M. r. LYNCH. I do have one more thing, but I think I will let it go.
It is a rather passionate letter from Stanley Schlouder and if I do not
read it perhaps somehow it can be copied in the record.
Seantor PELL. It will be.
Mr. LYNCH. You see I have not been able to get additional copies

of this prepared.
Senator PELL. You get a copy.
Mr. LYNCH. Thank you.
[The material referred to was not available for inclusion in the

record at time of printing.]
Senator PELL. Mr. Perry.
Mr. PERRY. My name is Ted Perry, and I am a professor and chair-

man of the Department of Cinema Studies at New York University
in New York City.
I speak as a film educator. I have been asked to say that I can in

my testimony today also represent the Educational Film Library
Association.
I do not wish to bore you with my credentials, but since it seems

necessary to at least say in some way that I have a part in the film edu-
cation community, let me say just a few of my present responsibilities.

Senator PELL. Why do you not just put those in the record along
with your prepared statement?
Mr. PERRY. I will, and I will also submit for the record a brief

resume.
Let me move to approach my testimony which is divided into two

parts. The first part is my direct and immediate opposition to the
present legislation. But since, Senator, I have addressed to you a letter
and detailed the various aspects for the reasons of this opposition, I
will not read those at this time.
Senator PELL. They will be inserted.
Mr. PERRY. They will be inserted in the record and they are my testi-

mony. The Council also has a complete copy of all of the supplemen-
tary documents which are part of my testimony, which includes copies
of articles in all film magazines which I am familiar with and mailed
earlier and sent to various committees letters from such people as the
President of the Film Society of New York City and so on.
But this folder that the Council has contains all the letters and

articles and other pieces of material that is related directly to our oppo-
sition to the proposed legislation.
Senator PELL. Thank you.
Mr. PERRY. I think I can sum up, if you do not mind, my own opposi-

tion to the legislation by saying really two things, and I will try not
to read these.
On the one hand we feel there are a number of laudable things that

the AFT has done. We feel in many cases those laudable .activities have
been under the, I will not say pressure, but under the direct urging of
some of the fund-giving sources. I am thinking particularly of film
preservation, giving awards to independent film makers and the cata-
loging of American films. At least one section is already published.
What I say on the other hand is when the AFT is not working under

contract, as it is in most eases, and when it is using its own funds,
it tends to set priorities which are different from those which some of
us in the film industry think are fairly important.
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In other words what I am saying is when given money in the past
it made certain choices about how to use that money. The Beverly Hills
Center is one case in point. The Washington Theater is another case
in point. What I am saying is that the money the AFT has used and
has decided to use and has set certain priorities and then used, has been
to serve what I would consider the least views of the community and
not the many.
I am not trying to set up a dichotomy between the Hollywood film

industry and the independent film maker because I do not think that
is particularly relevant. I happen to be a lover of and movie buff on
both sides.
But if these assertions are true, Mr. Chairman, and I think I have

some documentation to substantiate it, then what shall we do with the
present piece of legislation? What I would like to do in the few
minutes remaining is suggest, although to say on the first hand that
I am opposed to this legislation, to say that if there is some sympathy
in the House and they vote 25 to 1 in favor of the bill, if there is some
sympathy for the bill, I would like to suggest the following amend-
ments:
No. 1, where the House bill dropped two members from the public

sector, I would like to have those replaced and I would like to make
two suggestions: First, the secretary of the Smithsonian and second
the Director of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for
Scholars.
I am speaking now, the only bill I have is 17021 revised by 17504.
Where the present bill calls for the Library of Congress, I would

think it more appropriate to appoint the heads of those particular sec-
tions of the Library of Congress who is himself an eminent authority
of film preservation.
Where the present bill calls for the Archivist of the United States,

I would ask that you consider appointing there or substituting there
the head of the audio-visual section of the National Archives.

There, again, we have an eminent authority in the area of the
materials.
I have another suggestion which I will not read. Where the present

bill calls for the present AFT board which is so dominated by the
commercial theatrical motion industry, and I understand many rea-
sons for that, fundraising reasons, where the present bills calls for
that board to select 12 new members of the board, I would ask you to
consider some alternative, this is really the crux of my testimony,
which does not allow for such automatic succession, and here are
several possibilities:

First, the President of the United States could be asked to appoint
these 12 members, be advised, given representation, not only com-
mercial and theatrical motion picture industry, which must be repre-
sented on that board, but also nontheatrical, independent film and
video artists, film educators at all levels, film librarians, and independ-
ent film exhibitors. Nominees for these 12 board members could be
submitted by board members of leading film community organizations,
namely: The present AFT board, the National Association of Media
Educators, the Educational Film Library Association, the Association
of Independent Film and Video Artists, American Federation of Film
Societies, Society of Cinema Studies, University Film Association,
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Board of Trustees, Museum of Modern Art, New York City, Com-
mittee on Film and Television Resources and Film Society of Lincoln
Center.
To briefly summarize what I am saying, there are some organiza-

tions which could be asked to nominate two persons, certain names, and
the President could select from among them people to serve on the
•board.
That is one suggestion.
Senator PELL. Our time is running out. Could this not be submitted

in writing? As you see, I am the only Senator here and I would like
to exchange dialogue with you.
Mr. PERRY. All right. Could I make just one other point? May I?
Senator PELL. Sure.
Mr. PERRY. I think it also possible that the public sector member of

the board to be delineated in the present bill, the Library of Congress
could be allowed with the current AFT board chairman to select 12
other additional board members. That is one other possibility.
The thrust of all this is to say that I am hoping that the new board

will be as representative and responsive as possible.
Senator PELL. You may have gathered from questioning, I think

Congress would feel very much the same way.
Mr. PERRY. Let me say one last thing, and that is to say that one

other alternative to this entire process, or one other amendment to the
present legislation would be to say if the U.S. Government wishes to
have a conservatory for training of filmmakers, and I think that is
important, most of whom will go directly into the film industry, al-
though there is some question about the virtue of using public funds
to support industry, and it also wishes to have a National Film
Theater in the city of Washington, I personally would be willing to
support legislation which created a new AFT whose primary functions
were to run and advance the Conservatory and the National Film
Theater.
In such a circumstance, I think it necessary to clarify the role of

the Center in Beverly Hills and clarify the role of the National Film
Theater in Washington. But I also think that if that is the case, if
we give moneys to the AFT to support a conservatory and the National
Film Theater in Washington, that they must relinquish any attempt
at a primary role in film education, nontheatrical film, and so on,
and apply it on a competitive basis with other organizations.
I am sorry to rush my testimony, Mr. Chairman, but all of this ma-

terial is included in my prepared statement which I submitted for the
record. I appreciate your time and patience.
Senator Pell. I apologize too for the fact we have a roll call vote

and the time pressures that are here.
I had a very good question from Ms. Cook. If a set amount of money

and more goes to the AFT then there could be less for other outside
distribution with level funding. My hope is that the total funding
amounts will continue to grow and this is exactly what I have been
pressing on for a good many years. You cannot divide a dollar into
more than 100 pennies, and this is one of the very real problems.
Ms. Cook. I think the implication was a higher percentage, was it

not?
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Senator Pell. At the moment with the prices as they are, it would be
a higher percentage this year.
MS. COOK. it seems to focus national funds in two cities, the edu-

cational center in Greystone and Washington, D.C. and leave the rest
of the country poverty-stricken in the area of film.

Senator PELL. I think you have a valid point there and I would
hope that if the AFT received more funding that it would recognize
that fact and would spread it throughout the whole film constituency,
amongst people represented by you. I think basically your general
objectives are very much the same. But it is a question of dollars and
communications and being in touch with each other.
Let me return to the problem that plagues me, that is the passage

of this legislation. As I understand the thrust of the three of your
statements, you are opposed and you prefer that this bill not pass, and
that things remain as they were. However if it were passed, you make
certain suggestions. Mr. Perry in particular, suggests that we examine
the bill carefully, and cautions against having the coopting group of
trustees, although you then face the problem of how to raise the
money?
I do not know whether to ask Mr. Stevens to make any specific reply,

if you can do it in a couple of minutes, to these statements, please
feel free to do so, or Mr. Heston.
Mr. LYNCH. In my complete statement it is a little more clearly

stated that the problem of succession of the board is crucial to the bill.
And problems of this nature can be ironed out. And the vital question
here is can we unite the film community behind a national organiza-
tion? Can we evolve regional and national interests to the point where
everybody can support it? I think we need introduction of independent
appointees to the board in order to feel that we participate in the
National Film Institute. That provision is crucial.

Senator PELL. I think this is a matter that is separate from the
legislation before us.
Mr. LYNCH. The legislation provides for an appointment directly

from the old AFT board into the new 
Senator PELL. If the legislation is not passed, this is a problem Mr.

Stevens should face up to and, I would hope, put on his board or have
appointed to his board some representation from your groups. How
many people represented by you are on this board now?
Mr. LYNCH. I think we have one independent film maker and John

Cordius is in correspondence, but actually testified against the bill,
who is on the board.
Senator PELL. How many people are on your board, Mr. Stevens?
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. There are 39, Senator. This comes directly to

the problem. Nancy Hanks wants the film industry to support the
American Film Institute. It was created with the idea it would be
primarily supported by the Government. From the beginning they had
independent film makers on the board. We have three, four, or five
types.

Senator PELL. This is an important point. You say, "three, four, or
five."
Mr. LYNCH. Excuse me, sir, I thought you asked specifically from

our membership. There are several film makers from that category. We
are supposed to represent all film makers. We are a specific organiza-
tion with a large constituency.
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Senator PELL. Who do you represent?
Mr. LYNCH. We are a fairly new organization, but we do represent

a large constituency, but it is a voluntary membership group, you
know. Some are either not reached or are not participating.

Senator PELL. I think four or five representatives maybe not from
your group, but of your viewpoint would be reasonable—
Mr. LYNCH. That is a reasonable question. You see John Hancock

already testified for the bill and, in a certain way, you can pick people
from categories, you know, with titles, but that does not really talk
about philosophies. It is just like saying all senators or all politicians
think a certain way. Independents invariably do not think the same
way. It has been a very difficult organizing job to ask people who agree
on a few fundamental things. We do feel in our group and I think we
have the largest active and most vocal group at this particular point
that this is not in the interest of the independent film makers, but still
what we are saying is do not pass the bill, but let us talk about it, be-
cause National Film Institute is a valid part, and we need it.
Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, if I could just add, I overlooked—
Mr. HEsrox. I think your question, your comment, rather, on the

testimony by Miss Cook, Mr. Lynch and Mr. Perry, was very cogent.
Our problem is, I think, one of communication. Surely we all seek to
serve the film industry in this country. It is ridiculous for us to throw
rocks at one another and say "You don't speak for more than 200 peo-
ple." The aim of the American Film Institute is to fill a national
priority, but it was of groups such as this group that is now testifying,
that I was thinking when I said: "We are failing to do more than send
distant signals to groups with whom we should be in vital, constant
communication."
I view our failure to communicate more effectively, to work more in

concert with their aims as they see them, however, not as a difference
of philosophy; not of a dismissal of their values, but as an inability to
mount programs with the funding we now have by Mr. Perry's state-
ment a moment ago, that the independent film makers are a very di-
verse discipline. They speak for 200, as they say, that have entirely
different points of view and, indeed, different geographical—we want
to speak to them too.

Senator PELL. What about these so-called underground or porno-
graphic films? Are they part of this group too? Do they get repre-
sented or not? Lewd film makers.
Mr. 11EsroN. I do not know.
Senator PELL. They are in a sense.
Mr. PERRY. I think in the vernacular underground and pornographic

are two different things.
Mr. HESTON. Pornographic is underground but underground is not

necessarily pornographic.
Senator PELL. Would they be members of your group?
Mr. LYNCH. We are not exclusive, but we do like to take a more

realistic plan and progressive plan. My own personal feeling is that
pornographic movies are degenerating. I think perhaps the Hollywood
industry should be asked whether or not the pornographic industry is
part of their industry.
Mr. HESTON. As a matter of fact, I can give you a specific answer to

that, speaking from my membership on the executive committee of the
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Screen Actors Guild, which recently at its national meeting passed a
unanimous resolution to continue not to organize or sign contracts with
pornographic film makers. I know your question was not entirely
serious but I cannot resist the opportunity.
Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, if I can ask a question ?
Senator PELL. Yes.
Mr. PERRY. This is perhaps a very naive approach, but when you talk

about wanting to serve a large film community, I think what is in
back of the minds of many people that I am not representing, but who
are my colleagues, is that if one considers the budget of the Center for
Cinema Studies, let us say it is $800,000 a year—I am not sure of
those figures—you correct me if I am wrong, and it serv^s maybe 20,
40, 50 or 60 people, and when you consider the possibility that that
same $800,000 a year could be used to serve hundreds of people in the
film industry, I think that is the crux of our problem. I am not against
the Film Conservatory. I think there should be one. We already have a
New York University, and UCLA, and I think the Government should
support such a conservatory. The AFT chose to use their money, and a
large sum of money, for the conservatory as opposed to some 
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Senator, I would like to comment.
Senator PELL. I think Mr. Lynch wanted to say something.
Mr. LYNCH. I feel anxious now because some of the arguments that

are coming out and clearly part of my testimony in the written sense,
and yet our coming out with questions here, I think it is important to
mention the fact that we are talking about an organization that is
not being formed, but is in 7 years of existence. I happen to have been
in film school at the time the AFT was formed. I happened to have
got a film institute grant. I happen to have been enrolled in the early
enthusiasm for a National Film Institute that was so broad and so
overwhelming that we have to remember that after 7 years it has
an enormous disaffection in the community at this point. And we are
not talking about some organization that is just about to do all of
these wonderful things. We are talking about an organization that
has, in fact, lost a lot of its affection in the community, not just by
a lack of funds. I mean that is crucial, but I would be really not rep-
resenting my constituents and the feelings of my group if I said there
was a lack of response.
Senator PELL. Mr. Heston has agreed with that. There is more need

for outreach on the part of AFT towards your group.
Mr. LYNCH. That is a delicate way of putting it. I appreciate it.
Mr. PERRY. I think Mr. Stevens wanted to answer the comment 
Senator PELL. Well, if you will let me run the panel, you have taken

most of the time so far.
Mr. PERRY. Excuse me.
Senator PELL. Miss Cook ?
Miss CooK. I think the American Film In4itute has an opportunity

to outreach in the form of regional film theaters, but I have been
present at several of the meetings where the hand was not taken. And
it is taken in a very effective way in terms of limited numbers of cir-
culating films have been eagerly- accepted by museums across the coun-
try, but to become subsidiary organizations of the American Film
Institute has not interested any of my colleagues.

Senator PELL. Mr. Stevens is going to reply here.
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Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. First, Miss Cook, concerning our intention to
have subsidiary organizations;  in fact, I think that so many of these
questions that are raised are two things: One, lack of exact or ac-
curate information of our intention in what we have done, and, fur-
ther, the basic issue, lack of funding to be able to carry out the very
programs you described, circulating program, advice and assistance
which we are anxious to do and have not had any funding and have
not been able to do.
Mr. Perry, in describing the general activities of AFT, remarked on

some of our projects which were funded from earmarked funds which
he admired and thought that was a good thing, yet; his final question
concerned the project which was funded by the largest amount of ear-
marked funds, the support of the Ford Foundation. Senator, it is not
on 20 or 30 people, but right now between 12 and 1400 people partici-
pate in its programs. And I think one part of what we are trying to do,
we now have a theater program that we think can be exemplary and
collaborative of other parts of the country. The Conservatory, the in-
tention is to expand what we are doing by way of publishing seminars
and information which is gathered there and to work across the coun-
try in what we call outreach programs. We have really built the engine,
and now the fuel is needed to reach out and make those services avail-
able not only to specific constituents, such as Mr. Lynch's, but to the
general public which has an appetite for a fuller and higher quality
film life.

Senator PELL. What cities, Mr. Lynch, have independent film
makers, besides Los Angeles?
Mr. LYNCH. In most large cities in the country. Some may be small

and driving a cab, but we actually have members in Seattle, Chicago,
Des Moines, Los Angeles and Texas. We have a constituency across
the country. I think we are beginning to understand what we are down
here on representation about.
That also goes hand in hand with the Office of Education, who re-

cently gave a grant for retraining film makers because they realized
they were in the poverty pocket. I feel that it is necessary to realize
that independent film makers do not necessarily concentrate on costs,
and yet the largest group of them were there. We are reaching out
some ourselves.

Senator PELL. Mr. Heston?
Mr. HESTON. I want to speak on this question of outreach that Mr.

Stevens raised, and which answered the need defined by Miss Cook,
Mr. Lynch and Mr. Perry. I am distressed that so eminent an educator
as Mr. Perry seems so anti to what we are trying to do, or views with
such pessimism our capacity to do it, because I have always felt that
the programs we have blueprinted and not yet funded, and not to do
more than barely bring them into existence, to supply film teaching
packages to any number, 680 some schools of film in universities and
colleges around the country can be a very unique teaching tool. For
example, we have available an ongoing program, a series of seminars
with the most eminent film makers in the world, which simply in geo-
graphical terms are not available, for instance to Mr. Perry in person,
but we can now make them available in print. If we had the money
available, we could make them available on video tape.
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Senator PELL. Let me ask a question, I think a great deal of this
is. a problem of communications. Mr. Perry, have you ever sat down
with any representatives of the AFT and discussed these problems
with them before?
Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, I was chairman of a steering committee

for the American Film Institute University Advisory Committee,
and I sat down for many hours with representatives of the Film
Institute and with my colleagues in the film industry, and we agreed,
as Mr. Heston said, on a number of things that should be done. I
must say that that committee has not met in over a year or a year
and a half.
Senator PELL. Perhaps there is a problem here that could be solved

by everybody making a little more of an effort in communication.
Mr. GEORGE STEVENS. Mr. Perry and I are having lunch on Friday.

His point is valid. These are things we want to do. The reason the
committee did not meet is that our application for funds to carry
out this program, we did not receive the funds and we were unable
to do it. It is again back to the financial matter.

Senator PELL. Senator Javits.
Senator JAVITS. One question I would like to ask, and I apologize

for not being here sooner, but I have been locked into the drafting
of an economic program for my party in the Senate, which natural-
ly has the highest priority.
The substantive point which you raise is very important to me: do

you or do you not, and perhaps we can get each of you to say some-
thing, feel that a separate entity of an AFT is desirable? Do I under-
stand that you are thoroughly dissatisfied with the way this outfit
is operated and that you are very concerned about how it will operate
on the theory that it will operate the same way; that is, a board of
directors will exclude you without guidelines that will guarantee
you what you consider to be a fair share, and without any accounting
for what has happened before?
But, assuming that all of that were satisfactory to you, do you be-

lieve or do you not believe that this AFT ought to be a separate entity
with its own financing from the Congress?
Mr. PERRY. Mr. Javits, my answer would be that I do not, and I

would like to give you the reason why. There is an addendum to
that answer. The reason is I feel my experience in the past is that
the National Endowment for the Arts and the media panels have
made more responsible decisions about the use of moneys for film in
the United States.
The addendum to that answer is, sir, is that if such a new AFT

could be constituted in such a way that, the board were representative,
responsible, knowledgeable, committed, and perhaps had an ability to
raise millions of dollars each year, I could support the separation. I do
think there is some danger in setting a precedent.

Senator JAVITS. Mr. Lynch?
Mr. LYNCH. Senator, we feel poverty stricken to a certain extent.

Hollywood last year had its best year in history. We cannot fail to
support a National Film Institute that would truly serve the film
community. We feel that this legislation would not at this point serve
the full national community. I think it is clear that certain provisions
in the way the legislation is written, which apply directly to, for in-
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stance, the procedure of appointing the board, who is on the board,
do not permit a broad representative community.
I would like to say that over a period of planning and over a period

of participation by the film community, and, frankly, through a state-
ment of genuine support by Miss Nancy Hanks for that program to
be an absolute prerequisite. I think if she feels any reluctance to al-
low the American Film Institute to step out on its own, either on their
funding ability or reputation, I think she should be consulted very
strongly and I would feel because of her ability to make the arts pro-
gram feel fairly representative that, therefore, her feelings about the
American Film Institute should also be respected, and she could be
the best barometer of a positive statement that, yes, this is an accept-
able separate institution.
Senator JAVITS. I take it, therefore, that you agree with Mr. Perry

that a separate and integral AFT, in his judgment, was not necessary
to perform the mission you have in mind?
Mr. LYNCH. Not absolutely necessary at this point, no, sir. But I

believe it can be a benefit to the national community.
Senator JAVITS. It could be advantageous?
Mr. LYNCH. It could be at some point.
Senator JAVITS. Mr. Perry?
Mr. PERRY. One portion of my testimony, which you were not able

to hear, was that I could support it if the activities of the American
Film Institute were to run and advance the conservatory in Beverly
Hills and the National Center in Washington.
Miss COOK. Senator, the people that I have spoken to have unani-

mously agreed that they feel that the American Film Institute, as it is
presently constituted, is best under the watchful eye of National En-
dowment for the Arts. Personally I can say if they were to be separated,
I would like to see two functions eliminated, which I stated before,
the grant-making function and the function of producing or commis-
sioning to have produced films.

Senator JAVITS. Who should have those functions?
Miss COOK. National Endowment. And any regional film activity

should be under the cover of the National Endowment.
Senator JAVITS. Well, thank you, ladies and gentlemen for your

testimony. If there is nothing else to come before the hearing, the
record will remain open for 2 weeks for any additional or supple-
mentary material which will be printed as an appendix to this hearing.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Perry follows:]



138

New York University

School of the Arts
Department of Cinema Studies

400 South Building
Washington Square
New York, N.Y. 10003
Telephone: (212) 598-7777

Prepared Testimony of

Ted Perry

Professor and Chairman, Department of Cinema Studies
School of the Arts, New York University

before the

Senate Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities

on H.R. 17504

concerning the

American Film Institute

'December 11, 1974



139

Mr. Chairman, my name is Ted Perry, and I am Professor and

Chairman of the Department of Cinema Studies at New York

University in New York City. I do not wish to bore you with

details of my experience and activities as a film educator,

but let me just list a few of my present responsibilities:

Film and Media Panel, New York State Council on the Arts;

Research Board, Speech Communication Association; Advisory

Council, National Project Center on Film and Humanities;

Advisory Council, Media Educators Association; Advisory Board,

University Film Foundation; Board of Trustees Film Committee,

Museum of Modern Art in New York City. All of these activities,

and others, are in addition to my responsibilities as a teacher

and administrator in the Institute of Film and Television at

New York University's School of the Arts -- a program which

includes some 1100 undergraduate and graduate students studying

for B.F.A., M.A., M.F.A., and Ph.D. degrees in cinema studies

and film and video production.

But let me not bore you nor be any more self-serving than I have

been already., With your permission I would like to enter into

the record my resume, which gives in greater detail my activities

as a film educator over the past thirteen years -- publications,

memberships, research, awards, etc. There is one parenthetical

note I wish to make, however. In the last three years, the
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Department which I chair has received a total of approximately

$6000.00 in grants from the National Endowment on the Arts, out

of a total of approximately $250,000.00 in outside funding. I ask

you to note this fact because in some discussions and in the

House hearings there was some implication that those who testified

against the AFI legislation were biased because they had received

large sums from the NEA or that they were members of the NEA

Public Media Panel.

That minor point aside, let me move quickly to the crux of my

testimony regarding the proposed legislation, formerly H.R. 17021

and now 17504. My testimony is roughly divided into two parts.

First, and very briefly, I wish to discuss why I am opposed to the

legislation. Second, I wish to suggest amendments to the proposed

legislation.

As to the first point, my opposition to the direct funding of the

American Film Institute, I feel that it would be redundant of ma

to go into all the reasons why I feel that such legislation would

be a mistake. Since October 8th, when I testified before the

House Subcommittee on Education, I have written various letters

and telegrams -- to members of the House and the Senate. Much of

that material has been sent directly to this Subcommittee. It

seems therefore unnecessary for me to repeat my objections to the
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bill. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter,

for the record, copies of several documents which detail the

reasons for opposing the AFI legislation and/or suggest amendments.

They include:

My October 8th testimony before the House Subcommittee

on Education.

An October 17, 1974, letter to Congressman John Brademas.

A December 8, 1974, letter to Senator Claiborne Pell

which includes: 1) an article of mine, 2) a statement

by the Association of Independent Video and

Filmmakers, Inc., 3) a copy of a letter from Mr.

Martin Segal, President of the Film Society of Lincoln

Center, New York City, to Congressman John Brademas,

and, finally, 4) a statement by the Educational Film

Library Association.

A mailgram sent to members of Congress by various members

of the film community.

A Summer, 1971, article published in Film Quarterly.

A Summer, 1971, article published in Screen, the Journal

of the Society for Education in Film and Television.

Copies of various articles which have appeared in Film

Society Review: (January 1971, February 1971, March

1971, April 1971, May 1971; this last issue reprints

an article from the Summer 1971 issue of Film Comment).

Copies of articles which have appeared in Variety:

(Hollywood, August 20, 1974; New York, November 20

and 27, 1974; Hollywood, November 27, 1974; New York,

December 4, 1974).

I submit these materials in good faith, gentlemen, believing that

you and your staff will take the time necessary to digest what they

46-795 0 - 75 - 10
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contain. You will find an abundance of criticism of the AFT over

the past seven years. You will find, moreover, a number of

specific statements from leaders in the film community voicing

opposition to the present bill. I urge you to study these

documents. They speak the words of the constituency which the AFT

is supposed to have served. And they speak harshly, with agonized

disappointment and crushed hopes. In a few words, let me try to

summarize these arguments, realizing of course that you will not

accept my summary for yoar own careful reading of these documents,

and that the substantiation of my summary remarks is contained in

the materials that I have entered into the record.

As I read these documents, I perceive the following areas of

concern:

1. In its seven years of existence, the American Film Institute
has shown a lack of responsiveness to the needs of film
educators, independent film and video artists, librarians, and
archivists.
2. The same AFT has evidenced distinct problems in management
regarding personnel. The alarming turnover in key personnel
would seem to be a strong indicator of mismanagement and failure
to set and support the priorities that a national film institute
is supposed to have.
3. The most laudable portions of the AFT programs have been
those in ,film preservation, cataloging and awards to independent
film-makers, and all of these programs were produced by contracts
with the NEA and other outside sources. The contracts seem to
have come into existence in order to protect these programs, so
that the AFT could not change these priorities and/or divert
the funds for other purposes.
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4. The AFI has seldom provided a central source of information

and leadership regarding film distribution, union catalogues

of all existing film materials, the establishing of regional

film study centers and cinematheques.
5. The AFI has rarely assisted teachers at the secondary and

university level with useful and substantive publications,

curricular materials and other teaching aids, just as it has

poorly provided leadership and assistance to film libraries,

museums and other organizations which use film.

6. The AFI wants to insist that is wishes to serve the film

community and that only a lack of funds has kept it from doing

so. I cannot accept that argument. It seems to me that the

AFI has selected its priorities and used its funds accordingly.

The problem was that film education needs were at the bottom

of that priority list.
7. There are currently two substantial research efforts being

conducted which should guide any decision being made in the

not-for-profit film area. The Markle Foundation is completing

the first major study of the independent film-maker and the

Committee on Film and Television Resources (with funding from

private and public sectors) is preparing a study which will

serve as a working paper for hundreds of local and regional

meetings designed to get maximum participation and information

from all sectors of the film and television field.

8. The inadequacies above, and others, lead many of my

colleagues and I to believe that direct funding of the present

AFI would serve to legitimatize an organization which has been

unresponsive and unhelpful -- not entirely out of a lack of

funds (it spent large amounts on a national film school in

Beverly Hills which has yet to be accepted for membership in

the International Federation of Schools of Film and Television)

but a failure to set national priorities in accordance with

national needs.
9. I also feel that the American Film Institute has failed to

play a large role in the education of the American film

audience. There is, it seems to me, an implicit obligation

to help American audiences understand the newer frontiers of

film-making. That too is an educational function which an AFI

should serve.
10. Moreover, I fear that this federal support might legitimatize

the AFI to such an extent that other funding sources would no

longer respond to the proposals brought forth by individuals

and groups, referring them instead to the AFI, and thus making

the AFI the film institution in this country.
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11. Moreover, I am deeply concerned about certain specific
aspects of the proposed H.R. 17504 (H.R. 17021), notably:

A. The constitution of the new board provides for
figure-head members of the federal government and a perpetuation
of the Hollywood industry dominated present AFI board, i.e.,that 12 members of the new board are to be elected by the present
AFI board. If a new AFI board is to be constituted, this is the
time to make absolutely certain that it is broadly based and
representative of the national film community.

B. The present bill gives the new AFI the right to receive
funds and to make grants in film-making and film preservation.
I am most concerned that these important areas, especially
independent film-making, are not high priority items for the
AFI and that vital funds for such projects as film preservation
might be diverted to AFI operational costs and/or the running
of the film school in Beverly Hills.
12. I also feel that direct funding of an American Film Institutemight subject it to intense government control and perhaps
censorship. The cancelling of State of Seiap, as you know, whichwas planned for the AFI Theatre at the Kennedy Center, was done
for political reasons presumably.

One can summarize these arguments even further by saying: 1) The

laudable areas of AFI activity -- in film preservation, awards to

independent film-makers, and cataloging of American films -- have

been done under contract and/or with the urging of those people who

were willing to give the money. On the other hand, when AFI set

its own priorities, the money went to an elite few, those training

at the Center at Beverly Hills, and for those in the Washington

area who could attend the theatre. In setting and serving these 

priorities first, the AFI neglected to serve adequately the enormous

film community around the nation which is so desperately in need of

assistance. We do not believe that the present legislation will
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lead the AFT to change its priorities. When given money in the

past, it made certain choices about how to use that money. The

same will no doubt hold true for the future. Thus the proposed

legislation could be a way of legitimatizing an organization w
hich

serves only a few and fails to serve the many.

If these assertions are true, and I believe these documents will

support such a view, what shall be done about the proposed

legislation? There is before us a bill which responsible members

of a House committee have deliberated and passed. Perhaps some of

you are favorably disposed toward the bill. Regardless of your

present disposition, however, and I can commend your desire 
to aid

the art of film even by having these hearings, I would ask you to

consider the following possibilities:

1. First, of course, don't pass the bill; that would please

many of us because it would mean that the AFT would still have

to be directly responsible, in part, to the National Endowment

for the Arts whose Public Media Panel we greatly respect.

2. In lieu of a defeat of the bill, I would support the following

amendments:

A. Where the House bill dropped two members of the new AFI

board, I would ask you to consider adding two new members:

1) the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution; that

is, an officer of an institution committed and experienced

in areas of public service; 2) the Director of the Woodrow

•
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Wilson International Center for Scholars; that is, an

officer of an institution committed to serious

scholarship in the humanities.

B. Where the present bill calls for the Librarian of

Congress to be a member of the Board, I would ask you

to substitute the Head of the Motion Picture Section of

the Library of Congress; that is, an eminent authority

in the field of film scholarship and preservation.

C. Where the present bill calls for the Archivist of the

United States to be a member of the new AFT board, I

would substitute the Head of the Audio-Visual Section of

the National Archives; that is, an eminent authority in

areas related to the archiving of audio-visual materials.

D. On page 4, after line 2, I would add: "Provided that

two members of the Senate are members of the Subcommittee

on Arts and Humanities, and the two members of the House

are members of the Select Subcommittee on Education."

E. Where the present bill calls for the present AFT board

(which is so dominated by the commercial, theatrical

motion picture industry) to select 12 members for the new

board, I would ask you to consider some alternative system

which does not allow for such automatic succession. Here

are several possibilities:
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1. The President of the United States could appoint the

additional twelve members of the new AFI board, being

advised that he attempt to give representation to the

commercial and theatrical motion picture industry, the

non-theatrical motion picture industry, independent film

and video artists, film educators at all levels, film

librarians, and independent film exhibitors. Nominees for

these twelve board members coald be submitted by board

members of leading film community organizations, namely:

a. The present AFI board
b. The National Association of Media Educators
c. The Educational Film Library Association
d. The Association of Independent Film and Video Artists
e. American Federation of Film Societies
f. Society of Cinema Studies
g. University Film Association
h. Board of Trustees, Museum of Modern Art, New York

City
i. AFI University Advisory Committee
j. Committee on Film and Television Resources
k. Film Society of Lincoln Center

Each organization would be allowed to nominate two persons.

The present AFI board would be asked to nominate six parsons

and the President of the United States would be asked to

pick at least three of those nominees. This would ensure

some continuity and also the representation of the

commercial, theatrical motion picture industry.
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It is understood, and obvious, that this is a selective

list, which could be augmented or shortened. I have

perhaps added too many New York City organizations because

I am familiar with them. I do think, however, even with

its regional bias, that the list is quite representative

of the many film groups in America.
then

The President would be a3ked
A
to select from among these

nominees twelve persons who best represented a cross-

section of the film community in the United States. The

legislation might further provide that the new board, at

its first meeting could decide to add, by a simple majority

vote, at least three additional members to the board.

2. The other possibility for adding the 12 additional

members to the new board would be to let the members from

the public sector (page 3, lines 14-25, page 4, lines 1-5),

including the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution and

the Director of the Woodrow Wilson International Center

for Scholars, plus the current chairman of the AFI board,

elect the 12 additional members. I would presume that

each of these parties would solicit nominees and

recommendations from their constitutents and the film
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community at large. (Perhaps the NEA could be asked

to submit some of the nominees, for instance.) Each

person could appoint one person or the group could

nominate and elect by a simple majority.

3. The other possibilty would be to insert, on page 4,

between lines 9 and 10 of the present legislation, the

following statement: "such members to represent various

aspects of the film community, including theatrical and

non-theatrical film production, exhibition and

distribution, film education at all levels, independent

film and video artists, film librarians and archivists."

Implicit in such an amendment is the realization that

the film community can, if unhappy with the lack of

representation, make that dissatisfaction known at future

hearings on subsequent appropriations for the new AFI.

As you can see, I am deeply concerned that the new AFI board

become a representative, active, responsive, knowledgeable,

responsible, end committed group of people. Despite all the

symptoms to he contrary, I am very much for an AFI, particularly

if it could serve the needs we have in film education, training,

preservation, distributions and other areas. I am not anti-AFI
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(unless, of course, the NEA Public Media Panel were weakened

and/or the AFI were so closely allied to the government that it

would be subject to censorship). I am pro-AFI, if that AFI is

truly representative of national film and television needs.

Having discussed at some length ways in which to amend the proposed

board, let me make further suggestions about the proposed

legislation: 1) I do not think the new AFI should have the power

to receive a budget and then determine how much of that budget

shall go to such vital areas as film preservation and awards to

independent film-makers. Our experience with the AFI has been that

it only commits large sums in these areas when contracted to do so,

and we fear that in the new AFI these areas may become low priority

items, especially where they conflict with basic support. I can

see a great advantage to the new AFI coordinating the preservation

of films but I think that the funds for same should remain under

the control of the NEA, NEH, and the Library of Congress, who will

not have to choose between such activities and basic operating

expenses. I feel that awards to independent film-makers should

also remain under the control of the NEA. 2) Lines 13, 14, and 15

of page 5 seem to me quite vague. They imply that the AFI will

become the central source for the production of government films.

If the Congress truly wishes one federal agency to become the

central production agency (a domestic USIA) the legislation should
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be written more clearly. My own feeling is that it would be

a mistake to vest so much political power in the hands of one

organization.

Finally, let me suggest one other alternative, or amendment, to

the present legislation. If the United States government wishes

to have a conservatory for training young film-makers, most of

whom will go directly into the film industry (and there is

certainly some question about the virtue of using public funds

to support an industry) and it also wishes to have a national

film theatre in its ca?ital city, I personally would be willing

to support, although not heartily, legislation which created a

new AFI whose primary functions were to run an advanced

conservatory and a national film theatre. In such
A
circumstance,

I think it necessary that 1) the Center in Beverly Hills clearly

articulate its relation to other advanced conservatories, such

as those at New York University, University of California at Los

Angeles, and University of Southern California, 2) that the

A national film theatre assume the obligation to teach as well as to

entertain it& audience (as the National Film Theatre in London does),

A and that 3) the AFI relinquish any attempt at a primary role in

film education, non-theatrical film, independent film and video

production, film libraries and archives, preservation, etc. In
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other words, one of the ways the new AFI could be made more

palatable would be if the congressional funding were limited

to the Center in Beverly Hills and the theatre in Washington.

In other areas, the AFI would apply on a competitive basis

with other organizations to NEA, NEH, and other public and

private funding sources.

I am most grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of

the Subcommittee for this opportunity to present my views.
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Resume: Edward (Ted) S. Perry

Home Address Street, New York, New York 10012

Home phone: 

Born: June 4, 1937, , Louisiana

Wife's Name: Miriam

Children: Two daughters and two sons

Education:

B.A. Baylor University, Drama and English, 1960

M.A. University of Iowa, Speech and Dramatic Art, 1966

Ph.D. University of Iowa, Speech and Dramatic Arc., 1968

Experience:

1972- Professor and Chairman, Department of Cinema Studies, School of

the Arts/Graduate School of Arts and Science, New York University.

1972-73 Visiting Lecturer, Theatre Arts, State University of New York

at Purchase.

1971-72 Associate Professor and Chairman, Department of Cinema Studies,

School of the Arts/Graduate School of Arts and Science, New

York University.

1969-71 Associate Professor and Director of Graduate Studies in the

Department of Radio/Television/Film, School of Communication,

University of Texas at Austin.

1964-69 Instructor, Assistant Professor, Department of Speech and

Dramatic Art, College of Arts and Sciences, University of Iowa.

1964 Freelance writer-director.

1961-64 Writer-director of films for Southern Baptist's Radio-Television

Commission.

Memberships:

Board of Directors (ex officio), Theatre Library Association

Film and Media Panel, New York State Council on the Arts

Research Board, Speech-Communication Association

University Film Association (former member, Board of Directors)

Associate, Danforth Foundation

Adviser, Education Committee, American Film Institute Board of Trustees

Advisory Council, National Project Center on Film and the Humanities

A Board of Trustees Film Committee, Museum of Modern Art

Publications Committee, Non-print, International Reading Association

Board of Directors, Learning About Learning Foundation

Advisory Council, Media Educators Association

Society for Cinema Studies

Speech-Communi-ation Association

Advisory Board, University Film Foundation

Publications and Invited Lectures:

Several book reviews in the Quarterly Journal of Speech.

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx
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"A Liberalized Concept of the Teaching of Film Production."
Journal of the University Film Association, XIX, No. 2 (1967),
44-48. Originally presented as a paper to the University Film
Association Conference, 1967.

"The Seventh Art as Sixth Sense." Educational Theatre Journal, XXI, No. 1
(March, 1969), 28-35. Anthologized in Perspectives on the Study of 
Film. Edited by John Katz. Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1971.

"Film Aesthetics and Criticism: A Selected Bibliography of Related Materials."
Journal of the University Film Association, XXI, No. 2 (1969), 52-61.

"A Contextual Analysis of Antonioni's Film L'Eclisse." Speech Monographs,
XXXVII, No. 2 (June, 1970), 79-100. Originally presented as a paper
to the Speech Association of America Convention and the University
Film Association Conference, both in 1969.

"Art as Communication vs. Communication as Art." Presented to the Society
for Cinema Studies Conference in March, 1970.

"Core What?" American Film Institute Reports, March, 1972. Presented as a
lecture at the Society for Cinema Studies, March, 1972. Reprinted by
the National Association of Media Educators in Outtakes, January, 1973.

"Signifiers in Fellini's 8-1/2." Forum Italicum, VI, No. 1 (March 1972),
79-86.

"Film Meaning." Mill Mountain Review, Vol. II, No. 1 (1974), 26-35.

In Press: 

The Film Index (with Richard Dyer MacCann), an annotated bibliography
of articles on the cinema published between 1930 and 1970. New York:
E.P. Dutton, 1974.

"Antonioni." The Basis of Film Appreciation. Edited by Gerald O'Grady.
' Lexington, Mass.: Xerox College Publishing, 1974.

"Fellini." The Basis of Film Appreciation. Edited by Gerald O'Grady.
Lexington, Mass.: Xerox college Publishing, 1974.

"Summary Remarks." Proceedings of the National Conference on Teaching Resources of Film and Media. Buffalo: S.U.N.Y. at Buffalo and Media Study,
Inc., 1974.

"Formal Strategies as an Index to the Evolution of Film History." Originallypresented as a paper at the XXXth Congress, International Federation ofFilm Archives, in Montreal, this paper is scheduled for publication iu aforthcoming issue of Cinema Journal, 1974

(editor) Performing Arts Resources. New York: Theatre Library Association,1974-.

Fellini's 8-1/2. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1974.
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Creative Activities:

General: Actor, playwright, director, stage manager, etc., as part of the

theatre companies at Baylor University and the Dallas Theatre Center
.

Plays: (Writer) Go Where the Ducks Are, an original full-length play

;roducel at the University of - ova, January 18-23, 1966.

Multi-Media:
(Writer, producer and co-director, with Richard Byrne). Milepost 125.

a forty minute multi-media presentation made to the Southern Baptist

Convention at its annual meeting in Denver, June, 1970.

(Co-director, with Robert Gilbert and Hans Breder). Interplay, an

original, full-length, intermedia play produced at the University of

Iowa, May 8-17, 1969. In response to this production and a proposal

made by the directors of Interplay, the Rockefeller Foundation pro-

vided funds for the Center for the New Performing Arts to be

established at the University of Iowa.

Motion Picture Productions:

As writer:
This Above All, a half-hour televison documentary.

Freedom Bound, a half-hour television documentary.

Project Brother's Brother, a half-hour television documentary.

The Legacy, a half-hour dramatic show aired by NBC-TV on December 27,

1964.
Treaties, a half-hour television documentary aired nationally in 1972.

Home, a half-hour television documentary aired by the ABC-TV network

on March 5, 1972. Blue ribbon, Amnrican Film Festival.

As Writer-Director:
The Lord's Supper, a half-hour dramatized documentary.

As Director:
The Quiet Desperation, a half-hour television documentary aired by

ABC-TV on May 30, 1965.

Twenty-seven public service spots, one minute each.

As Creator-Writer-Producer:
JOT, a series of five minute animated films for children. (see Frank

X. Tolbert, "Every Child's Name is JOT." TV Guide, September 6,

1969, pp. 20-21).

As Writer-Editor:
OZ Picks, Shovels, and Words, a half-hour documentary aired ly NBC-TV

on May 29, 1966, and re-run by NBC-TV on January 1, 1967. Winner

of 18th Annual Chris (1970) presented by the Film Council of

Greater Columbus.
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Consultantships:

Lectures:

Urban Research Group: Austin, Texas
Trinity University: San Antonio, Texas
Baylor University: Waco, Texas
Learning About Learning: San Antonio, Texas
Southern Baptist Convention (various agencies)

"Art as Ccimunication vs. Communication as Art." Presented to the Society
for Cinema Studies Conference in March, 1970.

"Post War Cinema -- The Italian War Bride" Voice of America, 1972.
"Evolution of Form in the Early Italian Cinema." Presented at Harvard

University, April, 1974.

Other lectures are mentioned in the section above on Publications.

Invited lectures at various other colleges and universities, including
S.U.N.Y. at Buffalo, University of Iowa, University of Corpus Christi,
Le Moyne College, Onondaga Community College, University of Tennessee,
Brandeis University, Syracuse University, Ottawa University, University
of Oklahoma, Hofstra University, and Harvard University.

Misc. Grants and Activities:

- A $6000.00 grant from the Southwest Creative Film Center.
Project Director, two grants from the National Endowment on the Arts.
Project Director, $110,000.00 grant from the Jerome Foundation.
Grants, Graduate School of Arts and Science, New York University.

- Project Director, $5100.00 grant from the New York State Council on
the Arts.

- A $12,000.00 research grant from the National Endowment on the Humanities.
Chairman and Member, Graduate Studies Committee, School of Communication,
University of Texas at Austin.

-- Chairman, Committee on Graduate Studies, and Library Committee, Department
.of Radio-TV-Film, School of Communication, University of Texas at Austin.

- Chairman, Ad hoc Committee on the Professional Doctorate, School of
Communication, University of Texas at Austin.

- Grants, School of Communication and Graduate School, University of Texas
at Austin.

- Member, New York University Committee on Graduate and Professional Education.
- Member, Steering Committee, Third International Congress on Religion,

Architecture and the Arts, Jerusalem, 1973.
- Judge, Western Heritage Awards, 1972.
- Co-Director, American Film Institute Seminar on Film, Center for Advanced

Film Study, Los Angeles, California, 1972.
- Former Faculty Associate, Institute for E -!vanced Environmental Studies.

Austin, Texas.
-- $1000.00 University Film Association-McGraw Hill Award for film scholarship.

References:

(A confidential file of references may be obtained from the Educational
Placement Office, University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa 52240)
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Catalog of the Obvious*

4-2-73

I have a very simple presentation to make, really, which is merely to

point out that the sudden explosion of interest in, making of, study and

learning about film and video has created a situation in which there is

a great deal of creative individual effort but very little national or-

ganization, either in terms of such simple things as exchange of infor-

mation or in terms of more complex matters such as the setting of national

priorities for funding. This latter problem has put a number of funding

agencies in the position of being besieged by proposals , many of which

are difficult to evaluate in terms of national needs for the growth of

film and video creation and study.

As a beginning, I would like to make a partial list of what seems to me

the most pressing needs in our field, at least on a national level. I

realize that this is terribly presumptuous on my part. My only excuse

is that I propose this list only as a starting point, one intended to

arouse enough reaction so that the list can be revised in the light of

other people's experience. A list such as this should not be made by one

person, least of all by one who teaches at a school with a large film

program, but rather by groups of people who share certain problems and

needs.

*This paper, somewhat revised, was presented on March 10, 1973 at a con-

ference on film and video education held at Brandeis University under the
sponsorship of the University Film Study Center.

**This paper is presented as a patt of my letter to Senator Pell because

it reflects, by implication, the failure of the AFI to meet the needs of the

film community
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My remarks need to be prefaced by several things. First, the list seems

to imply that none of these things are being done. Of course, that is

false; numbers if people and groups are working quite diligently on a

number of these tasks. Second, we should note the dangers in attempts

to list national needs. It is all too easy for such lists to help create

situations in which national priorities take precedence over the work of

individuals. I hope that such a dangerous possibility will always in-

form and direct any national efforts, so that they will be accountable

and responsive to the needs, merit, and initiative of individuals. Any

organization of national pursuits must be a way to support and encourage

the work of individuals, not stifle it.

My list of needs and priorities is neither exhaustive nor does it presume

to offer any priority ranking of the individual items I will mention. My

comments are divided into five areas: 1) Distribution and Exhibition,

2) Teaching, Research, and Study, 3) Film-making, 4) Preservation,

5) Information Dissemination.

As to distribution and exhibition, it seems to me that some needs are as

follows:

1. A national system of distribution for films made by independent

filmmakers, students, and those films rarely seen out of major

metropolitan areas.

2. The careful choosing of a collection of 500-1000 features and short

films to be circulated around the country and also to be housed,

for exhibition and study, in regional film study centers where

there is equipment for close analysis of each film.
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3. An exhaustive study of the projection and sound equipment cur-

rently available, with helpful information about equipment

selection and architectural design of exhibition situations.

Improper masking, poor sight lines, inadequate light sources,

doorways that spill ambient light on screens, small projection

booths, and other problem areas are still afflicting us. It's

ridiculous that screening rooms are still being built, in 1973,

with such atrocious viewing conditions. The experience and

knowledge of numerous people has to be codified and made available

for others, so that the same mistakes don't keep on being repeated.

In the case of film and video creation, there are also several needs:

1. A national plan for providing more apprentice and internship

programs where young filmmakers can work with experienced artists.

2. A comprehensive and continuing study of film and video equipment

in order to provide a "Consumer's Union" which would evaluate the

existing equipment, suggest modification of old equipment, propose

and design new equipment, and provide more information about stock,

processing, duplication, lab procedures and costs, etc.

3. The creation of numerous self-instructional cassettes (audio, video,

or whatever form is most appropriate) which would aid people to

learn, on a one-to-one basis, the technical aspects of film and

video creation, e.g., A and B rolling, mixing, splicing, threading,

sound recording, etc. These would not be prescriptive, of course,

but would serve to support individual teachers with a modular

system of cassettes designed .to assist the work of individual in-

structors. Often a student has a technical problem at a time of



160

Ted Perry
Page 4

the day or night when the teacher is not immediately available.

A library of cassettes explaining such technical problems and solu-

tions would enable the student to refresh himself at opportune

moments and free the teacher to concentrate on the more creative

aspects of the medium.

4. Experimentation with exercises for exploring the development of

creative sensibility, such as those used at the Bauhaus some years

ago. Almost every filmmaking teacher has discovered a number of

exercises which he finds helpful in the learning process. These

exercises and workbooks ought to be pooled, evaluated, and made

available to other teachers around the country.

5. Financial support for filmmaking, especially that of independent

filmmakers, and a fully explicit and evaluated system for selecting

people and projects.

6. National Centers for Film Experimentation and more National Centers

of Video Experimentation.

Film and video preservation have made rapid strides in the last few years

including the restoration of the Library of Congress' Paper Print Collection

and the transfer of much nitrate to safety base, but there is still much

to be done. For instance, we need:

1. Criteria for determining who shall preserve what, how, and where.

Of course, to some extent such criteria already'exist at places suLh

as the Library of Congress.

2. A comprehensive, funded system for preserving the current output

of film and video.

3. Clear and empirically verified information on long term preservation
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of film and video. Some studies are nearing completion on this

subject and presumably will be published soon.

4. A catalog of materials now being preserved, where they are pre-

served, and how they may be studied.

5. Circulation of newly preserved materials to more areas of the

country, especially those materials recently transferred from

nitrate to acetate base.

6. The creation of regional film study centers where copies of the

preserved collections can be studied.

The largest area of need, of course, and the one which most overlaps all

the others, is that ofillm and video study, teaching, and research. In

this vast area, there are a number of major needs, many of which are pain-

fully apparent to all of us. Here is just a brief "want" list:

1. A thorough study of possible ways to relate film and video study

with present liberal arts curricula and the continuing educational

needs of our society.

2. The treatment of film history, criticism, and aesthetics as inde-

pendent disciplines.

3. Mass distribution of certain basic teaching aids:
a) complete films and video works made available for long-term

study by lease or purchase.
b) films and video tapes that analyze films and the filmmaking

process.
c) excerpts from feature films and short films that provide very

unique illustrations of filmmaking processes and forms.
d) detailed written analyses of selected films.
e) case histories of films -- treatments, scripts, rushes, rough

cuts, etc.

4. Centers for historical, critical and theoretical research. This

seems like a most obvious need and yet I stress it here because in



162

Ted Perry
Page 6

the desire to indicate the relevance of film and video (certainly

a worthwhile position) I often detect an anti-intellectual stance

which can only be, in the long run, counter-productive for the

growth of the media.

5. Various means for developing and evaluating the teaching of film

and video, in its practical and theoretical aspects.

6. Workshops and seminars for advanced practicioners and scholars.

7. More description and cataloging of the holdings of research re-

sources such as the Museum of Modern Art, the Theatre Arts

Collection at Lincoln Center, The Center for Mass Communication

' Research in Wisconsin, the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and

Science Library, the Library of Congress, the Anthology Film

Archives, the Pacific Film Archives, and others.

8. Studies of ways in which university and college teaching might

effectively relate to secondary and elementary education.

9. The institution and support of significant programs for training

teachers, curators, programmers, researchers, scholars and critics.

10. Criteria for funding conferences and workshops.

11. Curriculum development, evaluation, and distribution.

And finally, of course, there needs to be some centralized method of

disseminating the information gathered in all the previous categories.

In addition, a central information source would want to circulate infor-

mation about' the activities of various groups and people, guides to funding

sources, and job placement.

Having made a tentative list of national needs and priorities, I must add
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that I do not think that all of these things should be met by one group.

In some cases, a confederation of effort can be helpful to everyone in-

volved. In other cases, such an effort would only lead to a uniformity and

exclusiveness which would be more harmful that helpful. I do not think

a national film conservatory is the answer to all these needs, nor do I

think such answers lie in the hands of a few people.

The solution to these needs and problems lies in the hands of large numbers

of people and in the hands of those who truly speak for a constituency. My

own impression thus far is that most of the national efforts in solving

these problems and needs have not been entirely responsible nor repre-

sentative, nor effective. The American Film Institute currently is creating

a University Advisory Committee, drawn from some 20 university film pro-

grams. I would hope that such a committee would speak for all kinds

and sizes of film and video programs. Moreover, as vital as such an

advisory committee might be, it must be able to establish and implement

policy, if it is to be truly effective.

A recent resolution passed by persons present at the Regional Film Study

Center Conference at Mohonk, New York, seems to imply a policy making

group, one which might be representative of current needs. Let me quote

their resolution in full:

The invited participants at the Conference on Regional Development of Film

Study Centers and services consider having access to the resources of film

and media materials a major need for the foundation and growth of their

activities in the United States. To implement this and related needs, the

thirty participants recommend that an ad hoc committee...be established to

search out and organize an entity representative of and responsible to the

major organizations, institutions and memberships concerned with the making,

preservation and study of film and media - the servicing of education,

broadly conceived, of the film/media needs of all our citizens. It is
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essential that this entity be as representative as possible, be self-
determining, and be responsive and responsible to the concerns of all
parties involved.

Such statements, also the creation of a University Advisory Committee,

and other national efforts are simultaneously frightening and hopeful.

Frightening because they imply placing control of the field in the hands

of a few people; hopeful because they seem to suggest that a few com-

mitted, perceptive, accountable human beings might be able to bring about

a helpful alignment of shared needs and resources. Obviously there is

a great need to join our common efforts in some sort of confederation,

similar in many ways to the National Association of Media Educators which

is so successfully serving the teachers in the elementary and secondary

schools. I for one would hope that such an organization might come into

being, as long as it is responsive not only to the common needs of groups

and individuals but also to their differences. It would be a national di-

saster if some confederation were to constrict, rather than support,

the laudatory efforts of those individuals and groups who already pro-

vide important services. Any national organizational must serve as a

support, not a bureaucratic hindrance, to those energetic and visibnary

people who are already meeting the needs of their students and communities.
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December 8, 1974

The Honorable Claiborne Pell

United States Senate
Washingten, D.C. 20510

Dear Sir:

Office: 400 South Building
Department of Cinema Studies

New York University
New York, New York 10003

home: 110 Bleecker Street
New York, New York 10012

In my opinion, H.R. 17021 (now H.R. 17054), a proposed bill to fund

directly the American Film Institute, should be defeated for the following

reasons:
1. In its seven years of existence, the American Film Institute

has shown a lack of responsiveness to the needs of film educators,

independent film and video artists, librarians, and archivists.

I am enclosing an article of mine entitled "Catalog of the Obvious,"

which tries to stipulate some of the major needs of film education.

By implication it says that the American Film Institute has failed

to meet these needs.
2. The same AFI has evidenced distinct problems in management

regarding personnel. The alarming turnover in key personnel would

seem to be a strong indicator of mismanagement and failure to set

and support the priorities that a national film institute is

supposed to have.
3. The most laudable portions of the AFI programs have been those in

film preservation, cataloging and awards to independent film-makers,

and all of these programs were produced by contracts with the NEA and

other outside sources. The contracts seem to have come into existence

in order to protect these programs, so that the AFI could not change

these priorities and/or divert the funds for other purposes.

4. The AFI has seldom provided a central source of information and

leadership regarding film distribution, union catalogues of all

existing film materials, the establishing of regional film study centers

and cinematheques.
5. The AFI has rarely assisted teachers at the secondary and university
level with useful and substantive publications, curricular materials and

other teaching aids, just as it has poorly provided leadership and
assistance to film libraries, museums and other organizations which use
film.
6. The AFI wants to insist that it wishes to serve the film community and

that only a lack of funds has kept it from doing so. I cannot accept
that argument. It seems to me that the AFI has selected its priorities and
used its funds accordingly. The problem was that film education needs
were at the bottom of that priority list.
7. There are currently two substantial research efforts being conducted which
should guide any decision being made in the not-for-profit film area.

46-795 0 - 75 - 11
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The Markle Foundation is completing the first major study of
the independent film-maker and the Committee on Film and Television
Resources (with funding from the private and public sectors) is
preparing a study which will serve as a working paper for hundreds of
local and regional meetings designed to get maximum participation
and information from all sectors of the film and television field.
8. The inadequacies above, and others, lead many of my colleagues and
I to believe that direct funding of the present AFI would serve to
legitimatize an organization which has been unresponsive and
unhelpful -- not entirely out of a lack of funds (it spent large
amounts on a national film school in Beverly Hills which has yet
to be accepted for membership in the International Federation of
Schools of Film and Television) but a failure to set national
priorities in accordance with national needs.
9. I also feel that the American Film Institute has failed to
play a large role in the education of the American film audience.
There is, it seems to me, an implicit obligation to help American
audiences understand the newer frontiers of film-making. That too is
an educational function which an AFI should serve.
10. Moreover, I fear that this federal support might legitimatize the
AFI to such an extent that other funding sources would no longer
respond to the proposals brought forth by individuals and groups,
referring them instead to the AFI, and thus making the AFI the
film institution in this country.
11. Moreover, I am deeply concerned about certain specific aspects of
the proposed H.R. 17054 (H.R. 17021), notably:

A. The constitution of the new board provides for figure-head members of
the federal government and a perpetuation of the Hollywood industry
dominated present AFI board, i.e., that 12 members of the new board are
to be elected by the present AFI board. If a new API board is to
be constituted, this is the time to make absolutely certain that itis broadly based and representative of the national film community.

B. The present bill gives the new AFI the right to receive funds and
to make grants in film-making and film preservation. I am most
concerned that that these important areas, especially independent film-making,
are not high priority items for the API and that vital funds for such
projects as film preservation might be diverted to AFI operational costs
and/or the running of the film school in Beverly Hills.
12. I also feel that direct funding of an American Film Institute might
subject it to intense government control and perhaps censorship. The
cancelling of State of Siege, as you know, which was planned for the AFI
Theater at the Kennedy Center, was done for political reasons presumably

I should like to note that I support the comments contained in the
November 18, 1974, statement of the Association of Independent Video andFilmmakers, inc. I also endorse the statement issued by the EducationalFilm Library Association in December, 1974, and the letter sent by Mr. MartinSegal, President of the Film Society of Lincoln Center. Copies of thesedocuments are enclosed.
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I would also ask that those of you who are studying the proposed

legislation, and those of you are contemplating similar legislation,

take into account not only the statements mentioned in the previous paragraph

but also the testimony given on October 7 and 8, 1974, before the

Select Sub-Committee on Education, and also articles and news items

contained in the following periodicals:

Film Society Review

Film Quarterly 

Film Comment 
Screen (J. of Society for

Education in Film and T.V.)
Variety (Hollywood)

(New York)
(New York)
(Hollywood)
(New York)

January, 1971, pp. 9-11.

February, 1971, pp. 19-20.

March, 1971, pp. 25-29.
April, 1971, pp. 19-24.

May, 1971, pp. 20-29.
January, 1972, pp. 11-12.
Summer, 1961,
Winter, 1971/72, pp. 42-54.
Summer 1971
Summer 1971 (XII, No. 3), pp. 57-95.

August 20, 1974, pp. 1 and 9
November 20, 1974, p. 3
November 27, 1974, p. 3
November 27, 1974, pp. 1 and 4
December 4, 1974, pp. 5 and 34

I have limited my statements to the more negative aspects of the

AFI and the proposed bill. There are many positive things that one

can say and positive suggestions for amending H.R. 17054. I hope

to have that opportunity before your Committee at hearings this

week.

Ted Perry
Professor and Chairman
Department of Cinema Studies

New York University

P.S. I would be most grateful if your staff would distribute copies of

this letter to the.. members of your Committee on Arts and Humanities.

cc: The Honorable Jacob Javits
The Honorable William Proxmire

Toe Honorable Robert Taft, Jr.
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Professor and Chairman, Department of Cinema Studies

New York University
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I would like to summarize for this committee wh
at I have heard from many of

my colleagues in film education and what I ta
ke to be their feelings and

opinions about the American Film Institute.

In the first place, there are very positive opinions 
regarding certain

projects done under the auspices of the Institute,
 notably the awards

given to independent film-makers, the preparation o
f a complete catalog

of American films, and the preservation of motion pictur
e films that would

otherwise disintegrate. While the American Film Institute was neither

the first, nor is it the only organization engaged in 
such activities,

nevertheless it has played a significant role. Every film educator

recognizes the enormous importance of these projects and 
their effect,

however delayed and indirect, upon the future of film study
.

On the other hand, my colleagues and I are greatly conce
rned that this

may be all that the Institute wishes or will do for film edu
cation. We do

not know of other projects, planned or realized, which will 
benefit film

study and the teaching of film-making in the 600 colleges an
d universities

now offering such courses. Where are the plans to support film-making and

understanding at other levels of education? How and in what

ways does the AFI Center for Advanced Film Study in California relate t
o

similar programs at various universities? We do not know. There is little

dialogue between the Institute and film educators. What plan or interest

is there in developing curricular materials for better educating film

students, our children, ourselves, to become more literate and critical

In our viewing and understanding of film? We do not know. my impression
are

and experience / that there are no such plans or interest. The Education

Program at the American Film Institute has a very low priority. And I do not

think the reason is a lack of funds, but rather a lack of committment,

organization, planning, and concern.
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There is, I think, a strong opinion among film educators that it would

be a misuse of public funds to place large sums directly into the hands of

the American Film Institute. For instance, there is much concern about

the close ties between the AFI and the motion picture industry. One should
or

ask, I think, whetheriinot large amounts of public funds should be used to

support, however indirectly, the motion picture industry. I am not asking

that the American Film Institute divorce itself from the industry but rather

that equal attention be given to the independent film-maker, the

experimentalist, the documentarian, and other film-makers who have struggled

to work outside the restraints that a large industry imposes upon artists.

Perhaps someday I shall be testifying in favor of a bill to fund directly
an American Film Institute, for I believe that such an Institute should

exist, that it should be engaged in a multitude of activities

designed to preserve our film heritage, promote its understanding among large
sections of the populace, serve as a switchboard for information, and

encourage film research and creation.

In the meantime, however, I share the opinion of many others who

feel that it would be a mistake, at this time and without further

information, to appropriate funds directly for the American Film Institute.
It would be a mistake to vest public funds in an institution until that insti-
tution has demonstrated an ability and a willingness to work hend bahand
with the larger film education community and to be responsive to its needs.
Until that day is here, the proper stewardship of public funds requires that
money for film continue to be channeled through the National Endowment for

the Arts and other government agencies which have shown over and over again
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that they can act imaginatively and responsibly. It seems to me that

the very concept of a National Endowment, and the wisdom of
 its funding

by Congress, was that it could and would assemble a staff and 
expert

panels capable of making wise decisions about arts funding. Until the day

that the American Film Institute can demonstrate that it can make more

prudent and creative use of public money, I think that the propose
d bill

is a mistake.

No doubt many of us expected too much from the American Film I
nstitute.

Some of these expectations were born out of our own needs and some
 were

created by promises uttered by the API. Our disappointment has been fed by the

consistent failure to live up to those promises, and, even more so by

the failure of the American Film Institute to create, build upon, 
consult

and serve a broadly based, national constituency. Their failure to

consult with film educators, and their insensitivity to the needs of film

education are matteuof long-standing frustration. With large grants from the

public and private sector, the Institute has produced only a few plans,

programs, and projects of distinction. It has failed even to get large

financial support from the film industry, which certainly ought to be

financially committed to the Institute. Moreover, the API has been

beset with numerous internal programs, particularly a large turnover in

staff. The Education Program has had at least four different directors, as

I recall.

One rather clear indication of the API's position in film education is

the rise of several groups and projects whose initial impetus was frustration

with the American Film Institute and who felt that they had to organize

themselves in order to meet their needs. I am thinking particularly

of certain regional film programs, the National Association of Media

National and Services.

Educators, and the4Committee on Film and Television Resources. I wish that
A
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and
you could hear testimony from all of those peoplevjrom the people in

the professional societies of film educators. My personal opinion is that

if they were here to testify a large number would ask that you not support

this bill until such time as there is demonstrable evidence that the

American Film Institute would at least attempt to use wisely the funds in

the interest of film education.

The real issue, then, is the stewardship of public funds. Wisdom

dictates that such money only be appropriated for those individuals

and organizations who have demonstrated effective, creative, and responsible

management, leadership, and organization. I urge you to take the time

in order to collect the testimony and the data necessary to determine

whether or not the American Film Institute is such an organization.

Ted Perry
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October 17, 1974

Honorable John Brademas

House of Representatives

Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir:

office: 400 South Building
Department of Cinema Studies

New York University

New York, New York 10003

home: 110 Bleecker Street

New York, New York 10012

Since testifying before your Select Subcommittee on Education, l
ast

October 8th, regarding the American Film Institute, I have had t
he time

to study carefully H. R. 17021, which was not available to me 
beforehand.

While I do not wish to alter my original testimony in any way, nor am
 I

any more in favor of the proposed H. R. 17021, I would like to add

several points to the record.

First, I feel that the case is being slightly confused when it appears

that one is against the importance of the motion picture as an art form

if one is against H. R. 17021. Long before there was an American Film

Institute, and during its tenure, there were institutions, such as high

'schools, colleges, universities, museums, archives, regional study centers,

and many other programs making considerable contribution to the education

of film-makers, the development of a more discerning audience, the

preservation of films, public screenings, and the preparation of film

teachers and scholars. It is therefore a mistaken assumption that a vote

against the proposed bill is a vote against all of these activities, and

their importance, since they would continue to be carried on, and might

be carried on better, if the bill were defeated.

Second, I would ask that you and your colleagues consider amending two

parts of the bill, as it now reads. While I still object to the bill

and to the whole idea of centralizing so much power in those few hands,

I nevertheless recognize the fact that the bill might be passed and

.mould therefore ask you to consider certain amendments. In the first
place, I would hope that you would reconsider the constitution of the

board as it is presently outlined in the proposed bill. Anything that

can be done to make the board more representative of the field, and more
capable of making responsible decisions about film, would be helpful.
In this regard, for instance, I am puzzled about why the Secretary of the

Interior is to sit on the board. The present bill calls for the Librarian
of Congress and the Archivist of the United States to sit on the board.
It would make more sense, I think, to substitute the Head of the Motion
Picture Section of the Library of Congress and the Head of the Audio-Visual

15-75:-, 0 - 75 - 12
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Section of the National Archive, since they would have more direct
information about the needs of the field.

One other aspect of the proposed board concerns me and that is the
appointment of twelve members elected by the present board of the American
Film Institute. Since the present board is so heavily weighed in favor of
the interests of the commercial motion picture industry, it seems only fair
to assume that they will elect similar persons tothe new board. There is
thus no way that one can hope that a number of important interest groups
will have any say on the new board, notably film educators and independent
film-makers. I would thus urge you to amend the bill so that these voices
be heard on the new board. One way to do this would be to allow the
Chairman of the National Endowment on the Arts, upon the advice of the ,
Public Media Program of the Arts Endowment, to name at least five members
of the board, or to recommend such names to the President of the United
States in order that he could make such appointments.

The other amendment I would suggest has to do with the grant-making
powers of the Institute. As Miss Hanks so well pointed out in her
testimony, it would be a mistake to 'create a new Institute which both receivesand gives out funds. In a time of financial stress, the Institute is likely
to cut its grant-making activities in order to meet its own operating
expenses. Thus, to give an example, funds that might go to the Museumof Modern Art to preserve some of its precious archive materials would beused instead for basic support of the Institute. Such a situation would bemost detrimental to the Museum's preservation program and to the field ingeneral. One can imagine numerous other examples of conflict which arisewhen an organization has to choose between its own basic support and thegrants it gives to others. I would urge you to strike those portions ofthe bill which would allow the American Film Institute to give grants forfilm preservation and awards for film-makers. These programs ought to becontinued, of course, but in a manner resembling the present system wherebythe services are rendered via a contract with the National Endowment onthe Arts.

Thank you for considering these requests.

Respectfully,

Ted Perry
Professor and Chairman
Department of Cinema Studies
.New York University

cc: Members of the Select Subcommittee on Educations, Congressman Murphy,Senators Javits, Pell, Buckley, Proxmire.

Senator JAVITS. This hearing is adjourned, subject to call of theChair.
[Whereupon, at 1 :15 p.m. the hearing was adjourned, subject to callof the Chair.]
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December 6, 1974

Hon. Claiborne Pell
Room 325

Old Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

The 30,000 members of the Screen Actors Guild request your support
of HR 17504, the bill which would create the American Film Institute
as an independent agency. We believe this legislation clearly
serves the best interests of the American people in recognizing and
promoting the uni e contributions of the film industry.

Sincerely,

DENNIS WEAVER
President

HS:kod

6400(A...-0•9 4474_
CHESTER L. MIGDEN
National Executive Secretary
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DR. ROBERT WAGNER
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EDNA PAUL
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DEAR SENATOR PELL,
HAY I AGAIN EXPRESS SUPPORT FOR THE BILL ESTABLISHING AFT AS AN
INDEPENDENT AGENCY.ALTHOUGH THERE HAS BUN OPPOSITION PROWSOME
SEGMENTS OF THE ACADEMIC FILM COMMUNITY, THEIR DISSATISFACTION
WITH AFI EDUCATIONAL AND RESEARCH PROGRAMS IS BASICALLY A QUESTION
OF PRIORITIES. API MA$ NOT HAD SUFFIC/ENT"FUNDS T060 ALL THINGS
FOR ALL PEOPLE, AFIIS MAIN THRUST HAS SEEN IN THE DIRECTION OF
IMPROVED TRAINING AND FILM MAKING OPPORTUNITIES FOR YOUNG PEOPLE
OF TALENT AND PROMISE. API AS YOU KNOW HAS ALSO MADE THE PREStRVATION
AND CATALOGUING OF THE NATIONAL FILM COLLECT/ON AT THE LIBRARY
OF CONGRESS A MATTER OF HIGH PRIORITY. I RESPECTFULLY OFFER THE
OPINION THAT THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES HAS ON THE WHOLE RENDERED CONSCIENCI1
US SERVICE, FOSTERED CREATIVITY IN THE ART OF FILM, AND MADE 0000
USE OF ALL FUNDS, PUBLIC, FOUNDATION AND PRIVATE MADE AVAILABLE
TO THEM. THEREFORE, / URGE THE SUPPORT OF THE SENATE FOR THIS LEGISLATIO
N WHICH WILL INSURE A GREATER MEASURE OF STABILITY AND PUBLIC SUPPORT
FOR ALL THE MUCH NEEDED PROGRAMS OF THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE,
YOURS SINCERELY,

GREGORY PECK 266 SOUTH CLIFFWOOD AVE LOS ANGELES CA 9.00441

19117 EST

mGmwSmT HSB





APPENDIX II

Comments On The Pending Legislation

•

a

dIIIIIIII!



4



189

OKRA
Educational Film LibraryAssociation
17 West 60 Street New York NY 10023 212/246-4533

Statement prepared by the Educational Film Library Association

on H. R. 17504 and corresponding Senate legislation

concerning the American Film Institute

The proposed legislation concerning the American Film Institute raises

issues which require careful consideration before the bill is passed.

Congress proposes to establish the American Film Institute as an inde-

pendent agency, receiving an annual federal subsidy amounting to two-thirds

of the AFI's total budget (or approximately $2,500,000). While this show

of support for one of our most important art forms is encouraging for those

of us concerned with the state of the arts in America, the manner of that sup-

port has serious implications for the entire American film field.

The Educational Film Library Association is currently preparing for publi-

cation the results of a survey of educational media organizations. This survey

describes 28 United States organizations serving the film and television field,

including the API. This immediately raises a question: If the AFI is one of

many film/tv service agencies, why should it be singled out to receive a direct

federal subsidy?

If one agency is to be established independently as a national film insti-

tute, the Board of Directors and the activities of this agency should represent

the full spectrum of film in America. The art of film in the United States is

richer and more varied than in almost any other nation, and its dissemination in

all formats to all levels of society is unparalleled. The world of film in the

United States encompasses not only the traditional Hollywood dramatic feature,

but also documentaries, instructional films, experimental works by cinema poets,

children's films, short entertainment and information films. There is also the

whole area of television and video -- critically important aspects of our moving
4

image culture today.

Films are shown not only in commercial theatres, but are widely used in

universities, schools, museums, public libraries, churches, clubs, businesses,

government agencies, film societies, and many other community programs as well.

Because of the variety and breadth of film activities in the United States,

it could be argued that no one agency can effectively represent the American

film field. But certainly an independent national film institute, receiving a

federal subsidy, would have an obligation to make a real effort to serve all of

these varying interests.

-more-

46-795 0 - 75 - 13
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The concept of a government-supported national film institute developed
in countries where cultural activites tend to be centered in one or two cities:
England, France, Belgium, Mexico, Canada, for example. Because of its geographic
expanse, the United States has developed regional cultural centers. The National
Endowment for the Arta is currently funding a study of the development of region-
al film centers. The results of this study should have some bearing on the deci-
sion whether or not to establish an independent American Film Institute.

In light of the above statements, we respectfully offer the following recom-
mendations:

1) that a thorough review be made of the scope and effectiveness
of the AFI's activities, including a survey to determine if the
AFI has the support of the non-theatrical film constituency
it should serve in addition to serving the Hollywood film
industry.

2) that the forthcoming report on the development of regional film
centers receive careful consideration in determining the need
for or the functions of a national film institute.

Should Congress decide, following a review as indicated above, to proceed
with the establishment of an independent American Film Institute, we further
recommend:

3) that the Board of Directors of the independent AFT be reconstituted
to reflect the variety of American film interests, including the
following:

a) representatives of the Hollywood film industry
b) representatives of independent non-theatrical filmmakers
c) representatives of film educators
d) representatives of other organizations involved with

non-theatrical film
e) representatives of major film archives

These Board members should be elected by their constituents and serve a
specified term of office on a rotating basis in order to insure true representa-
tion. Members of Congress should not serve on the Board of Directors, and guide-
lines should be established to protect the institute from political influence.

The full Board of Directors should meet regularly with the Executive
Director and other key staff to help determine policies, establish priorities,
and see that they are carried out. A broadly based representative Board of
Directors is essential in order to establish an independent national film insti-
tute that will be responsive to the needs and varied interests of the American
film field, and to gain the support and respect of those within the field.

###
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For the Educational Film Library Association:

A Administrative Director Nadine Covert

Board of Directors, 1974/75 

Dr. Stephen C. Johnson, President

(Indiana University, AV Center)
Catherine Egan, Vice President

(Penn State University, AV Services)

Laura Murray, Secretary
(Metro Toronto Library Board,
AV Services, Toronto, Ontario)

Kenneth Axthelm
(Brooklyn Public Library,

AV Dept.)

Dr. James Buterbaugh
(Instructional Media Center,

University of Nebraska)

Dr. Abraham J. Cohen
(Board of Education, Instructional

Materials, School Library,

White Plains, N.Y.)

Advisory Council, 1974/75

David Dash, Chairman
•

Gilbert Altschul

Barbara Bryant

Robert Churchill

Frank McKevitt

Harry Geisler
(Paramus (N.J.) Public Schools,

Educational Development Center,

AV Dept.)

Myra Nadler
(A/V Dept., Palos Verdes Library

District, Palos Verdes Peninsula,

Calif.)

Calvin Owens
(Audiovisual Education Dept.,

Cooperating Sch. Dists., St. Louis,

Mo.)

(Carousel Films, New York)

(Journal Films, Chicago)

(Phoenix Films, New York)

(Churchill Films, Los Angeles)

(lime-Life Films, New York)

The Educational Film Library Association is a non-profit

educational corporation, founded in 1943. EFLA serves as

a national clearinghouse for film information and helps to

stimulate the production, distribution, and utilization of

film and other media for educational and community programs.

National Headquarters: 17 West 60th Street
New York, New York 10023

Telephone: 212-246-4533
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ADVOCATES FOR THE ARTS. ROOM 8201564 BROADWAY. NEW YORK, NY 10036 •TELEPHONE (212)586-3731

12 December, 1974

Dear Senator:

There has been a good bit of discussion and no small amount of conster-
nation regarding the debate on HR 17504: a bill to amend the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965 to create the Amer-
ican Film Institute as an independent agency. I know your Committee in
the Senate is also considering a similar version of essentially the same
bill.

Most of the concern I have heard expressed relates to the need for more
discussion on the bill. A number of people in the film community including
critics such as Pauline Kael and independent filmmakers such as Ed Em-
schwiller feel that it would be unwise to separate from the protective shield
of the Arts Endowment a small and often controversial segment of the arts.
Personally, I am also fearful that the American Film Institute will not be
able to obtain on its own the kind of Congressional support it needs; that
the subject matter of many films it must support to be effective will also
make it vulnerable to censorship; that it will establish a precedent for
other institutional and disciplinary groupings within the arts to establish
their own separate agency for federal support -- and that, in turn, will be
detrimental to the growing yet still fragile public constituency for the arts
throughout the country.

There are a number of voices that would like to be heard on this issue. I
would hope that your Committee would want to postpone a decision on the
bill until the 94th Congress in order to avoid giving the appearance of rush-
ing it through the closing moments of the 93rd to the film community. If I
can help in any way by providing information, opinions, or names of individ-
uals who are concerned, I would be -- as always -- happy to do so.

Best regards,

Hightower

The Honorable Claiborne Pell
US Senate

Washington, DC 20510

JBH:nvb

Advocates tor the Arts ts a nabcnci constituency of ciltaens who support legal, pubic, cod economic action tor We crts under the aects cr Associated Cotncls of the Arts
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4k) HERSTORY FILMS, INC.
137 East 13th Street, New York City 10003 (212)260-0324

Claiborne Pell

Chairman, Special Sub Committee

on Arts and Humanities

325 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

December 9, 1974

Dear Sir:

Having been inspired enough by the American cinema to spend

most of my energies on film, I am delighted that Congress has

before it legislation designed to foster that American expression,

(H.R. 17021: The American Film Institute).

Having struggled as a filmmaker, I realize that programs

like AFI are necessary to the development of American film as

an expression, art, craft and industry.

But, the proposed board of directors as submitted in bill #

H.R. 17021 is not a democratic representation of American film-

making. Aside from the limited feasibility of these people being

able to meet very often together, it is not an appropriate rep-

resentative group. I ho,e you will amend this plan and instead

have board representative of American filmmakers (Hollywood,

Documentary, Experimental, all kinds of films) and the American

people (men, women, white, black, minorities and geographical

diversity).

• I am truly horrified at the thought of an arm of the Federal

government being made to serve Hollywood only)as the current pro-

posal does.

I hop a you will weigh this legislation carefully and give itJ.
as much of your time as possible.

Sincerely,

Tha(0-1--LCo. *

Marian Hunter

Herstory Films

XH/sb
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(213)746-2235

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Division of Cincma—Performing Arts, University Park, Los Angeles, Calif. 90007

December 12, 1974

Congressman John Brademas
Chairman, Select Subcommittee on Education
2178 Rayburn House Office Building '
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Brademas:

Thank you for your kind and thoughtful reply to my letter con-
cerning H.R. 17021, the bill to establish the American Film
Institute as an independent agency.

I was very pleased to learn that the committee did hear from
some film educators. Unfortunately there was no one that I
knew of from the west coast where the two largest film schools
in the country are located. The largest film school in all
of the United States is here at USC. The second largest would
be at UCLA also here in Los Angeles. I merely felt that it
would have been useful to the committee to have some input
from the two major film schools.

In my letter to you orginally I must note that I was not con-
cerned that the AFI becoming an independent agency would pre-
vent the Endowment for the Arts from continuing its public
media program. This was not my concern at all.

My major concern was that the American Film Institute continues
to put the major portion of its budget into its Advanced Study
Center here in Los Angeles at Greystone Manor. I feel that
this money is not spent very wisely.

What is happening at Greystone from what I can gather is that
it is doing no more than USC, UCLA, NYU and other film schools
are doing. It is serving the same function as these other
schools. In addition these other schools serve that function
at a far lower cost than the American Film Institute does.
If we assume that the American Film Institute spends two mil-
lion dollars on their Advanced Study Center each year, and I
suspect their actual budget is closer to that figure and if
we assume they have fifty fellows, then the cost of their
education is approximately forty thousand dollars per year
per student. I feel that there are a number of schools around

4.
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Congressman John Brademas

December 12, 1974
Page 2

the country who give their students the same education for a

cost closer to three thousand to four thousand dollars per

year. This is certainly much more efficient education. In

addition at the other schools these students get a college

degree. The American Film Institute is not a degree-granting

institution.

I understand that when they were first set up the AFI intended

to accept people who were not college students though for the

most part the students they do accept are college graduates.

Thus it is not serving the purpose of opening up film education

to the non-college or non-matriculated student except in a few

cases. We at USC do make provision for non-matriculating

students as we have done with Department of Defense students

and others for over 20 years.

My suggestion, therefore, was to close down the Advanced 
Study

Center and make that money available in the form of schol
ar-

ships to worthy students who might be selected by the End
ow-

ment for the Arts. These students can then go to the film

school of their choice for an education taking their scho
lar-

ship with them. The alternate suggestion was to make the

scholarship money directly available to the various film

schools in the United States. I believe either of these

things could be easily handled by the Endowment for the Arts
.

I am not suggesting a diminishing of the AFI budget. I would

like to suggest that the budget used at the Advanced Study

Center be put into the educational, the publication, the

preservation programs that are now under-funded at the AFI.

Myself and many other educators like me feel that the AFI is

doing a outstanding job but a very limited job in some areas

and in other areas is doing a job that does not need to be

done.

Thank you very kindly for you concern.

Very truly yours,

; r

Bernard R. Kantor
Chairman, Cinema

BRK:ch

cc: Congressmen Perkins, Quie, Thompson, Hansen, Meeds,

Peyser, Hansen, Sarasin, Mink, Cederberg; Senators

Tunney, Cranston; Nancy Hanks, Chloe Aaron,

Congressman Rees
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ROBERT THURBER FlUVES
14699 N.E. 18th avenue
north rriami, florid 33161

telephone (305) 945-0169 November 30, 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell
325 RSOB
United States Senate

• Washington, D.C.

RE: AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE ACT, H.R. 17021 

Dear Senator Pell:

As a filmmaker who received a grant from the American Film

Institute (1972, BETHLEHEM) I would like to comment on legis-

lation that is now before your committee.

Although the API has received much criticism recently, I must

say that my experience as a grant recipient was very good. I

received the money on schedule; the API never interfered with

the production; there was never any problem whenever I encountered

delays; and the API freely offered advice and assistance whenever

I needed it. As a filmmaker, the opportunity that the API grant

afforded me was a giant step forward in terms of the development

of my creative ability. The Independent Filmmakers Program is

an exceptionally fine program and it should be extended so that

more filmmakers could benefit from it.

The problem I find with the API is what appears to be a set of

misplaced priorities. More money is being spent on administration

and frills, than on serious programming designed to develop and

enrich the filmmaking community. I feel that the AFI is suffering

from serious administrative problems and is not being responsive

to the full spectrum of interests within the film community. To

set up the API as the official guardian and preserver of American

filmmaking traditions without fundamental changes in the interes
ts

represented on the API Board of Directors, would be a terri
ble mistake.

Secondly, in terms of the way H.R. 17021 sets up the Board of

Directors, I feel that any direct involvement by government o
fficials

is wrong, and ultimately threatens the integrity of the 
API. If the

API is to exist for the purpose of advancing the art of fil
m there

is no reason for politicians to sit on the Board. If,on the other

hand, the purpose of the API is to be a show case for 
commercial

• films; a production agency for patriotic propaganda;
 and a pastime

for a few political appointees, the noble intentions wit
h which the

API was founded will just become a lot of hollow rhetoric.

I urge you and the rest of your committee to give 
serious thought

A to the implications of HR 17021 and the purpose that 
an American

Film Institute could serve if properly structure+nd set up
.

Sincerely,

Robert Thurber
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[Film Quarterly, Summer 1971]

THE UNLOVED ONE

(Ernest Callenbach)

CRISIS AT THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

In our Summer 1961 issue, FILM QUARTERLY printed a detailed plan for
an American Film Institute, prepared by Colin Young on the basis of extended
discussions with educators, film-makers, critics, distributors, exhibitors, museum
and archive personr el, film society people, and others. In 1966 the AFI actually
came into existence, thanks to support from Lyndon Johnson, and in the follow-
ing years it carried out various programs. Since the firing of research staff from
AFI's Los Angeles Center for Advanced Film Studies, early in 1971, there has
been much public and private debate over API's functioning, and its fate now
hangs in the balance, with decisions on future funding about to be made as we
go to press. The following article is based on extensive conversations with
dozens of API critics and supporters, including many people who have been in
positions to observe AFI operations, and also with the director of AFI, George
Stevens, Jr., who discussed AFI policies with me and provided other useful
information. The article attempts to put forward an assessment of AFI per-
formance so far, and to make a series of policy recommendations (some of them
for drastic changes, some for continuation of previous policies) as a basis for
working toward a consensus on the AFI which would help to ensure not only its
survival but its continuation with widespread support in the film community.

Outside assessments generally seem somewhat beside the point to inhabitants
of a given institution, as is clear to anyone in a university rated on some national
scale; and the American Film Institute, though not very large as institutions go
in present society, is a complex entity which no one person can ever quite grasp.
Yet there seems no escape from the attempt—even though we must also recog-
nize, candidly, that thinking about institutions is almost always a bore. In our
over-institutionalized era, the great drift of thought and feeling is paradoxically
anti-institutional; as our corporations and universities and military establish-
ment grow ever larger and more bureaucratic, the human beings who actually
inhabit them grow ever more disaffected—the controllers as well as the con-
trolees. These major institutions already show signs of fatal strain; at some point
not many years off, they seem likely to suffer catastrophic breakdowns, of which
we already see the signs: industrial sabotage and general laxity are widespread,
students have lost virtually all confidence in the rationality of university pur-
poses and structures, and the military apparatus is on the verge of "unreli-
ability," with desertion, fragging, drug-taking, and political or conscientious ob-
jection reaching stupendous levels. Large institutions have one main advantage:
clout. Sometimes this translates into some kinds of efficiency, and sometimes not.
But they always have one fatal disadvantage: they are no fun. Living within
them, as Frederick Wiseman has patiently been showing us in his films, is a
damned drag; and the natural reaction of people everywhere is to withdraw
not only political allegiance but also intelligence, energy, and love, which they
attempt to deploy in more direct, human, and life-enhancing channels. Thus the
slogans of organizationally, sophisticated people these days run along such lines
as: Never create one big organization where three small ones would do! De-
centralize! Let those who do the work have a role in controlling it!
It is obligatory to think in such large and personal terms at the start, if we

wish to generate any real perspective in which to view the AFI and its achieve-
ments and failures: otherwise we remain captives of mere isolated current
events. If the AFI is worth thinking about at all, we must think about its
seriously, not only for what it might practically accomplish that would seem
good to us, but as an institution which seeks to maintain itself, grow, and seek
support or sympathy from human beings. This is not subjecting API to some
kind of idiosyneratic political test, it is simply to acknowledge that, like all in-
stitutions in this era, AFI must be evaluated not only in terms of words (the old
Puritan standard) but also in terms of what it adds to the human environment—
whether it is an entity that commands human sympathy. Institutions which can-
not command it will ultimately wither; for even our majestic main institutions,
despite all the money and violence at their disposal, are finally vulnerable to the
simple withdrawal of people's acquiescence.
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On the other hand, if we wish to think seriously about the institu
tions of the

film world, it is also important not to be sentimental—that is, not to 
concentrate

merely on "the good of the art" and similar wholesome generalities.
 A scheme

for a national film institute was put forward by people with the good of
 the art

in mind, but it lay around for a long time without anything happe
ning. The

actual American Film Institute with money in the bank arose only beca
use the

national government and big foundations ( which are less disting
uishable than

you might imagine) decided it was a good thing, and the big film co
mpanies went

along.
Now in general a capitalist state takes an economic role in an art under

 only

two conditions, which may not be exclusive: either the art is found
ering com-

mercially (like opera and dance) and is maintained by the state be
cause it is

ornamental and preserves and upper-class cultural image; or the art is pot
entially

useful or dangerous in political terms, as film was to Goebbels and Mussol
ini (to

whom we owe the Centro Sperimentale and Venice Film Festival). Th
e stigmata

of such state intervention are by now well known and easily recog
nized; in this

country their most spectacular manifestation is what is called the L
incoln Center

Syndrome. The chief symptoms are: massive, ornate, espensive 
buildings;

centralized programs administered from above with little or no public
 participa-

tion; great losses incurred from misestimation of public reactions; a c
hronic dis-

proportion in budgeting whereby ceremonial and decorative function
s consume

greater funds than actual work; and a fear of programs that m
ight liberate

energies from below and bring about organization from the bottom up
, either by

"producers" of the art or "consumers."
Such are the natural dangers to which any art institution founde

d under the

conditions we live in may be theoretically expected to fall prey.

Certainly the film industry was in trouble; some of its more forward-lo
oking

members, at least, realized a film institute might help develop the new tal
ent that

was no longer being trained within the corporate structure; the
y also doubt-

less hoped that it could take over certain research and coordinatio
n functions

that the industry might otherwise have to undertake itself, and th
at it could

serve as a focus of national concern for the art in a more politically ne
utral sense

than the industry's actual trade associations. Certainly also the gov
ernment is

aware of the dangerous potential of film in an era when the media ha
ve demon-

strated profound braking effects upon the governments ability to gen
erate war

hysteria; sophisticated Kulturpolitik thinkers may have hoped that a
n institute,

by "taming" dissident talents through periodic infusions of cash, m
ight help

stem the steady brain drain from the industry into alternate modes of 
expres-

sion; and even if this didn't always help, at least the institute would be in 
touch

with a sizable portion of the possibly dangerous film-makers of the c
ountry.

Whatever precise motives proved critical, it was clear that any Americ
an film

institute would be a liberal force in that special American sense in which Lyn
don

Johnson, who authorized the AFI's beginnings, was a liberal; and Ge
orge

Stevens, Jr., who had run the US Information Agency foreign-propaganda 
film

program, was a reliable liberal to run the new institution.

The record complied by Stevens and his staff seems to me a mixed one. Check-

ing off AFI's score against our theoretical dangers, in brief summary (I will

• return to some of these items below) :
The AFI has indeed acquired its monumental edifice, in the Greystone

 man-

sion in Beverly Hills; its administration presently resides there, behind fence
s

and guards. Its mode of operation has been largely centralist, though it has

regularly sought advice from widespread sources. Its theater in Washington,

lacking the support of a sizable community of film goers and saddled with u
n-

realistically large operating expenses, has lost large sums and jeopardized th
e

future possibility of regional theaters. Lastly, by failing to develop either a

distribution system or a general membership organization, and being unabl
e

to clarify its relations with grantee film-makers, API has cut itself of from its

ultimate potential for political health, namely a working relationship of mutual

support from wide elements of the American film community.

In the present crisis, characterized by vigorous criticism of AFI priorities,

administrative practices, accounting, and personnel relations, plus grave doubts

about continued financing, it seems essential to keep these "strategic" considera-

tions in mind while reviewing the actual work which, in its almost four years,

AFT has accomplished. Stevens sometimes replies to critics that the defects

of AFI are due mainly to trying to do too much too fast. In the administrative
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sense, this may be true: API has fostered many unrelated projects that never
quite worked out to anything. But in a larger and more crucial sense, it may
be argued that API has done too little: it has not attacked the problems of
distribution which were a main consideration of most of those who proposed
a film institute in the first place; it has not attempted to build a practical
relationship with a large constituency until financial disaster loomed; and it
has lacked a sense that the problems of the film world are connected with the
large and agonizing issues of how the arts should help us confront life in patho-
logically "advanced" industrial society.
What then has API been doing, and what should it be doing if it hopes to

win wide support for its continuance?

ARCHIVES AND CATALOGUE

The main initial thrust of API attention and expenditure was toward the
recovery, preservation, and cataloguing of the basic theatrical film heritage of
the country. The great gap in the Library of Congress and other archives of
the twenties and thirties was somewhat filled in. Decomposing nitrate prints
in various collections were were transferred to acetate stock, although some
$10 million is needed to complete the job. "Lost" films were turned up in attics,
European archives, neglected vaults.
Some 5,000 films have reportedly been saved, altogether. API should make it

possible for outside historical researchers to evaluate and use these new re-
sources, by publishing a working mimeographed list of the titles involved,
although the consensus of opinion is that the task of salvage has been well
performed. (Also—late in the game, but better than never—a knowledgeable
advisory committee has been set up for the archive work.) At any rate, a sub-
stantial number of additional films can now be studied in the LC archive. They
can be examined only on the Steenbeck table and cannot circulate; but they exist.

Moreover, an exhaustive catalogue of American theatrical films has been
established, on the lines of national catalogues that had been produced in other
countries, providing at last a central source of factual information about vir-
tually all theatrical films from the past. The first volume of this catalogue is
about to be published, and will constitute a first-rate research source. It is also
important to begin charting the great morass of nontheatrical film, or at least
selected parts of it, since it is in this area that most significant developments
are henceforth likely to center.
Such a project, it bears noticing, is the kind of thing that a large organization

with a lot of money is well equipped to carry out: initiative at the top, backed
by cash and with reasonably good staff selection, can set objective goals and
achieve them. The recommendation here seems clear:
The preservation and catalogue programs should be continued as before the

drastic financial-crisis budget cuts; and an active campaign should be under-
taken toward obtaining congressional funding for the remaining nitrate-transfer
work. Organizationally, the objective here should be to spin off the permanent
archive work into the Library of Congress once funding of the Film Division
has risen to sufficient levels to support it: the LC is our de facto national archive,
and it would be silly to maintain a separate organization to do its work for
it on any except the present emergency basis. The salary amounts necessary
to the API work of locating and obtaining films are small in any case, less than
$40,000 per year. The essential beyond that is to procure the massive funding
needed to complete the archival job—involving sums far beyond any realisticAPI budgeting. Once that task is accomplished, API should probably confineitself to maintaining a kind of scholarly "visiting committee" which would peri-odically assess the work of the LC archivist and of our other "private" archives.

INDEPENDENT FILM-MAKER SUPPORT

Another largely successful API program was the providing of production funds
to independent film-makers, and for a time, to film students and to scriptwriters.
There has been confusion and some hot feeling about the contract provisionson distribution; the money provided was never a free grant but in effect aloan. However, on the whole this program seems to have been well administered;it came somewhat near the granting-agency ideal: a small office containingone decision-maker with a telephone to a knowledgeable board of advisors, one
secretary, and one check-writing machine. Funds were given to a surprisingly
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wide variety of film-makers, some well know
n for highly unorthodox works,

some not known at all. It will be some time still b
efore a careful evaluation

and assessment of this program is possible. Howeve
r, scriptwriting grants were

given in 1968 and 1969 to 14 projects by writers incl
uding Melvin Van Peebles,

Jim McBride, Arthur Barron, Fred Wiseman, Ter
ry Sanders, and Jack Gelber;

even if these all turned out to be failures, they woul
d be honorable ones. Film-

maker grants in 1968 went to 24 projects, and have 
resulted in films including

Paul Sharits' Razor Blades, Robert Kramer's Ice,
 Will Hindle's Watersmith,

Jimmy Murakami's The Good Friend, and John Korty
's Imogen Cunningham.

Thirty grants in 1960 aided films that have included Geo
rge Manupelli's Dr.

Chicago, Jordon Belson's Momentum, and John Ha
ncock's Sticky My Fingers,

Fleet My Feet. The 1970 grants aided Bruce Baillie'
s Quick Billy, Connie Bee-

son's Ann, A Portrait, and projects by Tom Pa
lazzolo, Andrew Sarris, Scott

Bartlett, Patricia Amlin, Caleb Deschanel, and 
James McBride. AFT plans

include some $406,000 for film-maker support in 
fiscal-year 1972, if the desired

level of financing is obtained. The American fil
m world is substantially richer

by the films that AFI has helped finance, and a s
ubstantial expenditure in this

area will continue to be desirable. The recomm
endation here, therefore, is:

Independent film-maker support should be contin
ued much as before, but with

true grants.
DISTRIBUTION

However, film-maker support is not an absolute good i
n itself. Funds spent on

film-making help bolster supply; they do noth
ing to increase demand. Making

films is only half the battle, and not the harde
r half either. In film as in other

arts, we do not lack talent; we lack new connecti
ons between talent and audiences.

The old connections provided when the theatri
cal industry was an efficiently func-

tioning mass-production machine have been
 broken. The problem of building

new connections is the overriding organizatio
nal problem of the art at present—

with ramifications on aesthetic, technological, e
conomic, political, legal, and in-

dustrial levels. The old Hollywood forms no 
longer work; the economic mecha-

nisms of the industry's "independent" product
ion are becoming unfeasibly

chancy; the role of film in public life and as an ind
ustry is increasingly uncertain.

In such circumstances we surely might have expec
ted a national film institute

to address major energy to this area of concern
. This could have meant, to give

some examples: carrying out a somewhat deta
iled inquiry into the nature and

sources of the problems vexing our distribution sy
stem; exploring novel distribu-

tion approaches which commercial distributors 
have not so far been able or

willing to experiment with; attempting to coordin
ate the alternate circuits that

have already come into existence in the colleg
e and university world, so that

their joint economic weight would be more u
sefully felt; pressing new tech-

nology (8mm, videotape, cassettes, etc.) into the 
service of increasing diversity

and directness of contact between filmmakers,
 filmviewers, and film teachers;

initiative in planning how to utilize education an
d cable TV. AFT has moved in

11 none of these directions, and as far as I can dete
rmine from talking with Stevens,

has not even taken the matter seriously enough 
to debate policy alternatives.

(This is not, apparently, because of obstructio
nism by industry representatives

on the Board of Trustees, as has been rumored.)

In the event, thus, although AFT has given partia
l support to many excellent

production projects, the distribution even of these 
films has been left in limbo.

In some cases the filmmakers have themselv
es been able to make distribution

deals (sometimes only after hassling with 
AFT). In some cases films remain on

the shelf. In a few cases AFT has made or ins
tagated deals. But these activities

have all remained passively within the existing constipated distribution

machinery, when what is needed is precisely s
ome energetic initiative in breaking

through the existing blockages.
It is important to realize that new films have b

een left increasingly stranded

during the period of AFI's existence because o
f the cannibalization of the old

independent 16mm distributors by big corpor
ations; in the ensuing reorganiza-

tions aimed at greater profitability, the dist
ributors have lost their film-wise

staffs, and their openness to new films has dec
lined sharply; they are making

plenty of money with the old collections—built u
p not by corporate managers

but by individual small businessman who loved film
s and had taste: Tom

Brandon, Leo Dratfield, Willard Morrison, and
 their many unsung colleagues.

It has, ironically, been precisely during the period wh
en American independent

production has blossomed artistically that dist
ribution has become harder,with
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filmmakers turning increasingly to self-help groups like Canyon Cinema and theNew York Film Makers Coop.
But it is not only to prevent its own films from lying unseen that AFI initia-tive in distribution is essential. There are at least three other major culturalreasons. First, the obstacles to circulation of foreign films are such that the UScan be called a cinematically under-developed nation; there is a great backlogof interesting foreign films that have never gained distribution in this country,and the situation is steadily deteriorating, though we have not yet achieved theisolation of a poverty-striken East European country like Poland. (Here, forinstance, AFI coordination could assemble booking guarantees that would coversubtitling costs.) Second, distributor price policies are gradually forcing a con-traction and distortion of film use by small colleges and in classrooms. The boomin college large-audience showings has led to a creeping and then galloping in-flation of rentals. The situation has become so serious that some kind of con-certed boycott by educators is now being contemplated, on a national basis; ifhousewives can roll back supermarket prices, the reasoning goes, so can filmteachers, who are potentially a far more tightly organizable group. (Here, activeAn pressure on distributors could have helped develop realistic sliding scalesto ensure the availability of the basic materials of the art for those who wishto teach it). Third only by reaching out to a national general membership withmeaningful services can AFI build the constituency it needs; and better dis-tribution is not only a need, it is the need which all American film lovers share.If AFI can provide greater availability of films, it can presumably also provideadmission reductions, price advantages on books and publications, membershipinformation services, and other worthwhile services.
This is perhaps the place to repeat that some cultural organizations—includingour operas, film festivals, subsidized theater companies, and similar elements of"managed culture"—are run by initiative and money coming down from on high.

When the money stops, they stop, because their vitality has been artificially
induced. The old film-society movement, now largely replaced by programs
managed by paid college officials, was an example of a different way of doing
things: self-propelled, self-financed, and self-controlled. In the Film Makers Coop,
Canyon Cinema, Newsreel, American Documentary Films, and similar groups
we have contemporary examples: operations where the initiative comes from the
people who badly want to accomplish something, and somehow find the where-
withal and energy needed to do it. These organizations are always a bit slapdash
and seemingly in constant jeopardy; they have beat-up furniture, funky offices,
unpaid phone bills, and unorthodox habits of correspondence. But they have a
lot of good friends; they are resilient; they are respected and loved because of
what they do and who they are, not because of their "image." We need more of
them; and wherever possible we should do what has to be done through organiza-
tions of that type rather than through cushy-financing outfits. It is not only that,
dollar for dollar and man for man, such small, personal organizations are more
efficient than big, heavy-administrative-cost ones, but that they are more pleasant
and liberating places to work in.

THE CENTER FOR ADVANCED FILM STUDIES

I must move on, however, to the stage of AFI's history when Stevens moved
from W4shington to Los Angeles and began the Center there, which led some
observers to fear a concentration on production and a neglect of API's other
functions. At first such fears appeared groundless, for the chief activity in LA
was to be the school at Greystone, intended as a "conservatory" for talented
young film-makers, operating on a tutorial system and combining production
training, scholarly research, and actual film-making. The Greystone mansion (a
city-owned white elephant in Beverly Hills acquired for $1 per year but expensive
to repair, maintain, and guard) was refitted with offices, a very costly projection
booth and screening room, and sophisticated modern editing and sound equip-
ment. It became, in effect, a small studio. Serfs from the outside enter the grounds
through a guarded gate, reminiscent of old studio fiefdoms. The main
building is enormous in scale, and its wide corridors, balconies, and staircases
seem strangely empty, as if the place has carried over some of the atmosphere
of a mortuary from its use as one in Richardson's film The Loved One. (Fore-
bodingly, this was Greystones' last practical use before AFI took it over, except
for hippies crashing overnight in the extensive grounds.)
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Something like $2 million, which is about one third of A
FI's total outlays, has

been spent so far on the Center, and its projected 1
972 budget is over a million;

these outlays have been toward the education of 
some 40 Fellows. This scale of

expenditure has given rise to the charge that the 
Cenier tail is now waggiffg

Institufe dog. As tiny Loveland, Steven's former 
assistant who resigned in pro-

test against AFI policies and firings puts it, "It
 appears that $2.6 million has

been spent at the Center so that 30 film-makers c
an have inadequate production

experience. They have been less than prolific so far.
 While they have received

script counseling from Frank Daniel and have 
written a number of short and

feature scripts, they have certainly failed to gain 
much practical experience in

film-making—and they hardly needed a mansion and
 $2.6 million to write scripts."

The Center is, it seems to me, a microcosm of AFI
 problems in "miniature,"

and its orientation thus needs extensive discuss
ion. The basic aim, according

to Stevens, was to help train a new generation 
of American film-makers who

might do for America what the New Wave did i
n France. Although most early

thinking about an AFI did not envision a new sc
hool as a necessary part of an

institute, the pulling and hauling over the Stan
ford Research Institute's "in-

dependent" study ( which paralleled AFI's start) 
resulted in the inclusion of

a school in the AFI's tentative organization chart.

Now on a basic level, it is extremely difficult to 
justify spending any money

at all to establish another film school in the 
United States, as opposed to avail-

able easy alternatives such as subsidizing 
existing schools, making grants to

deserving young film-makers, or establishing an e
xtensive apprenticeship system.

The sole argument for doing so would be if one
 had a scheme in mind which

could in fact hope to accomplish what happen
ed in Paris. For on a more mundane

level, it is relatively easy and getting easier
 to teach film-makers the technical

rudiments of the art. As Conrad Hall (no mea
n technician) recently remarked,

"The technique is all easy to learn. I could teach
 anyone to be a cameraman in

a week." Film courses in high schools, colleges,
 and university extension classes

are widely available; besides, many aspirants are
 capable of teaching themselves

much of what they need to know technically, with
 a little help from their friends

in film companies, television crews, film school cl
asses, and so on.

On the other hand, no one has yet proved t
hat film as an art can be taught

anywhere, or in any amount of time, or wi
th any amount of machinery. The

artistic record of our film schools is not impress
ive when compared, for instance,

with that other great "school," vaudeville; and
 it might well be argued that the

most successful contemporary film school is not a
 school at all, but the Cine-

matheque Francaise. The lesson of Paris is indeed
 an instructive one; for the

Impact of the official school, the IDHEC, was as no
thing; what counted was the

Impact of Langlois's incessant and dumbfoundingly c
atholic film exhibitions on

the one hand, and the impact of the thinking done by 
Andre Bazin and his

colleagues on the other. What happened in Paris dur
ing the formative years of

the New Wave was that a considerable number of film-m
ad young people took

advantage of Langlois's policies and, by forming a den
se network of cineclubs

of their own, added still further to the screening resource
s of their city; they

talked film Incessantly; and they then used these experienc
es to work out their

own new ways of making films. We are still taking the pr
ecise measure of

their achievements, which can (desipite their diversity) be lo
oked at as a push-

ing of the American individualist cinema to its ultimate, logica
l conclusions;

but the important thing to remember is that these achievements
 flowed from

an intellectual tradition, operating at a particular juncture of histo
ry and film

history. If we are to trace a somewhat similar course, therefore, i
t is not the

example of IDHEC we must follow, but that of Langlois and
 Bazin. In

short, difficult problems of theory and orientation must be deal
th with; and

the only way they can be dealt with is to mobilize the kinds of reso
urces

marshalled in Paris; endless screenings open to all who care about t
he art;

endless discussions, private and public; endless theorizing and critici
zing in a

variety of publications; and finally, an openness to new talents on the pa
rt of

financial backers and distributors.
It seems to me highly doubtful that such an intellectual enterprise can be car-

ried out in Los Angeles, but I am not against an attempt being made; indeed th
e

attempt should also be made in New York, San Francisco, Boston, Chicago
. How-

ever, Greystone is totally unsuited as a Los Angeles site for it, and the elit
ist

assumptions that underlie the Center are totally inappropriate. There is 
no

human way of ascertaining who are the Truffauts, Godards, Chabrols, Rohme
rs

of America, and then bringing them to the Center to ripen; they can be fou
nd—
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Indeed they can only find themselves—solely through a complex social process
of dealing with films, each other, and the American situation. Therefore, if the
AFI is to have any significant effect in this direction, it will not be through the
operation of the closed-off Center, which is after all just another (if richer) film
school added to those already existing in LA, but through its aid in developing
general American film culture: in other words, through its primary tasks in the
archive, education, research, and distribution areas.
There are two main obstacles facing all talented young people wishing to

develop their film-making talents and undertake commercial film-making at
present: the difficulty of getting one's first films distributed, and the difficulty
of getting "into" the industry, union-wise, influence-wise, etc. The Center has
some effect in these areas for its chosen few. But both of these are general prob-
lems that the AFI could attack if it wished: by developing an aggregate distribu-
tion policy and by a large apprenticeship program, similar to its intern
appointments but (1) far more numerous, and (2) extended to nontheatrical
films, which by now may well interest more talented young film-makers than
theatrical features do. The nurturing of talent is a statistical game, as the old
studios knew; you must plant a lot of acorns to get a few oaks. To get some per-
spective on the way in which film-school spending can be evaluated, we should
remember that with the funds that have been spent on the Center, about 600
apprenticeship grants could have been made, assuming something like $3,000 per
grant, which most grantees could supplement with income from the productions
they work on. (Those fellows who have had internships have generally reported
themselves immensely benefitted, incidentally; this seems to be the most success-
ful aspect of Center educational effort.)
To the principled case against any AFI school at all, we must add many

other difficulties. The faculty, with the exception of Frank Daniel who was
formerly dean of the Prague film school, has had no educational background; the
operations of the school have had no theoretical or intellectual orientation that
might justify its elitist position. Daniel is a good screenwriter and a fatherly
figure who is apparently excellent as a script supervisor; but he comes from an
utterly alien tradition and has had no significant intellectual contribution to
make to film thought; his draft outline for the educational orientation of the
Center sounds like a UNESCO document, full of the best intentions but hoping
vaguely to offer all things to all men. The formal Center teaching program has
evidently in fact boiled down to occasional guest lectures and visitations by active
film-makers. Although some 900 films are reportedly screened yearly (half of
these for oral-history projects) they are very badly attended by the fellows, and
are largely American features, which hardly constitute the total universe of
important films. (Sometimes, indeed, nobody at all shows up for the screenings,
not even the person who requested them; and a rule has had to be established
that a film will be run if only one person turns up for it.)

It is no news to the older film schools that it is unreasonable in the long haul
to expect active film-makers to spend much time at a school, although they are
glad to come for an occasional appearance (especially if, as AFI has now begun
to do, this gets on television). But if it is hard to bring film-makers to the stu-
dents, why not take students to the film-makers through apprenticeships, as has
long been customary in other arts?

Moreover, the existence of the Center has tended to distort over-all API budg-
eting. Heavy Center expenses (partly but not entirely connected with large
and unplanned outlays on a feature being produced by one of the fellows; Stan-
ton Kaye) have drained away funds that should have been spent on archives,
research, and education on a national level. In the state of the theatrical in-
dustry today, production a features is extremely risky; it will be extraordinary
indeed, despite Stevens's optimism on this score, if the Kaye picture actually
produces income for AFI. In any event, feature production on this financial scale
($250,000 or more) is clearly something that needs to be undertaken by normal
venture capital; when a production goes this enormously over- budget, it should
stop until further venture capital is secured. (The AFI is not the Swedish Film
Institute, with its large tax-derived production funds.)
It is difficult to venture compact recommendations concerning the Center, but

part of the difficulty is precisely that the Center is so heavily implicated with
the rest of the AFI. Therefore, I propose that the principle of many-small-organi-
zations-are-better-than.one-big-one be applied:
The Center for Advanced Film Studies should be spun off into an entirely sepa-rate organization, with its own Board of Trustees and Director. If the Ford

A
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foundation is, as Stevens maintains, interested in supporting a film conserva-

tory, by all means let it do so. Greystone is now equipped for the purpose, and

can evidently be maintained physically at a cost of something like $70,000 per

year. But let the Center exist on its own, so that the AFI will be free of its
weight—organizational, administrative, and financial. The policy of having one
man attempt to run both organizations seems clearly mistaken. It is charged by
his critics that George Stevens, Jr. pulls down $60,000 per year: it is replied by
his friends that he works hard. What is needed, however, is not one man strug-

gling to do a $60,000 job, but two men doing $30,000 jobs without stretching
themselves as thin as Stevens has to. The necessity to try and manage the Center

as well as AFI as a whole, it seems to me after extensive talks with him, has

meant that Stevens has not been focusing proper policy-making energy on gen-

eral AFI priorities since he went to Los Angeles Greystone has, it seem to me.

been far closer to Stevens's main personal interests than his work in managing

the AFI's other areas; certainly it connects more directly with his prior ex-

perience as a film producer with USIA and earlier, not to mention his family

background in the feature industry. It may be, therefore, that both he and his

constituency would be happier if the AFI and Center are split, and he directs
the Center. It seems clear, at any rate, that Stevens has little taste for trying

to turn AFI into an aggressively national organization in wide and direct contact
with film-concerned people on every level.
The disparity between Steven's approach and what is needed becomes clearer

if we turn to an examination of other areas of AFI work, but before doing so
let me list a number of recommendations concerning the spun-off Center itself:
An apprenticeship period should be required of all resident fellows, and a

nationwide apprenticeship program should be established, not only with theatrical
feature directors but also makers of documentaries and experimental films of

every kind. An expanded fellowship program should also be established for
scholars and critics, and this program too should assist both resident fellows
and fellows who wish to carry out programs at established centers of film study,
whether universities or such institutions as the Museum of Modern Art, the

Cinematheque Francaise, etc. The program for resident fellows should not be

confined to beginning scholars as at present, but should be partly (only partly)
modeled on research centers in other fields, where established scholars are
offered a year in a "hothouse" atmosphere.

Second, the staff of the Center should be expected to develop a theoretical
rationale for their work which relates to the general situation not merely of the

American film but of film as a worldwide art form. This rationale should not

denigrate theory and criticism or be otherwise intellectually provincial.

Third, there should be a minimum of special showings at the Center and what

there are should be publicized; instead fellows should be encouraged to par-

ticipate in the general on-going life of exhibitions, discussions, and publications

in their city. (As explained further below, AFI should, once it is rid of the

Center, undertake an active regional role and do some screenings itself in

convenient central locations.)
Fourth, fellows should have a voice in management of the Center, through

some democratic mechanism, particularly as regards allocation of production

budgets; this would impel them to develop skills in articulating their proposals

and developing principled arguments on their behalf, through being involved in

a real social process.
REGIONALISM

Since some of the recommendations which follow are not within the power of

AFI as it is presently organized, let me first outline how it seems to me AFI

should function in its national role. It has been recognized by all, since the first

discussions of an institute, that the geography of this country is a terrible obtacle.

If our culture and our film industry were centered in one place, as is true of

London, Paris, and indeed most capitals, the Institute could be located there

and centralized functions would be appropriate in many areas (though the

British Film Institute, for example, is now engaged in a regional theaters

program). As a creation of the federal government, AFI found itself in Wash-

ington, a singularly unfilm-minded city. An abortive branch office was opened in

New York; then the Center was establiqhed at Greystone, and the center of

gravity of the organization shifted to the West.
It seems crucial to recognize that a successful AFT must be dedicated to pro-

moting the film interests of all regions of the country, and must be in close touch

46-795 0 - 75 - 14
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with the varying problems of those regions. Thus, regional offices should be openedin Los Angeles, New York, Chicago, and perhaps other cities as well. UnlikeGreystone, these offices should be located in easily accessible places; they shouldprovide modest screening facilities capable of being opened to the public, witha public coffeeshop adjacent thereto where film people could meet, informalevents and presentations could be held, etc. Compact office space should be pro-vided for a small staff, whose primary responsibilities would include coordinat-ing work on distribution problems, aiding and advising educatonal programs, andreporting events and developments to the national office and AFT Reports. Thisstaff would encourage the development of a network of advisory and ad hoc com-mittees drawn from the local film community (broadly conceived to includeeducators, film-makers, students, critics, industry members, and persons fromthe general public who care about films). The staff would also be concerned todevelop a general public membership program. In short, they would act as gad-flies, inspirations, stimulators, troubleshooters; they would go out and engagewith the film problems of the country, and attempt to bring AFI's prestige, influ-ence, and money to bear in solving them.
One important task of the AFT regional offices would be the development ofregional theaters, either directly under AFT auspices like the one in Washington,or through assisting local museums or other groups in the manner of the BFI.Unfortunately, the Washington theater has been so expensive that its experiencewill tend to frighten off those interested in beginning other theaters. After modestand quite successful beginnings, the Washington theater was moved to a high-rent shopping center where its losses have been spectacular (on the order of$100,000 per year). Next year it goes to the Kennedy Art Center, but expensiveoutfitting is involved there too, and Stevens foresees another $100,000 deficit. In-stead of working toward other regional theaters directly, however, AFT policy isnow to put on "spectaculars" in collaboration with big department stores, as hasbeen done in Minneapolis and Houston. These operate through high-poweredhoopla of stars and big names; they garner a few memberships, but it seemsextremely unlikely that the Official Culture types who attend them will consti-tute the backbone of a repertory theater audience, while it seems all too likelythat this kind of show will alienate the young people who in fact constitute sucha potential audience.
The AFI Theater in Washington should be returned to its former modest levelof operation, with expenses kept relatively in line with income. It should beoperated as a conscious pilot program to explore how self-sustaining theaters canbe maintained in cities lacking large film-mad populations. The essentials shouldbe modestly in "image," active and daring programming (as has been the casein Washington), and active attempts to connect the theater with community in-terests and needs.
Presumably, if AFT must continue to rely on government funds, its head-quarters office should be in Washington, despite the cultural disadvantages ofthat city.

RESEARCH AND PUBLICATIONS

Returning to the other main areas of AFT activity, what has been happeningin the past six months is a cutting back of programs as AFT has run out ofmoney. Stevens claims that production people have been fired too; but the ireof the education and critical community was most directly raised by the firingof the Center research staff; shortly thereafter, not only Education ManagerRon Sutton in Washington, but also Stevens' administrative assistant Kay Love-land resigned; and a petition of protest was then signed by a large number ofpeople still remaining on the staff, on both coasts. In such circumstances bitter-ness is natural. Stevens claims that just as much research and education workis going on now as before. But what he means is the oral history program; andas far as participants at the recent educators conference in St. Louis can tell,AFT is hoping to cast them loose as soon as possible. It seems clear, then, thatan important change of emphasis has taken place. But it is not easy to evaluatethe past or present contributions of AFT in the research or scholarly area.Skepticism is inevitable, because scholarly work is one thing that institutionsare never good at; they serve best by providing libraries or similar facilitiesand leaving the scholars alone. Judging by the evidence of our American universi-ties, the "community of scholars" Robert Hutchins spoke of cannot be willed intoexistence simply by hiring scholars and putting them in one building; it springsup sometimes in some places through a happy concatenation of circumstances.
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What was going on at the Center seems to have been preparatory in nature.
Seminars were held; discussions were carried out; books were envisioned. One
project bore on the nature of visual style in film, hoping to develop a suitable
vocabulary for analysis. A study was afoot on animation, and several on his-
torical aspects of Hollywood film-making and film-makers. The role of the paid
staff was to assist the fellows doing these projects through discussion and advice;
and there was some overlap with management of the oral histories projects.
Some of the work planned may come to publication stage in due course, when
it can be evaluated by all. On the other hand, those staff or fellows who have in
fact published critical work (Jim Kitses, Paul Schrader, Steven Mamber, Bob
Mundy, and others) would doubtless have gone on producing whether the Center
existed or not, and whether or not they happened to be in Los Angeles, London,
or New York.
The oral histories program, which is continuing after the firings (management

of it is not, after all, a terribly complex job) involves both experienced and pub-
lished interviewers and beginners. We can confidently rely on the knowledge and
Interviewing skills of Gavin Lambert on Cukor, Albert Johnson on Wellman and
Leroy, Charles Higham on Garmes, Peter Bogdanovich on Dwan, Walsh, and
McCarey, or Kevin Brownlow. But only later will we be able to assess the 30
other projects now underway. It must also be remembered that although oral
histories serve to preserve the memories and opinions of important industry fig-
ures, they are only the beginning of scholarly work, and certainly do not constitute
film history in themselves. There is a tendency to think of tape-recording as ful-
filling the duties of a scholar; but the tapes only provide a partial basis for the
difficult process of sorting out truths, exaggerations, falsehoods; for seeing
through the opacities of events and films to what actually happened and what it
meant. If the oral history program results only in tapes, and not in the writing
of history, it will be a failure.

Partial support was given to Filmfacts magazine, and various bulletins were
published, plus a guide to college film courses.
For the rest, no scholarly or research publications have been issued by the

AFI itself. A series of transcribed guest discussions is now planned, but judging
from the first, with Fellini, these will be pleasant conversations but hardly
significant contributions to film thought. (The Fellini booklet has the attraction
of being modestly printed, though apparently its cost was far from modest.)
If we assume that AFI policy should be directed toward furthering the highest

levels of research and scholarship in film, it is clear that a drastic reordering and
rethinking is required. AFI has spent something like $450,000 in the "publications
and research" area. Aside from the above-noted items, this has bought some
extraordinarily expensive rumination about the problems of putting out a general
film magazine that would appeal to everybody, which is now acknowledged to be
impossible (as those of us already active in the field have always maintained).
As Kay Loveland notes, "It is hard to believe that this much money has been
spent with so little result"; and those of us who work in more rigorously admin-
istered organizations can hardly help concluding that a great deal of extravagance
and carelessness have been involved. While it seems that no actual malfeasance
has occurred, the AFI has evidently been run by the loose standards usual in the
big-money world of foundation grants, where "image," plentiful assistants, and
insulation from accountability are the rule, and count for more than mere hum-
drum work. $450,000 is a modest number in this world; but consider what it might
have bought (after deducting 10% for overhead and administration) : it is
'enough to provide royalty advances (part of which could have been regained
and reycled to further projects) of $5,000 for 40 books plus $10,000 for 20 more;
or enough to subsidize the entire printing costs of about 50 film books; or enough
to pay the deficits of all America's film magazines for at least a decade: or enough
to commission, edit, print and distribute gratis some 135 modestly printed
scholarly monographs of perhaps 100 pages each.
Further developments in this area could obviously become very complex, but

for a beginning we could recommend that, in an AFI from which the Center has
been spun off:
A program of grants and royalty-advance funding should be established to aid

researchers who cannot secure. regular commercial royalty advances for their
projects. One special area where heavy commitments of time and energy are
involved is history; attention should be given not to committee-style work in
history, but to backing mature scholars capable of undertaking large-scale
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synthetic histories, both of American film and film worldwide. Scholars and critics
should be encouraged to utilize the oral history materials for what they are:
raw materials toward the writing of analytic and historical works.
AFI should itself publish some special-interest works of too limited an audience

to interest regular publishers, whether these are by AFI-supported writers or not.
( The decision to publish should always be a separate decision from research-
grant decisions.) Some examples of useful materials which cannot at present find
a market are: short monographs—longer than articles, shorter than books; cer-
tain types of scripts; studies of organizational problems in the film field.
AFI should continue and expand the AFI Reports publication so that it be-

comes a truly national newsletter, not merely about AFI activities, but about
all film events of more than purely commercial or routine interest. It should be
very rapid in its publication schedule and modest in appearance, rather on the
lines of two worthy predecessors, Canyon Cinema News and New Canadian Film.
This is particularly important because of its great usefulness in building a
national membership organization. Such a publication, if modestly staffed (one
person) and aggressively edited, would be virtually self-sustaining.
A research and reference service should be maintained in connection with the

National Film Catalog; for practical reasons, such as the great concentration of
archive and library resources (and writers) there, a reference officer should
probably be located in New York, although the Library of Congress makes Wash-
ington a possibility. This service should, like its excellent counterpart at the
British Film Institute, assist scholars and critics doing research, film-makers
and industry people needing information, and AFI staff who need assistance.

EDUCATION

The research staff at the Center assisted the education staff (based in the
East) by various kinds of consultation and advice. In an AFI from which the
Center has been spun off, the education department should be responsible for
its own research work.
There are two levels on which "education" is a proper function of AFI. The

most crucial is assisting the development of the widespread ferment of screenings,
discussions, publications, and beginning film-making which must exist as the com-
post from which major artists and films will hopefully grow. Work on this level,
as carried out by the regional offices, should be democratic in the best sense,taking no account of official qualifications or social distinctions: it would be
excessive to expect that a juvenile delinquent, deserter, and general no-good like
the young Francois Truffant would be appointed a Fellow but we must demand
that he would be admitted to screenings and discussions like anybody else—just
as he was, in fact, at the Cinematheque and at the cineclubs around the Latin
Quarter in Paris.
The other level is assistance to formalized education, which practically speak-

ing means chiefly high schools, since colleges tend to be jealous of their peroga-
tives. British film teachers on both secondary and college levels (aided by their
own association and now the BFI) have been exploring this area for many years;our problem is to recapitulate their experience as quickly as possible, and to
push ahead with our own. AFI has worked hard to bring us up to date: holding
seminars for teachers, providing guidance, teaching suggestions, reassurance,
and information. In general, this program went forward well, and laid the founda-
tion for regional groups of teachers who are now, with the cutback in AFI funds,
contemplating formation of their own national organizations—surely a useful
development, for which AFI should provide seed money. (The educators also
propose to elect an AFI Trustee from their membership, and this would provide
a bit of leavening to the co-optation process by which the Board members are
now selected.)
As in the research area, we can here only suggest a few basic aims for the ed-

ucation department, which should be funded as a major AFI effort:
Experimentation with teaching methods, as was done in the "model curricula

sites" program, should be resumed, and their results published.
A quarterly journal written by and published for film teachers should be es-

tablished, along the lines of the British SCREEN.
Regional and national seminars should be held periodically for the exchange of

ideas, until such time as these can be replaced by conventions of the national
teachers association.
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Education officers in the regional API offices should hold meetings, seminars,

showings, and other events useful in developing film education in their areas.

CONTROL AND ADMINISTRATION

The Board of Trustees which controls API evolved through a series of commit-

tees appointed by the federal Arts Council; key people in the early stages were

Gregory Peck, William Pereira (a former art director and now architect). George

Stevens, Sr., and an actress named Elizabeth Ashley. In due course George

Stevens, Jr., became involved; the Stanford Research Institute was hired to

• produce a report on what a film institute ought to do; and by the time the actual

first Board was constituted, basic policy was set. Thereafter the Board has been

a self-perpetuating body (its members pick their own successors, on a staggered

schedule). It is a heavily Establishment board, with a token independent film-

maker or two. But since this is an Establishment-run society, there is perhaps

nothing to object to about this if the board delivers the goods. Two kinds of

"goods" are required, before we can conclude that the board is doing its job:

money and aggressive policy-making.
The money question will be resolved, one way or the other, shortly after this

issue of FQ appears. Funds for the next fiscal year are being sought from the

National Endowment for the Arts and from private sources (mostly in the in-

dustry) ; some Ford Foundation funding will carry over. In future, Board mem-

bers should be expected to actively support fund-raising work.

As far as policy goes, the Board's central mistake has been to ignore the

distribution area—and the potential for nationwide involvement and support

which lay in regional offices and regional theaters. A "commission" to study dis-

tribution problems is now being proposed by Stevens; but this seems too little, and

it is unquestionably too late. Parallel to this fundamental distortion of policy are

the developments associated with the Center: if the education, research, informa-

tion, and publications programs should look outward, involving themselves with

film people everywhere, the Center looks inward, spending very large sums that

touch only a handful of people.
Since the Board controls the balance of API outlays, it is the Board's re-

sponsibility to lay down firm program outlines for Stevens and the staff. The

Board, however, is a large and unwieldy body; it meets rarely. Real responsibility

rests with its executive committee: Gregory Peck, Arnold Picker of United

Artists, Arthur Penn, Jack Valenti of the MPAA, John Culkin, David Mallery,

and John Schneider of CBS. It is to these men, along with Stevens himself, that

responsibility for AFI's performance falls.
Part of the problem in the administration of API, and therefore in evaluating

its performance in different areas, lies in the amorphousness of the organization.

As far as I can tell, everything of any importance (plus a great deal which is not)

is decided by Stevens personally; there are not even really any official "depart-

ments," though people have been sometimes appointed "managers"; outlays of

money have remained tightly in Stevens' hands. During the financial crisis of the

past year or so, a great deal of budgetary reshuffling seems to have taken place,

with the over-all result being a relative transfer of resources so that the Center

has prospered and the other aspects of API work have shrunk. It seems to me

that the Board's resnonsibility could be fulfilled thus:
The Board should establish plain and explicit policies in the various areas of

AFI operation (after spinning off the Center as a separate organization). Each

jor area slinnld have a fixed and public yearly budget, and it should be ad-

ministered as a Department, with a manager who meets occasionally with trustees

to discuss the Department's problems and needs. The Board should also employ

a comptroller to supervise budgets and expenditures, and the general outlines of

API expenses should be routinely publicized to maintain public confidence.

Many charges have been made by fired staff members and their supporters con-

cerning financial waste and general mismanagement by Stevens and his associates.

Kay Loveland, Stevens' former administrative assistant, has written that "Not

all these administrative expenditures taken individually are unnecessary, but as a

whole they add up to a life style more appropriate to a successful profit-making

movie studio than to a struggling young non-profit organization. So often needless

expenditures were made because the lack of a guiding vision resulted in too much

money being spent in too few areas." She also charges that "Throughout API's

existence, staff morale has been very low and employees have remained almost
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continually frustrated and dismayed at management policies and practices, bothtoward individuals and departmental programs. Confronted with gross salary in-equities ( the AFI Director made $75,000 [cut to $60,000 in the crisis], the educa-tion manager $13,000), negligible fringe benefits (in California employees werenot protected by unemployment and disability insurance for almost two years),and management's failure to develop clear and fair employment and severancepolicies, staff have felt used and dispensable."
Devotion to a good cause does not excuse an organization from its obligationto provide rational personnel policies, and both the recent uproar and earlier staffgrumbling indicate that the Board should require management to develop ex-plicit procedures and standards in the personnel area. The staff should alsorealize that, despite their professional status in many instances, they also playthe role of employes, and need some kind of organization through which theycan represent their interests to management.
It was characteristic of the process by which such organizations as AFI areformed that Colin Young, who had led the discussions that first mobilized senti-ment on behalf of a film institute, and who had more ideas about what such aninstitute should do than anybody else around, was not invited to sit on theBoard of Trustees. When I asked Stevens why, among all the people who haddone scholarly, critical, or university-level film teaching in this country, onlyArthur Knight (who has excellent high-level industry connections) was on theBoard, Stevens allowed that he just couldn't understand how such an oversighthad occurred. Knight has of course been an extremely valuable member of theBoard; but the persistent exclusion of all others who have done serious intel-lectual work in the American film world is perhaps the major "symbolic" reasonwhy AFI so lacks friends among those people who loved film before it came tothe attention of the big foundations; and it goes far to explain certain biases ofAPI operations. The Board should include several additional members who havedone original and important thinking about film as an art (historians, teachers,critics) and can help redress the balance that has tipped so far in the directionof production. This indeed seems to me the most crucial recommendation thatcan be made; without such a move, support for AFI will continue to erode almosteverywhere outside the walls of Greystone.
As far as I can tell, very few people in the film world want the American FilmInstitute to die. Too many high hopes have been attached to it for anyone towrite it off easily; and it has accomplished its tasks of archive and film-makersupport with distinction. Its potential for helping to develop a national filmculture is large. However, many people are troubled by what seems to them animbalance in AFI priorities, and by the signs of internal personnel difficulties.What is needed, therefore, if AFI is to successfully regroup after its present fi-nancial crisis and go forward into a second phase of existence, is a wholesale re-examination and reordering of AFI priorities. If a new consensus can be achievedon what API ought to be doing, this could serve as the basis for a genuine con-stituency that could help API survive in the long run—both through directmembership support and through political pressure aimed at fuller governmentsupport, which is the source of money for all other film institutes in the world.(The BFI gets some $1,800,000 yearly, and BFI income from publications, admis-

sions, etc. is almost as great; the BFI, however, also operates the national
archive, which here is a responsibility of the Library of Congress.) If the Center
can be spun off and AFI policies turned around, AFI will only have begun to
fight on behalf of the art. If that cannot be accomplished, the struggle is already
over, and we can begin preparing inscriptions to be engraved somewhere at Grey-
stone.

[From Screen, Summer 1971]

(Richard Thompson)

After three and one-half years of operation, the American Film Institute is the
focus of controversy flowing from administrative and policy decisions taken in
January 1971. What follows is a review and critique of the AFI' s history. I have
tried to make clear my relationship to those events.
Many members of the film community have withheld comment on the AFI

issue because insufficient information was available to them. Perhaps this report
will provide a useful basis for dialogue between the AFI management and the
national constituency it should serve.
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CREATION OF THE AFI

The United States was the last great film-producing nation to initiate a national

film institute. With a combination of Federal Government and private funding

($1.2 million each from the Federal Government's National Endowment for the

Humanities, the Ford Foundation, the Motion Picture Association of America,

and private sources), the AFI was officially founded in June 1967. Other agencies

have long performed film institutional duties, the Library of Congress, the

Museum of Modern Art, the George Eastman House, colleges, universities, film

societies, publications, and private individuals.
On December 19, 1966, the National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities

announced:
. . . the establishment of an American Film Institute, thus formally activatin

g the

recommendation of President Lyndon B. Johnson made on the occasion of 
the

signing of the Arts and Humanities Bill on September 29, 1965.

The Film Advisory Council will provide guidance during the preparat
ion of

the final report of the Stanford Research Institute, whose comprehensive stud
y

on the organization and location of the American Film Institute is sche
duled to

be completed by mid-February of 1967. Other members of the Film A
dvisory

Council (in addition to Roger Stevens and Gregory Peck) are: Elizabeth Ashley
,

actress; Sherrill Corwin, president, National Association of Theatre Own
ers;

John Culkin, SJ, director, Center for Communications, Fordham Univers
ity;

Bruce Herschensohn, Herschensohn Motion Picture Productions and 
producer

of USIA's recent film on the late President Kennedy; Charlton Heston
, actor;

David Mallery, Director of Studies, National Association of Independent Scho
ols;

William L. Pereira, Los Angeles architect; Arnold Picker, executive 
vice-

president, United Artists Corporation; Sidney Poitier, actor; Arthur 
Schlesinger,

Jr., historian; George Seaton, writer-director-producer; George Stev
ens, Sr.,

director-producer; George Stevens, Jr., director, Motion Picture and Televisio
n

Service, US Information Agency; Jack Valenti, president, Motion Picture A
sso-

ciation of America; Richard Walsh, president, International Alliance of Theatri
-

cal and Stage Employees.
All save George Stevens, Sr., and Charlton Heston became Trustees of the

AFI. Heston serves on an advisory committee to the AFI Board of Trustees.

INITIAL CONTROVERSY

In Readers & Writers, April/May 1967, Cecile Starr, noted film teacher and

editor of Ideas on Film, addressed an open letter to Gregory Peck:

"Many professional film people—film teachers, film librarians, film society rep-

resentatives, film students, independent film-makers, and 16mm distributors,

among others—feel that those who are shaping the AFI do not know what they

are doing or where they are going. We fear that the Hollywood-dominated Ad-

visory Council does not clearly recognize the difference between film art and film

entertainment. In its years of plenty, Hollywood showed very little interest in

raising the level of public appreciation of film as an art; in helping schools and

colleges teach the art of the film and film-making; and in encouraging film artists

to work freely toward experimenting with and advancing the art of the motion

picture. Hollywood should be represented on the committee, but why as a

majority ?"
She then invoked the Art Council's obligation to concern itself with film as a

fine art, and to decide whether it will be controlled by the industry or 'by people

more directly involved with film as an art . .
Does the Film Advisory Council represent the people and institutions con-

cerned with film as an art?
Of the sixteen-member committee, four (yourself included) are distinguished

Hollywood actors, two are distinguished Hollywood producer-directors, two are
distinguished producers of government-sponsored films, four are distinguished
representatives of the producers, exhibitors and employees of the film industry;
one is a distinguished architect; one a distinguished historian-politician and
part-time film critic; and two are distinguished representatives of the film-
teaching profession whose writings indicate a strong predilection for Hollywood
films.
Why does the Advisory Council not include a representative of the film society

movement; of some of the large and small universities where film-making has
been taught for five to twenty years; of non-Hollywood, non-governmental film-
makers to whom we must inevitably look for our next generation of film artists?
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Why are film historians, familiar with the long-standing conflict between film
artists and film businessmen, and film critics not included on the Advisory
Council? And why are there no representatives of our film libraries in museums,
universities and public libraries throughout the country?
Supposedly one reason for overlooking them is that they might become recipients

of grants from the Arts Council. This hardly holds up, however, in light of
the fact that Father John Culkin, a member of the Film Advisory Council, has
received $71,000 for a project he is to undertake in connection with Fordham
University. Surely there are other people, currently engaged in other aspects
of film art, who can be counted to serve the Advisory Council with similar
selflessness.
Can any lasting and vital activities result from such unplanned planning,

such closed-circle operations, such one-sided representations?
Will the $91,000 study made by the Stanford Research Institute, "to develop

a plan for a national film institute", be made public? If the Film Advisory Council
had been more representatively composed, it would have been in a better position
to develop its own plan for a national film institute rather than delegate this
job to a research group relatively unfamiliar with film art.

Miss Starr then listed many classic films and standard works of film history
and aesthetics, wondering how many members of the Advisory Council had seen
or read them; then:
Where else other than in the US would an educator dare open a national

conference on the teaching of film as an art by remarking that he was not a
film specialist and had never seen Eisenstein's Potemkin—`not even the famous
steps sequence'? In what other country in the world would such innocently pro-
fessed ignorance lead to government subsidies for further conferences on film
art, and eventually to a permanent place on the National Council on the Arts
as its expert on the motion picture? With all the money in the world, with all
the good intentions in the world, we do not believe that film art can be advanced
one whit in this country without the open and coordinated assistance of every-
one in this country who is concerned with film as an art.
Interviewed in Variety (April 17, 1967) on what she felt should be done, Miss

Starr said:
To start with, I'd throw out the whole present Advisory Council. I'm not ask-

ing anyone to agree with my ideas for the American Film Institute, but let's
put together a Council of recognized leaders in the arts, people whose concern
for film could result in a workable plan for the American Film Institute.
She then provided a list of possible candidates.
Variety (April 24, 1967) devoted most to a page to AFI coverage. A news

story noted that a board of trustees would be established. Jack Valenti was
quoted as saying that no more than 5 per cent of the board would be major
company representatives.*

Gregory Peck responded to the issues raised by Cecile Starr by sidestepping
them:
'Her remarks are intemperate. She's badly informed in the stand she's taken.'
He was then paraphrased at length on the research the Advisory Council

undertook.
'It's designed to provide a bridge to films, and without Miss Starr. probably

being aware of it, is just about what she would like it to be.' He added that
what it boils down to is that the Council isn't composed of members Miss Starr (or
Mr. Starr—Ed) would like to see on it.
'We feel we have done an objective job,' said Peck, 'our whole aim is to provide

new opportunities' for young entrants into the field. 'We feel it was wise to have
conducted our research without the glare of publicity.'
While castigating Miss Starr for being misinformed, he continued to withhold

the information necessary for a well-informed discussion of the issues at hand.
The AFI continues to meet such attempts at dialogue with an assurance that
things are going well, without details on what is going well or how it is going
well or why or where it's going, often coupled, as here, with a mild personal
attack on the challenger. The AFI spent the three and one-half years after Peck's

*A separate story summarized an editorial by William Starr (no relation) in the
American Federation of Film Society's journal, Film Society Review, which echoed earlier
criticism regardinz Board composition, non-representation of non-industry constituencies,
and decisions made in which those zrouns and interests with most at stake had neither
representation nor participation: "The fear widely exists that the country may shortly
he faced with a vested interest organizational fait accompli which will require years of
devoted labour to undo."
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statement operating mainly 'without the glare of publicity', or, to be plain, largely

in secret.
Cecile Starr responded to Peck's answer in Variety (June 7, 1967) :

"Gregory Peck's statement that my remarks are 'intemperate' and that I'm

'badly informed' in the stand I've taken, seem to me to sidestep the issues I've

tried to call to his attention.
My stand is that the sixteen-member Film Advisory Council of the National

Council on the Arts, which Peck heads, cannot possibly advance film as an art

since the great majority of its members have had little or no experience with

motion pictures except as a business for profit or for propaganda purposes. Tha
t

their intentions may be the best I readily concede (a concession which Peck does

not seem to grant to mine). But ray good will is stretched to its limit when I hear

that the leading contender for the position of director of the proposed American

Film Institute is at present a political appointee, and that he will be (or has

been) chosen by a Council which includes himself, his father, representatives of

the Hollywood film industry in which his father is a prominent figure, and

representatives of his political party, including a former employee of the office

which he now heads."
Variety commented editorially:
"Gregory Peck's quip in Washington on Monday (5) that the AFI was 're-

viewed' before the curtain went up does not answer nor dismiss the objections and

fears of those who wanted to be heard, and were not. The Institute has been

established on the basis of unreported discussions and an unpublished report of

the Stanford Research outfit. It is not that the Institute will not proceed to serve

useful purposes, but that it has made a mystery of its reasons, which is never

good public relations."
The same issue of Variety cited AFI's goals in the areas of filmmaker

training, film edueation, film production, preservation and cataloguing (ar-

chives), and publications. Of these five, film education and publications are
vague programmes:
"Film education (primarily to explore ways to assist 'development and

improvement') . Publications (including more and better textbooks on film-

making)."
When established, the Board of Trustees included Ashley, Corwin, Culkin,

Herschensohn, Mallery, Pereira, Picker, Poitier, Seaton, and Valenti from the

Advisory Council; also named were 16mm distributor Charles Benton, writer-

director Francis Ford Coppola; former U.S. Commissioner of Education

Francis Keppel ; film-maker Richard Leacock ; Group W TV syndication

president Donald McGannon ; writer Dan Taradash ; and director Fred
Zinnemann.

George Stevens, Jr. was appointed Director of the AFI. Stevens is, of

course, the son of the noted Hollywood director. From his official API Press

biography:
"Stevens began his career in films during college as an assistant on A

Place in the Sun and Shane. Following two years as a motion picture officer

in the U.S. Air Force, he directed a number of television shows including Alfred

Hitchcock Presents and Peter Gunn. He was an associate producer on The Diary

of Anne Frank and also directed location segments of that film. In 1962 the late

Edward R. Murrow selected him to head the Motion Picture Division of the

United States Information Agency.*

*One of the striking things about the AFI is the presence of ex-United States Informa-
tion Agency people in key positions, Richard Kahlenberg, who was one of the first people

appointed to the staff and is currently the API's Assistant Director for Planning, had

previously worked for the United States Information Agency as an assistant cultural

attaché. Robert Goodman, who became the number two man at the AFI in 1968, had

previously been assistant director of the United States Information Agency. Antonio

Vellani. who became responsible for the grants to film-makers programme, had been on
the staff of the United States Information Agency when Stevens headed it.

Articles in Film Comment (vol. 5, no. 2, and vol. 4, nos. 2 and 3) contain a good deal
of information about the United States Information Agency. The latter issue documents

Stevens's decision to make a United States Information Agency feature documentary on
John Kennedy upon the President's assassination; it also discusses the extraordinary

use and distribution of the film Years of Lightning, Day of Drums and the assignment
of all domestic profits from the film to the John F. Kennedy Centre for the Performing
Arts. Roger L. Stevens (no relation), chairman of the Board of the Kennedy Centre,
annointed the film's producer, George Stevens. Jr. its writer-director, Bruce Herschen-
eohn (later succesor to Stevens in heading United States Information Agency film activi-
ties). and its narrator. Gregory Peck, to the original sixteen-man Film Advisory Council
to create an American Film Institute. This Advisory Council was a part of the National

Endowment for the Arts, of which Roger Stevens was then chairman.
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An article in the June 9 issue of Variety gave Stevens' defence of the AFI :"Absolutely everybody who's criticized the Institute either for what it will orwon't be doing, is dead wrong, he suggested, since even daddy [himself] doesn'thave a clear idea of what it's going to be when it grows up."Precisely what Cecile Starr had said five months earlier!The article gave Stevens' description of a wide range of specific alternativesin the areas of archives, production, and film-maker training; and then:"The three areas above, which are likely to account for the major portion ofthe Institute's three-year budget, have also occupied the bulk of Stevens' timein the brief period since he's been installed in office, and rather than being dis-couraged that he hasn't found the answers, he appears pleased that in so shorta time he's uncovered the questions. But in two other areas, film education andpublications, he suggests that he hasn't found time to really explore the prob-lems."
At this point in the story, John Culkin speaks for these areas, suggesting that,in time, the API Education Department might involve itself in a teacher-trainingprogramme, a curriculum study, and in providing textbooks, but that the bigeffort would centre on "spreading the word" of the film education movement,at primary and secondary levels. This limited view, omitting as it does the possi-bility of leadership and creativity in the education field, has hovered over AFI'seducational efforts since, as we shall see, such efforts have been primarily inthe areas of organisation, and of data collection and distribution. These areresponsive, administrative areas, not initiative, creative ones.
AFI's first promotional piece was a handsome, lavishly illustrated pamphletwhich describes AFI's "response to needs in several areas of film":
"Preservation and Archives: To preserve, catalogue and provide for the in-creased accessibility of outstanding American films.
Education: To develop in America the most discerning and responsive filmaudience possible, through the improvement of film study methods and supportof teacher education in film.
Film-maker Training: To encourage and accelerate the development of pro-fessional artists in the field of film.
Production: To create additional opportunities in film production for talentednew film-makers and developing professionals.
Publications: To stimulate excellence in research and writing about all aspects

of motion pictures and television."
These are then developed in greater detail. The Education section is titled

"The Film Audience"; AFI's rhetoric in discussing education consistently focuseson an "audience" which can be improved by distribution of data and support
of the primary and secondary school film education movement. The Santa Bar-
bara Conference, advisory service and newsletter, and fellowships for graduate
degree candidates are the only programmes listed. "In these ways it is hoped
that film will be furthered by its inevitable critic—the audience."

Publications. Next to films themselves, published materials may constitute the
most significant means of stimulating progress in the art of film. The literature
of the Aiperican film, despite important individual accomplishments, does not
Presently *provide sufficient intellectual base for the advancement of film as art.
The publications division of API will seek to stimulate research and writing

about all aspects of film, especially but not exclusively the American film, by writ-
ers and scholars the world over. The Institution will contribute to the literature
of film in several ways. By establishing a motion picture magazine, a literate,
lively periodical designed for everyone with a serious interest in film and the
film industry. By cooperating in the publication of books on the history and
aesthetics of film and on the achievements of individual artists—books of particu-
lar use in colleges and universities and to the interested public. By producing
films about film. By developing a programme of oral history, to record past and
present accomplishments of film artists. By identifying research needs in all
areas of the American film, in cooperation with universities, film societies,
museums and other agencies devoted to film research. By reproducing film scripts
for use in training courses, to permit analysis of the problems of written style
and visual form in the film.
While every art in the end survives by its own achievements, every art also

in due course creates a literature which sustains and guides its developments.
One of AFI's goals is a comprehensive literature of film, providing audiences with
an opportunity to appreciate the medium more fully and young film-makers a
chance to learn from those who have gone before.
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A repertory programme is generally described, aiding in the availability and
circulation of prints among theatres, exhibitors, film societies, etc.; no mention
of a national film theatre is made.

IMPLEMENTATION

It would be impractical to cover the history of the AFI in detail. I will attempt
to summarise major steps in the Institute's development, with closer attention
given to the areas at issue, Education and Publications, research and scholar-
ship. In examining the following programmes and decisions, it must be borne
in mind that while mandates and responsibilities have been passed down to mid-
dle management (programme managers and officers), authority to make decisions
Is consequently difficult to assign.
In its first year, the AFI allocated $1.2 million to the Archives programme

for nitrate print rescue and preservation. This has been the most successful AFI
programme; it has also operated with the greatest independence from top man-
agement, possibly because it is the only programme of the five major programmes
managed by an Assistant Director of the Institute. The AFI also sponsored or
cosponsored conferences on film and education during its first year. It estab-
lished a $500,000 production fund for grants to independent film-makers, new
and old; this programme, too, has been quite successful in fulfilling its goals.
Feature film production plans were announced, but because these plans under-
went considerable changes before realisation, they will be described later. The
National Film Catalogue project was commenced, linking the Archive staff with
the Library of Congress to computerise credit data for all films produced in the
U.S., a mammoth undertaking now nearly finished; this, too, has been a success-
ful and useful project. A Film Information Service for educators and scholars
was initiated in New York City. Although it has been closed, a long-term lease
requires the AFI to continue to pay a rental estimated at $20,000 per year for
the unused office. Planning began for the Center for Advanced Film Studies, to
be located in Los Angeles. Richard Kahlenberg was placed in charge of basic
planning for the Center, which would be the AFI's most ambitious and extensive
effort; he was replaced as archives head by Sam Kula. An oral history programme
was begun, operating from the UCLA Film Department, funded jointly by the
AFI and the National Endowment for the Humanities.
Mid-year 1968, Robert Geller was named head of the Education Department,

assisted by Education Officers Ron Sutton (later to succeed Geller upon his
resignation in 1969) and Kit Laybourne. In July, AF1's Santa Barbara Leader-
ship Conference for film educators begon. It was a four-week session for forty
teachers in close informal contact with film-makers, university film professors,
industry representatives, and so on. 'It is planned to publish the papers and
curricula developed' from seminars and workshops held during the Conference,
the AFI announced. Though Kit Laybourne prepared extensive report material on
this key conference, the AFI chose not to publish it. Instead, a small, anonymous
promotional pamphlet entitled 'The First American Film Institute Leadership
Seminar: Teaching the Film' appeared. It is a summary of the structure of the
Conference, a list of the visiting faculty, and a survey of AFI's projected Model
Site Funding project. It does not deal with specific results of the Conference, and
could have been written before the event.
In September, the Education Department announced Education Fellowships of

$1,500 for MA candidates, $2,500 for PhD candidates—up to ten to be awarded
as the 'first step toward increasing the number of teachers'. Actually it was one
of API's very few steps to directly support young film scholars and critics in
their work. After its first year, it was discontinued. In November 1968 the de-
partment announced the first of its Model Site grants, thirteen in all, advancing
some funding to develop film education programmes and curricula around the
country. The project was discontinued after its second year.
In February 1969 the Oral History Project was transferred from the UCLA

Film Department to AFI proper; the Louis B. Mayer Foundation grant of $150,-

000 over these years made it possible. James R. Silke was made head of the
project. Silke was the founder and former editor of Cinema, and later editor of

Movies International. The Real West, and Assault. The first projects commis-

sioned were the oral histories Peter Boedanovich completed with Leo MeCarey

and Allan Dwan. Oral histories of William Wellman and Mervyn LeRoy and

Busby Berkeley were commissioned; none of these has been completed though

their deadlines are past.
In the Journal of Aesthetic Education (vol. 3, no. 3, July 1969) Robert Geller

and Sam Kula published an 'article developed in consultation with Mr. George
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Stevens, Jr.', entitled 'Toward Filmic Literacy: the role of the American FilmInstitute'. The article is probably the most articulate and scholarly presentationof AFI programmes and their goals that has appeared.
Under the heading 'The Need for Enlightened Film Education', they note: 'Theprincipal concern is about who teaches what to whom and how it is taught.' Acautionary summary of destructive tendencies in American film educationfollows, then: 'But as an art form films must be understood as objects providingopportunities primarily for aesthetic experience.' Later: 'It is not, of course,AEI's function to establish inflexible aesthetic principles.' Discussing the Centerfor Advanced Film Studies: 'The Center is intended to serve as a bridge betweenfilm study and film-making as a profession.' A major goal of such a programmeis to create an ambiance for fruitful discourse on film.' As had been customary,they note: 'The Center will also accept a limited number of fellows pursuingcareers as film critics and historians.' The role of those critics and scholarswithin the Center, and the AFI, is undefined. Many other topics are covered,including the films-on-film series, initiated with Bogdanovich's documentary onJohn Ford. (Due to extreme schedule and budget over-runs, and unforeseen dif-

ficulties encountered in obtaining releases for film clips, this film has not yet
been completed, further films-on-film are not planned at this time.)

H. SECOND YEAR

In July 1969 the AFI issued its first annual report, a thirty-two-page pamphlet
with a high picture-to-copy ratio. Variety remarked, pinpointing a common AFI
press characteristic: 'Of all the items reviewed in the annual report of the AFI
issued last week, only in one area was any "hard news" revealed.' They were
referring to the naming of the five individuals who received screen-writing grants.
The report itself reviews most areas without adding much new data. In the area
of publications, it promises:
". . . to publish American Film, a magazine that will deal will the past, pres-

ent and future of the cinema. Special attention will be devoted to the ideas,
methods and words of those who have made and are now making films. Fact will
be emphasized over opinion, with the aim of providing a continuing source of in-
formation and experienced thought about the craft, the art, the economics—about
all the factors which make film-making what it is. [Note the crude polarisation
of the critical process between 'fact' and 'opinion'.] AFI will work with pub-
lishing houses and writers to encourage the publication of books and monographs
about all aspects of film-making and film history."
When Chloe Aaron interviewed research fellows after the January upheaval,Greg Ford remembered that she had an AFI budget summary which contained a

$50,000 item for the American Film project, which had been assigned to Jim
Silke, currently Editorial Director in charge of publications. The project has been
discontinued and written off as a loss. This write-off figure is approximately
equal to the entire Production costs figure listed for all British Film Institutepublications for the year ending March 31, 1970.
With the services of the top-flight publicity agent firm, John Springer Asso-

ciates (representatives of the Burtons, Henry Fonda, Satyricon, Z, etc), the AFT
augmented its many pamphlets and press releases. The cost has unofficially been
cited as a retainer of $20,000 per annum, plus per-job fees and expenses above
that. This was in addition to a full-time staff member in Washington assigned topublic rela tions—a nparpntl v at $12,000 per year.
At the end of July, Filmfacts became an official AFI publication. It is in line

with the AFI's emphasis on data, rather than opinion. The periodical publishes
the credits of all commercial features released in the US, and includes a selec-
tion from daily and weekly reviews.
In the same month, the Center for Advanced Film Studies opened. There were

eighteen Fellows (11/2 in Research, rather than the three solicited) and a faculty
consisting of full-time members Frantisek Daniel, James Blue, Jim Kitses ;
part-time member Jim Silke. Kitses was given the Center Research Department
responsibilities; he hired me from Chicago to work with him".
The Center is located in an old Beverly Hills mansion, rented for $1 per year

from the city, but requiring renovation, adaptation, equipment, and mansion-
scale staff and maintenance totalling over $1 million. Many films are screened
there for Fellows, and most Fellows are in some stage of film-making, for the
most part scenario writing or re-writing. Production equipment and facilities are
limited.
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Center faculty in general were unconcerned with, or by, the chaotic lac
k of

programme, organisation, or structure given to events and screenings 
at the

Center. Ultimately, the Research Department was able to make some progr
ess in

this area, but generally without active support from other areas of the 
Center.

At the end of the first academic year, Blue resigned; the AFI did not repla
ce this

key faculty position, combining, as Blue did, firsthand film-making knowle
dge with

critical experience and teaching insight. In fact, with twice as many F
ellows at

the Center, the AFI began its second year with a smaller faculty than t
hat of its

first year. Apparently, it will begin its third year with an even smaller 
faculty, as

Kitses has not been replaced. Stevens is always listed as a faculty mem
ber, but

he performs no specific faculty functions. He spends roughly half his ti
me at the

Center. The rest is spent in Washington or travelling, fund raising, a
nd so on.

In its 1971-72 academic year brochure for the Center, the AFI annou
nced that

tuition will be $2,500 (which will be waived if a means test demonstra
tes inability

to pay—somewhat similar to scholarship procedures in other ac
ademic institu-

tions). With the advent of tuition, it is interesting to compare 
the Center to

other advanced film training centres. Unlike others, the Center is
 not accredited

and so cannot grant degrees. Nor does it give grades, offer cou
rses or formal

curriculum. It has a faculty (for forty-odd Fellows and at least ha
lf as many

auditors) which consists of Frantisek Daniel, academic head of the
 Center and

full-time faculty; Tony Vellani, most of whose time is occupied wi
th the Film-

maker Grant and Production programmes he has charge of; and Jim Silke
, who,

on a half-time basis, is in charge of the AFI's Publications and Re
search pro-

grammes as well as arranging for the guest appearance-seminars whi
ch occur

roughly once a week. By addition of fractions, nearly two full-time facu
lty

members for forty Fellows; at $2,500, it's no bargain.

At the end of 1969, Stevens announced the opening of the AFI Thea
tre in

Washington, "to stimulate interest in the cinema, and to enlarge the num
ber of

Washington's discerning filmgoers by calling attention to great films of
 different

eras". Eight months later, the Theatre moved to the L'Enfant Plaza compl
ex, an

800-seat theatre which Variety said had already "failed as a commercial out
let,

partly because it is off the beaten track". AFI Theatre membership were availa
ble

first for $5, then $10 ($5 for students) per year. Membership confers
 these

privileges: one receives schedules and mailing list material, and pays $1.25 
admis-

sion to screenings. No participation or vote. The AFI claimed 7,000 member
ships

for the Theatre, a revenue of $70,000 at $10 per member; yet the Thea
tre is

currently running at a deficit the AFI itself estimates to be appro
ximately

$100,000 a year—for a strictly local-impact, Washington area programm
e.

Focus
By June of 1969, the API's estimate was that it had been successful in 

looking

after film-makers and their films, in programmes such as production
 and grants,

film-maker training (with the Center for Advanced Studies about to
 open), and

archives; but had not yet found its stride in the areas of disseminati
on or ap-

preciation—by which words the AFI meant education, publications, r
esearch, and

scholarly activities aimed at the world of ideas. At this point, thin
king seemed to

embrace the notion that if the AFI is for the artist and his works mo
re than for

the audience (in practice), it should lead from that strength. Ind
eed, as the

Center, Production Department, and Archives already served the
 film-maker,

Publication, Education, and the AFI Theatre should do the sam
e. This crucial

turn of ideas, centering all AFI conceptual thinking on the film-m
aker primarily

and explicitly, underlies many of API's later difficulties.

Education
1969 was the Education Department's peak year in terms of staff, fundin

g, and

activity. During this year it reached a staff size of seven (exclusive
 of inter-

locking support from Research—a staff of three )—a department ma
nager, two

officers, and four assistants. The year before, Education created the Co
mmunity

Film Workshop Council with a $50,000 seed grant: this proved to b
e a good

investment, maintaining vigorous activity and finding other fu
nding for the

ensuing years, mostly under the guidance of Geller, who headed CFW
C, after re-

signing as AFI Education manager. At the end of 1968. Education M
embershiu was

established. Through 1969 and 1970, it came to include over 2,000
 teachers in

the field, serving as the centre of an information and organisation
al network.

The goals of the Membership plan were:
(1) To establish a national clearing house for information and 

curricula;

(2) to provide consultation and advisory service; (3) to provide an offic
ial liaison
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with other national education groups; (4) to act as a stimulus to regional and
local film study organisations; and (5) to become a news link for sharing
important film education activities within the country.
Education Members were solicited most heavily and receptively for feedback,

information, and suggestions, but, as with other AFI membership programmes,
Education Members paid a yearly fee but had no voting power or status within
the AFI administration.
The Fall 1970 Newletter carried Ron Sutton's new view of the Department's

function, probably necessitated by shrinking funds and staff (by this time, the
staff had shrunk to Sutton, the manager, Dispenza, the field officer, Greensfelder,
assistant, and possibly one more secretary. Membership price rose from $6 to $10
with no increase in benefits; members received the Newsletter, Membership
Directory, and Guide to College Film Courses).
". . . but we tend now to think of our work for the seventies primarily as a

need-surveying, information-sharing lobby for film education. The vast and
complex needs in the field argue against our attempting to meet them through
direct funding (such as film study grants). We see our role as a catalyst in the
field. It seems appropriate that we concentrate on convincing leaders in business,
foundations, government and education that film study needs strong, solid finan-
cial assistance."
In addition, he listed information exchange, summer schools, and aid to groups

wishing to stage their own regional screenings—the AFI had discontinued its
regional screening activities.
In February of 1970, Sutton outlined the three basic eduction field needs the

AFT would attempt to service (under reduced staff and funding support) : 1.
development of some understanding of what film is, particularly important in
high schools, where film courses are largely offered through English or Humani-
ties departments; 2. Leadership courses, with more film courses in higher educa-
tion, we need more trained people to teach them; 3. Materials—films and print
materials.

Research 1970
For the Center's second academic year, the Research Department accepted

three Research Fellows, which gave a total of 41/2 with the 11/2 remaining second-
year Research Fellows. This group, along with an actively involved staff and
some other interested Fellows, began screenings in support of Research Fellows'
projects, began a weekly critical seminar presented by a different person in the
Department each time, and, in January, began to develop some group publication
projects. At this time, Kitses was finishing a book-length report on the summer
seminar. Three research auditors had been selected to join the group at the end
of the month.

Feature
In late May 1970, when the coming financial crisis of the AFI had been fore-

seen by top management and there was considerable uncertainty about whether
money would be available to open the Center the following October for Fellows
who had already been accepted, the AFI moved into the production of a feature
film. Reasons for this decision have not been made public, or clear. The film, by
Center Fellow Stanton Kaye, titled In Pursuit of Treasure, was finally budgeted
at $130,000, which the AFI apparently provided. At that time, many within the
AFI considered the budget extremely low. To date, the film has cost $260,000.
Much of the overage was covered by companies of some Trustees. It appears that
completion cost will be over $300,000.

III. BLOW TIP

In October 1970 David Lunney was hired at $22,000 to become (administra-
tive) manager of the Center. His background was not in film, but in theatrical
management. He also worked for the Ford Foundation. Early in the week of
January 18, 1971, he fired Marie Fitch, a secretary, under highly questionable
circumstances. Staff relations have never been good at the AFT; this firing united
the staff, all of whom attended the regularly scheduled staff meeting the day after
the firing and asked for an explanation of the firing. At that time staff also read
a document which had been under preparation for three weeks previously,
listing grievances and suggesting changes. The staff meeting lasted a day and a
half, at the end of which Marie Fitch was allowed to exercise an earlier-
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a

approved transfer to another department, rather than remain fired. Staff ex-
pressed their hope that this would open up new and more successful staff rela-
tions; the tone at the end of the meeting was positive.

Management Responds
The following day, Friday, January 22, summarily, without warning or con-

sultation, by David Lunney, Steven Manes, library assistant, was fired; his super-
visor, librarian Anne Schlosser, was called into the session as an afterthought;
Richard Thompson, Research manager, and Jeryll Taylor, Research Coordinator,
were fired together; and Jim Kitses, Director of Critical Studies at the Center
and full faculty member, was fired.
We were told at the firings that we were being fired due to budget tightness.

Later, the AFI maintained it had foreseen these trims for several months. How-
ever, they had not been discussed with department heads and administrators in-
volved, nor had any warning been given to personnel, and at one stroke AFI's
research and critical studies department was removed.
Many saw the firings as an example to the staff to stay in line or suffer the

consequences, since two of those dismissed had been active in the Marie Fitch
affair.
Overlapping these firings, Stevens conducted a hastily arranged meeting in

his office with some Production Fellows—but no Research Fellows—at which
some explanation for the firings was given; content of that meeting has not been
made public. By 7:00 p.m. the same evening, Bill Scott, production manager
of the Center, moved his resignation up to be effective immediately, in protest.
Saturday and Sunday, Stevens, Kahlenberg, Lunney, Daniel, Silke and Vellani
worked long hours at the Center, holding meetings with Fellows and staff, con-
solidating their position and smoothing things over.

. Research Fellows' Response
On Monday morning, the Research Fellows distributed the following 'Appeal

to Our Fellow Fellows' to the Film-making, Screen-writing, Camera, and Pro-
duction Fellows:

1. We no longer feel there is a place for us and the critical study we embody
at the Center. It has been suggested that we continue as Fellows without either
specific staff or tasks under the part-time guidance of faculty members who
have not been previously involved with the Research Department. We do not
feel that the committed, vital work of Jim Kitses can be replaced by present
staff, and we therefore cannot accept the proposed spineless, vapid program.

2. We feel that the dismissed Research Department was in fact fulfilling the
true, stated goals of the Center in that it was a genuine community for film
study and education. We furthermore believe that George Stevens, Richard
Kahlenberg, and David Lunney, who took this decision, having no meaningful
contact with the Research Department, were ill-equipped to accurately assess
its true worth. We can only conclude that they were either wilfully unaware
of the Department's actual accomplishments or chose to reject on principle the
critical function of the Center.
3. We find this action appalling both in the specific, high-handed, callous

manner in which it was conducted and in the general principle it embodies. We
cannot escape the conclusion: In a Center devoted to 'advanced film study',
written, carefully argued critical film study no longer has an official place.
4. This action, we also feel, is symptomatic of many similar actions taken by

the AFT administration. It is precisely this type of administrative vacillation,
duplicity, dilletantism and lack of clear priorities which have stunted the
creative growth of the Center from the very start.
Therefore we ask you as fellow Fellows to take these considerations into

mind. They will pertain to your future as well as ours. Both official and unofficial
discussions of this matter are now taking place. This may be the best and most
effective time to make your complaints known. The evolving situation in which
the needs of Fellows are being compromised by ineffective administration will
evenutally affect everyone at the Center.
Kay Loveland. assistant to the head of the Production Department, announced

her resignation in protest the same day. The document in which she announced
her resignation was the first of several she nrenared. at length and in detail,
on administrative and staff problems and solutions. They should be consulted
separately if possible: they are too long for inclusion here.
The next day, Michael Barlow, programme coordinator, resigned in protest.
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Thirty-five members of API staff, both in Washington, D.C., and California,
signed the following statement of solidarity:
We the undersigned members of the staff of the American Film Institute ex-

press our solidarity with those recently fired from the AFI, those who have
resigned in protest, and the Research Fellows who have lost their department.
We find their grievances just and their arguments in the best interest of the

AFI.
We are committed, as we have always been, to the stated aims of the AFI

production, education, preservation and archives, AFI theatre, film-maker train-
ing, publications. We sincerely hope that from this controversy will result a
preservation and clarification of those goals.

Special Meeting
Late that afternoon, Stevens assembled all staff, faculty, Fellows and auditors

(except fired or resigned staff) for a meeting. Trustees Gregory Peck, Sidney Bar-
low (a financier), and Arthur Knight attended possibly because this open con-
troversy was taking place two weeks before the Board was to meet at Greystone,
and four weeks before the National Endowment was to meet at Greystone. Stevens
reviewed the history of the AFI at length, then came to the specific issue of the
firings. I regret not quoting large chunks from the transcript; they give a good
understanding of the AFI's administrative style. In summary, Stevens first said
that a staff of forty-four was considered by Ford Foundation and by the AFI to
be oversize in support of Forty Fellows; the firings were to trim staff down
( Staff requirements would have been smaller had the AFI not selected a white
elephant of a mansion for its California centre; also, it should be noted that four
months after the firings 'to reduce staff size', staff size had reached or passed
forty-four once again).

Stevens claimed it was obvious to those involved in the decision (not named,
but not including most top faculty or staff) that cost reduction would have to
take place in personnel. This was not explained either. Regarding the secretary
fired, then rehired, Stevens noted that he 'backed Lunney up all the way' (it is
typical of AFI's authoritarian administrative style that, given the chance to act
for both staff and administrator by stepping in and arbitrating. Stevens chose
rather to entrench authority and further alienate staff). Stevens admitted that
the decision of who to fire was taken the day after the last staff meeting (wherein
two Research Department staff were vocally prominent). Stevens then defended
making the decision without consulting the Board by reducing the issue simply to
personnel and budget arrangement—ignoring the large-scale structural and policy
implications of the decision.

Stevens maintained that Kitses's firing was a mistake, an oversight; in AFI-
influenced press coverage, the firing of Kitses was consistently blurred over and
in effect denied; apparently after the decision was implemented, someone realised
that Kitses's national prominence and stature should have been more subtly con-
sidered. Under pressure, Stevens said that Kitses would remain with the AFI
as a research grantee, and continue to give seminars for extra payment. He also
indicated that this newly released salary money—$42,000 total in yearly salaries
of fired staff—would make staff raises possible, and increase production funds.
In the intense question-and-answer period that followed, Stevens was put under
direct pressure. When challenged on the point that across-the-board salary cuts
at top and middle levels could have retained the severed programmes, Stevens
averred that that had been considered, but said no more. Throughout, Stevens
continually assumed responsibility for decisions, and invited blame for them if
they were bad, but never felt a responsibility to explain those decisions, nor to
consider a decision-making structure in which more concerned parties could
participate.

Kitses and Sutton
On Friday, January 29, Jim Kitses issued a letter to AFI management and

staff, Center Fellows, auditors, and faculty, in which he reported:
On Thursday, January 28th, AFI's director, George Stevens, Jr., invited me to

discuss these problems. He assured me that the difficulties were a result of mis-
understandings, and they had been exploited to damage the API. George Stevens
also insisted that my dismissal had been a mistake, that some new relationship
had been envisaged from the outset of the 'deliberations' that led to this act.
This new relationship would have included the Mayer Research Associateship
awarded to me some months ago (and scheduled to commence in the fall), plus

a
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'tutoring' and 'special projects'; my salary level ($17,000) woul
d have remained

unaffected. This explanation bears no resemblance to what I w
as told by David

Lunney when I was dismissed. In any case, George Stevens made 
clear that such

a relationship was now possible, and urged me to accept it. I hav
e declined and

now feel that I must speak out to make clear my reasons.

If AFI staff have taken extreme actions as a result of these 
precipitate dis-

missals, it is because they see here the culmination of a pat
tern of unsatisfac-

tory management-staff relations. This is not the result o
f malice or mean-

spiritedness on the part of management, but flows inevitably 
from a confused

administration that has not expressed to its staff a clear set
 of aims and priori-

ties. In such a situation, where decisions are improvised 
and the enemy is

always simply a lack of money, the result is that an insti
tution drifts rather

than has a clear thrust. Cutbacks, the abandonment of pro
grams, dismissals, the

dissolution of whole departments—all of these typically impos
ed from above—

demoralize and alienate staff. Having given of themselves in 
the belief that their

contribution is in the best interests of AFI, they suddenly fin
d they or their pro-

grams are completely dispensable; quite simply, they feel 
the victims of the

institution.
[George Stevens, Jr.] asked what constructive proposals I 

could make. . . . I

called for the creation of a department within AFI specific
ally responsible for

Education, Research, and Publications. Such a departme
nt would have to be

funded separately and be directly responsible to a commi
ttee, on which AFI's

Director would serve, consisting of representatives of 
the film education com-

munity. Such a department could spell out a clear progra
m of aims, priorities and

deadlines, and work to achieve these. Such a departme
nt would also strive to

create conditions of employment (and severance), a
nd a fair and rational

salary policy—a model that AFI as a whole urgently ne
eds. I expressed ray feel-

ings to George Stevens that I would be prepared to wor
k within such a system,

the creation of which I took to be essential if the enormou
s credibility gap that

has grown up is to be bridged.
He felt that some of the ideas I had outlined were us

eful and could be dis-

cussed, and that much of this would get done in due cou
rse. However, he offered

no specific assurances that this kind of radical change in
 AFT policy and planning

would take place. Given the crisis of confidence that no
w exists, I had no choice

but to decline his invitation to continue within the AFI
 in the ill-defined role he

had suggested. his offer seemed an obvious panacea for
 the immediate situation

rather than an attempt to confront the underlying pro
blems.

I do this because of my personal commitment to peopl
e and movies, and in the

best interests of the AFI. If the American Film Ins
titute can begin to demon-

strate—in its programs rather than its press—a core comm
itment to creation of

a dynamic film culture, I would be grateful for the
 opportunity to re-join its

ranks. As it stands, I have no alternative but to work 
toward that goal outside it.

Also on Friday, Ron Sutton, AFI Education Director
, issued his resignation;

this left the Research Department totally without f
aculty or staff, and the

Education Department with one officer and one sec
retary. Sutton's statement

begins with an attack on the 'incredible' treatment of 
persons by AFI manage-

ment, then echoes Kitses's point that the Education D
epartment was not con-

sulted in the decision to cut away its Research Departmen
t interlocking support.

He continues:
"Furthermore, I remain convinced that this firing was ca

rried forth in an

atmosphere of retribution or 'showing of management s
trength' in relation to

the 'Marie Fitch incident'. No conversation I have had with an
y administrative

official has persuaded me otherwise. It is just too large a leap of f
aith to ask me

to believe that this was all coincidental. To be told by the Assist
ant Director

Kahlenberg that this was a well-considered, long-term policy
 decision, and to

discover five minutes later in calling Robert Goodman, the Associate
 Director

and Financial Officer of the Institute, that he knew nothing about the 
decision

really strains the credulity of a twelve-year-old. If it was long-term, th
en I

cry 'foul' because I wasn't consulted. If it was decided and executed hastily 
as

a retaliation for the forced Fitch re-hiring, as I believe it was, then my c
ry of

'foul' is even more appropriate. In any case, I no longer wish to be a party of any

kind to such arbitrary and insolent administration."
But a further reason for my decision to leave is that I simply will not stand

for yet another weakening of the Institute's work in the areas of education,

research, and scholarship. The area has always had the lowest amount of

money assigned for its needs, despite the fact that this work relates directly to

the largest number of people.

46-795 0 - 75 - 15
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I have never been given a firm budget. I have had to make single requests on
all items. When I was shown a budget for the Department, it was inaccurate,
showing money spent for salaries that was never expended, including grants
that never went through the Department, and with no credit given for income
received from membership and sale of materials. Complaints about this were
always met with the statement that it was being worked on. One confidence
in the handling of funds and their proper assignment according to the original
goals of the Institute has been strained to the breaking point.
In a joint letter 'To the Educational and Critical Community At Large', Kitses

and Sutton warned:
Therefore, we feel compelled to state to the film education and critical com-

munity we have worked with over the past years that their interests are no
longer represented by the American Film Institute and that for us to continue
further as employees of the AFT would only compromise the work we have
sought to accompli§h.
On January 31, 108 persons involved in film education and research in at-

tendance at the Midwest Film Conference signed a petition addressed to the
AFT Board of Trustees. It read:
"Because we value highly the work of the Research and Education Depart-

ments of the AFT we are deeply disturbed by reports of firings and resignations
in those departments. If the Board does not reverse what seems to be a major
shift in functioning we intend to withdraw our support of the AFT and do all
that we can to make public what we regard as unconsidered and irresponsible
executive action damaging to the continued progress of film study."

Signatories included college and university film department heads and instruc-
tors; film education movement leaders J. Paul Carrico and F. Bob Duggan;
students at all levels; film society directors; heads of film distribution com-
panies; editors of film magazines; recipients of AFI Model Sites grants; and
Jack C. Ellis, head of Northwestern University's film department and long-time
leader in the university film education movement, also current president of
the Society for Cinema Studies. Ellis sent copies of the petition, with a covering
letter, to Nancy Hanks; Congressman John Brademas, Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education that grants AFI's NEH money; Senator Claiborne Pell,
similarly involved; and Dr. Harold Howe of the Ford Foundation.
The Board of Trustees agreed to meet the dismissed staff and those who had

resigned, to hear their views.

Daniel's Position Paper
Just prior to our appearance before the Board, Frantisek Daniel, former Dean

of the Faculty at FAMU, the Czech film school, now Dean of Fellows and aca-
demic head of the Center, presented to the Board a new position paper for the
Center. I will quote at length from this document because, as George Stevens, Jr.,
later put it, it has been 'endorsed' by the Board of Trustees as a new direction
for the Center, and for the roles of research, scholarship and education with the
AFI ; it has thus become something of an official position paper.
After summarising the API's main goals, 'to function as a unique national

Film Conservatory' with emphasis on training film artists and craftsmen, Daniel
said: 'A necessary adjunct to the Center's programme of expanded tutorial rela-
tionships is a real integration of film theory into film practice—a merging and
mutual stimulation exchange of these two areas of interest and activity.' He then
envisaged the structure of a very elaborate film research institute, which he as-
serted is needed in the US; but concluded: 'It goes without saying that such a
[Research] Center would he entirely created within or with the participation of
the AFT. . . . The immediate problem is, it seems, a lack of financial resources to
subsidize the evolvement of such a Center of Department inside the API.'
There are, however:
‘`. . . other vast fields of interest concerning API. These are now covered by the

Education Department which should desirably be functioning to its full capacity,
collecting, studying, evaluating, analyzing, synthesizing, and generalizing all the
different experiences and experiments in film education, elaborating and intro-
ducing the most advanced methods, forms, procedures, systems, and combinations
of those. etc. [Quite a job for one Education Officer and one secretary.—R.T.]
In addition to the exchange of opinions and experiences thriving inside the coun-
try, thorough study of the achievements abroad, publication of textbooks, mono-
graphs, chrestomathys, methodological instruction in translation is, or should be,
a part of the Educational Department activities."
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At this point, Daniel distinguished between two interpretations of film educa-

tion: one as. . . education of the film consumer, film viewer, film audience—that

is the development of critical judgment, aesthetical apprehension, and an under-

standing of the film language in the broader context of cinematic and diverse

art forms, a sense for the logoci of film history, etc etc. The other as. . . active
creativity, learning •and the mastering of the filmmaking process itself, with

all its related necessary technical, productional, organizational, methodological

and artistic skills.
Then: From Jim Kitses's memorandum . . . it appears that just the scholarly,

theoretical, speculative and passive Film Education should be favoured and

promoted.
As a matter of fact, this is not at all evident from any portion of KitseS's

memorandum.
The other, the functional, practical, vocational, the active education seems

to be considered of lesser importance or beyond the scope and orbit of the

proposed [Research] Department's interest. From our point of view, this second

category of film education needs even more consideration and a Center of a

Department considered with advancing and generalizing experiences in this field

would be as much ft necessity as the Department proposed by Jim Kitses.

Daniel's point here is not clear to me; the AFI does have an entire Center de-

voted to the Advanced Study of film-making, which could, and some say should,

be concerned with 'advancing and generalizing experiences' in the field of prac-

tical film education. That the Center has been unable to make its method and

results available to any beyond the forty Fellows working there seems, extrav-

agant and, possibly, indicative of a central lack of articulation at the Center.

In spite of the AFI's enormous financial outlay for the Center, Daniel went

on to label such a department, on the necessary national scale, beyond 'present

affordable possibilities of AFI'.
He then asserted the allegedly overlooked importance of audio-visual teaching-

aids, discussed it at length, and announced:
We hoped and still hope that the Center for Advanced Film Studies will pro-

duce such instructional pictures originating from the fruitful collaboration of

Research and Filmmaking Fellows and serving as inspirational examples of how
films can be used toward the furtherance of film education. We hope the pic-

tures or tapes dealing with different problems of this nature will be made at the
Center, which, because of its relation to the film community in Hollywood, has
the best oportunity to develop teaching of this exciting calibre.
No further support was given for this statement; no explanation of how

production of audio-visual materials is cheaper than the non-hardware Re-
search activities earlier described by Daniel as beyond the AFI means.
Daniel summed up his general position as follows:
As the profile and characteristics of the best film artists are revealed, as the

results of the best film schools in the world become apparent, as the time-weather-
ed experience of other educational institutions involved in practical, professional
artistic training prove, the possible theoretical approaches which legitimately
treat any particular art form the 'conservatory', or 'academy' type schools need,
demand, and cultivate a specific, limited and clear-cut portion of it. Film
theory, as it exists today, must be considered as an extended discipline which
becomes amplified, ramified, and further structured by enriching itself on the
one hand independently of the development of the cinematic art and on the
other, as an outgrowth of its incorporation with the theories of communication
and mass culture which coincides or combines with other social, scientific
disciplines.
It is not the sociology of film, psychology (or psychopatholozy 1 philosophy of

time (as developed, for example, in the works of authors like Mayer, Malraux,
Epstein, Barjauel, Chiarini, Barbara, or in later works of Lawson) ; it is not
the philosophic and ideological analysis of film language, film semantics, theory
of information (as practised in the works of Mets [sic], Plazewski, Morin, Eddo,
[sic] etc) ; nor is it the theory of communication and mass culture (McLulan)
[sic] which originated at the professional film schools.

All of this was then applied to the film-maker. The film-maker is the rhetorical
and conceptual centre of the entire paper, and by extension, then, of the entire
AFI. Activities should:

. . . serve this purpose and goal: exposing the Fellows to different often con-
troversial theories, poetics, stylistics, and aesthetics; thus, in this manner helping
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them to discover and define their own personal individual beliefs, persuasions,
and tastes.

This, of course, is what the Research Department was making available to the
Center prior to January 22.
The role of the Research Fellow in this is:
In the atmosphere of creative activity, of conflicting tastes, credos and artistic

conception, in the midst of the origination of new aesthetics programs of the
future American filmmakers now in existence at the Center and which has been
demonstrated by the fruitful result of the past half year, a theorist or historian
who loves the medium more than his theories can indeed more fully participate
and realize inspiration in his field of research. With the screenings, (899 pictures
in the last year) the possibility of working in the program of the Oral Histories,
the participation in films on films, or in the publications of the discussions which
take place at the Center, the Research Fellows can find a many faceted use of
their capabilities in addition to discovering an unending number of interesting
stimulants for their own theoretical work. It is necessary to say that for the
Fellows whose main interest is either Film Criticism or Film History, the situ-
ation is much clearer than that of a pure theorist. There could hardly be a more
fruitful climate, more desirable conditions and opportunities for the critics and
historians than the Center's.
Such theoretical research should root its investigations as a special institut-

tion within the Center. Theory, as it is necessary and as it should be cultivated
at the Center, is seen as the generalization of the creative experience, theory as
a searchlight for practice, concrete investigation, and the challenging conventions,
rules, devices, etc. This, as we see it at this moment, is the function and field
of exercise for theoretical research at the Center.
The existing fact that most of the film critics throughout the world cultivate

their trade untouched by the reality that there are objecive rules of the game,
that aesthetical analysis should and must emanate from the work of art itself
and not from the onlookers likes or dislikes, from his impressions, biases, prej-
udices, and assumptions calls for such a confrontation and co-education.
Daniel closed his review of the AFI's new position:
Constituation and development of film criticism as a serious and corroborative

cultural activity is unthinkable without a deeper theoretical understanding and
practical knowledge of filmmaking basics, the creative process of film-making,film history, and theory. Such an education eliminates and makes ridiculous
subjectivistic impressions, infantile, academic or ideolgoical pseudocriticism. The
Center for Advanced Film Studies seems to be the best and most vital place forsuch a conception of theoretical and critical film studies.
All this without a single faculty or staff member of note or competence in theareas of theory, criticism, scholarship, research, or history.

Separated Staff Presentation
Unaware of the preceding, a committee of fired staff and concerned Fellows

made its presentation. Jim Kitses outlined problems, priorities, and options in
educational and critical terms; Fellow Bob Mundy (one of the editors of the
English magazine Cinema spoke for the interests of Research Fellows; Fellow
Paul Schrader raised the question of critical standards and the national critical/
cultural community; I summarised the oral history progress to date, and urged
that a professional film historian be given charge of the programme; Kay Love-land presented a paper on staff-administrative problems. At the conclusion nf
the presentation, Stevens was asked by the Chairman if he cared to discuss the
issues raised; Stevens did not. An attempt on our part to engage the Board in
discussion of the issues was rebuffed; the Board preferred to keep its own private
council, and thanked us. We were told that the results of their deliberations
would be conveyed to us within a week.
Simultaneous reports on the Board meeting were presented by George Stevens,Jr, at Greystone, to Fellows, faculty and staff, in the presence of Gregory Peck

and Sidney Barlow; and to the fired staff and Research Fellows group, in a
Beverly Hills hotel room, by George Seaton, John Culkin, and Fred Zinnemann.
Also present were Kitses, Loveland, Taylor, Schrader, Mundy, Thompson, andResearch Fellow Steve Mamber. We were given information which closely fol-
lowed a letter, 'Notes for committee of Trustees NO) will meet with former em-
ployees on February 8, 1971'. A copy of ill's aocument was available to us at

4
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that time, and was later quoted from in the press. As the letter well sum
s up our

meeting, here it is:
These points should be made by whomever is the spokesman for the

 Trustees

committee.
1. That the Trustees found the presentation helpful to the process o

f arriving

at certain very important decisions concerning the AFI's future.

2. Many of your proposals coincided with recommendations which
 had been

presented to the Board by the director and staff.

3. Other of your proposals were helpful in clarifying our thin
king and decisions.

4. It is clear that the API has aspirations far beyond the res
ources presently

available. This has resulted in a staff stretched too thin and the
 creation of

expectations around the country that cannot presently be fulfilled. 
Much of the

meeting was devoted to exploring ways to increase the amount of f
unds available

for API.
5. The Board decided to immediately launch a $250,000 fund-rais

ing effort

between now and June to offset the present deficit of the Film
 Institute and to

stem the need to cut back further in AFI's programs in archiv
es, education and

filmmaker training.
6. The education committee of the Board chaired by David Maller

y met several

times throughout the weekend and will work in the next several m
onths to come

up with recommendations for consideration by the Board 
relative to AFI's future

thrust in education. The education committee gained appr
oval for a grant to

sponsor the first national seminar for directors of regiona
l film teachers orga-

nizations. The seminar is designed to explore the feasibility of 
founding an

individual national membership organization which would be aff
iliated with the

API and which would be provided with materials developed
 within the research,

archival and production activities of the API. Joseph Dispen
za was named to

take charge of AFI's programs in education.

7. The Board listened to the various viewpoints on the focus of the
 Center with

particular attention to the role of film theory within the Cente
r. It endorsed the

approach presented by Professor Daniel: A concentration on theo
ry as 'the gen-

eralization of the creative experience, theory as a searchlight for 
practice, con-

crete investigation and challenging conventions, rules, devices, etc.' 
The broader

education efforts described in both Daniel's and Kitses' papers must b
e consid-

ered in the larger scope of the AFI's ambitions and possibilities
 in film educa-

tion. Much of this is beyond our present funding expectations. A
s this concerns

the research Fellows, the Board hopes they can find within the
 program outlined

by Professor Daniel a program relevant to their continued study
. Professor

Daniel will be available to discuss with each research Fellow his indi
vidual case.

The Board decided that the AFI will be willing to work out a financ
ial arrange-

ment with Jim Kitses so that the research Fellows might have avai
lable the

continuation of their consultations with him throughout the remainde
r of this

academic year. The API would like to resolve within the next tw
o weeks the

status of the individual research Fellows.
8. The Board decided that the fact that Jim Kitses and Rick Thomps

on are in

the educational profession should be taken into consideration in te
rms of their

severance, and this will be discussed individually with each of them.

9. The Board is grateful for their concern for the API.

The API ended up paying Jim Kitses and myself through June 1. Their ruth
less

economy move ended up in obvious waste; had they played their cards 
differ-

ently, and advised us that as of June, the research programme would be 
termi-

nated if funds were not found, they could have had four months' more
 work

from us for the same cost.
At the conclusion of this meeting, pressure was put on the Board representativ

e

to discuss their positions on the hard issues at hand. Seaton had to leave; Zin
-

nemann, with extreme honesty and candour, apologised for being ill-informed 
due

to his residence outside the U.S. in recent years, and disqualified himself. 
Culkin

stressed some of the points in the letter, and went on to indicate, in confide
nce,

certain Board attitudes and deadlines of a rather sweeping and decisive nature
,

which, if true, and if realised, will certainly be seen as improvements by critics

of the API. However, the Board's unwillingness to take immediate and specific

steps, and/or to be publicly candid about API matters, was confirmed. At that

point, the meeting concluded with the staff/research Fellow group indicating

that they had followed the issues as far as they could through the administra-

tive chain of the API, to Board level, and would now feel free to raise those

issues not yet resolved in more public arenas.
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Variety covered these events a week later, on February 16, on its own initiative.
The next day, Variety carried AFI's side of the story. Stevens is quoted as saying:
"There are some people who feel the Film Institute should not be involved in

filmmaking at all, and they are never going to be happy here, because one of the
main reasons for AFI's creation was for it to be a progressive force in film-
making"

Of current $2,400,000 budget for the fiscal year ending in June, Stevens main-
tains approximately $1,000,000 is for the Center for Advanced Film Studies, other
$1,400,000 for achives, education, publications, and research.

Strangely, none of the money is assigned to production grants—unless they
are now incorporated with film-maker training into the Center.
Stevens explained staff problems in the same article:
"There were people who wanted to change the Institute to their vision of what

it should be. All organizations have them, but all organizations don't have as
handy and efficient a Xerox machine."
According to Stevens and a few Board members polled, the Board was unani-

mous in support of Stevens and the present programme and emphasis.
The same issue of Daily Variety contained this letter from Charlton Heston,

who entered in the middle of our group's presentation to the Board, yet is willing
to generalise about even those portions he missed:

Since I may be in a position to comment with some objectivity on the aims
as well as the problems of the AFT, I'd like to point out what I think are dis-
tortions as well as some simple errors of fact in the version of recent develop-
ments at the Institute as presented to Daily Variety by several former employees
and reported in yesterday's edition.
I'm a member of the National Council on the Arts, the federal body that

originally funded the AFT. I'm not on the Institute's Board of Trustees, but I was
asked to join a committee advisory to them and was present at several of the
meetings of the trustees last week at which these matters were discussed.
The five separated employees [missing the introduction as he did, Heston was

unaware that two of the five were Center Fellows, not employees] you mention
in your story were given an opportunity at one of these meetings to present their
views. Their statements were extensive, characterized largely by extremely
negative evaluations of the AFI's leadership and gloomy predictions of its future
if their recommendations were not followed. I'd describe both evaluations and
recommendations as apocryphal in character and largely lacking in pragmatic
validity. The board, as nearly as I could judge, found their suggestions totally
unacceptable.
. . . The industry as a whole is becoming involved in the future of the AFT, in

a most specific manner.
In the AFI's vague style, that last "specific manner" is not specified; it is of

particular interest as A1PAA at about this time withdrew its support of the AFL
In Daily Variety (February 2, 1971) Kay Loveland responded to the above:
1.None of us has ever said or implied that we 'feel the Film Institute should 3

not e involved in filmmaking at all.' We have said all along that we do not
believe film production should consume more than half of AFI's total budget, as
it has.

2. We do not want 'to change the Institute to our vision of what it should be.'
We have advocated and continue to advocate the original vision of AFT as set
forth in AFI's first brochure and all subsequent publications.

3. Your statement that 'all organizations don't have as handy and efficient a
Xerox machine' implies that we used the AFT machine to duplicate the material
we have circulated. As a matter of fact, the machine we used is located at the
Postal Instant Press at the corner of Wilshire and Almont, where we paid 5 centsper copy per page. In all we have spent around $100 on duplicating costs.

4. Mr. Heston states that our recommendations were 'largely lacking inpragmatic validity' and that the Board, as nearly as he could judge, 'found oursuggestions totally unacceptable.' His view does not seem to agree with the 'Notesfor the committee of Trustees who will meet with former employees 'whichseemed to be the guideline for the meeting we had with John Culkin, GeorgeSeaton and Fred Zinnemann on Feb. 8. [Here she cites points 1, 2, 3, and 9 of thatletter.] It seems strange, if our recommendations had 'no pragmatic validity',that George Seaton would have told us that probably ten of the twelve recom-
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mendations made in my Feb. 1 statement ( which 'coincided with recommenda-
tions which had been presented . . . by the director and staff') would be acted on.
It also seems strange that John Culkin would have made a similar statement,

that Culkin, Benton, Mallery and Zinnemann would have told us individually that
our presentation helped to make this Board meeting the best, most thought-
provoking that has ever been held, that Arnold Picker would have told me on
February 4 that most of the recommendations I had made were things he had
been trying to get for years. Surely they don't all lack in "pragmatic validity."
Research Fellow Paul Schrader became the first Fellow to resign from the

Center.
Variety of April 7, 1971, carried the following:
"A dispute is raging in the film education community about the two-year

$800,000 grant recently awarded the AFI by the Ford Foundation. According
to AFI director George Stevens, Jr. and his staff, the Ford funds are earmarked
for the Coast-based training center, and can't be used for education and research,
no matter how much it might be desirable to do so. Therefore, it is claimed,
the Institute's emphasis on production at the expense of its other mandated
activities is strictly a consequence of the conditions attached to presently avail-
able funds."
This is contradicted by McNeil Lowry of Ford, who says that the grant was

based on a budget for the training center which included the education, research
and critical studies faculty members who were fired. Lowry says that he has
asked Stevens to clarify the matter publicly, which he has not yet done. He
declines to say whether the grant would be rescinded if all budgeted activities
are not restored to the Center.
In the same issue, AFI revealed its new approach to education: The executive

board of the AFI, meeting in New York today, will consider a proposal to form
and finance a national organization of film teachers—a group which would sub-
stitute for the AFI itself in the field of grass-roots education.
Under the plan, formulated by a committee of board members, the Institute

would give $40,000 a year for two years to a new group—largely a federation
of sixteen extant regional groups, with some 5,000 film teachers as members. AFI
itself would discontinue its efforts on the local level, and would restrict itself

to surveys and other research in the field, which it would make available to its

new affiliate.
. . . Some critics, however, are likely to keep a close watch on the Institute

budget to make sure that the new plan doesn't make educational work a stepchild

to other AFI activities, notably production and filmmaker training.

Given AFI's budget secrecy, such scrutiny is impossible. However, Variety of

April 14, 1971, carried this item, quoted in its entirety:
The executive board of the AFI, at its meeting in New York last Wednesday,

tabled a proposal to form and finance a national organization of film teachers.

Board reportedly spent the bulk of its time talking about the Institute's current

fund-raising problem. Apparently no mention was made of the request by the

Ford Foundation to restore education and research faculties at the Center of

Advanced Film Studies on the Coast. The $400,000 due from Ford for the first

year of its current grant will not be forthcoming until the money is matched

by outside contributions. An expected larger grant from the National Council

on the arts would not be issued until after the Council's meeting at the end of

next month. [The grant has not yet been given.]
At the foot of a story announcing newly commissioned oral histories, Variety

of May 5 noted:
"Such reports had reached the ears of the Ford Foundation, which had

awarded an $800,000 two-year grant to the Center on the basis of a budget which

included research activities. It is now presumed that Stevens has now clarified

the situation to the Foundation's satisfaction."
But, in AFI style, not publicly.

Improved Staff Relations

As far as improvement in staff relations goes, the AFI did finally actually enroll

In the California State Unemployment Insurance programme, as it had falsely

claimed to have done twice before. However, On Friday, May 21, Judy Morris,

receptionist at the Center since its opening, was fired by David Lunney without

warning, on charges of lateness. She had just returned the week before from a

European vacation; during the week in question, she was not late.

Several other AFI staff members, at all levels, were late during that week.

Miss Morris had received no specific warning that her job was in jeopardy. She
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had been vocal in the staff meetings over Marie Fitch's firing. Robert Mundy and
Cary Glieberman, Fellows' representatives to the faculty meetings, were the only
members of the Center community to raise an outcry. They sent a letter to George
Stevens, covering the facts of the case, including Judy's extremely helpful rela-
tionship with Fellows—typing scripts for free, and so on—and asked for
clarification.

Outcry
Prescott J. Wright, veteran independent film distributor, concisely hit several

issues on the head in his letter of protest to the Board of Trustees, of Janu-
ary 1, 1971; . . . it represents what we have suspected and feared; that Educa-
tion and Research warrant the lowest priorities in the current directions of the
Institute.
None of us has escaped the economic pressures of these days and if this is the

rationale for reducing the Education Department to three [actually two] people
and cutting off the Research Department, then one wonders how the situation was
allowed to deteriorate. Surely the nature of the financial support of the institute
calls for better management and foresight on the part of the directing bodies.

If it is the intention of the AEI to vacate the field of film education and to focus
on production training then it. should do so honestly and openly. Other bodies
can then pick up this work and the concommitant funding.

Wright had served the AFI as a distribution consultant.
Austin Lamont, publisher of Film Comment, received a budget summary of

AFI—but hardly a complete one, as it did not include the figures for the Direc-
tor's salary, which is believed to be around $70,000 per year. Lamont notes that
administration and staff salaries, at $1,367,038, are greater than the sum dis-
persed in grants and projects, at $1,316,927.
Here are a few other figures: consultants and their travel, $134,534; rent,

$138,009; and a "benefit" for the AFI—which lost $31,953.
The figures cover the first three years of AFI operation. The editorial con-

cludes: Here are a few specific ideas, framed after I talked with dozens offilm people around the country, including AFI administration, staff and former
staff members:
(1) Film Education, one of the principal needs of this country, is getting short

shrift at the AFI. Film educators—critics, scholars and teachers—are not ade-quately represented on the AFI Board of Trustees. The educators should electtheir own full-voting representatives to the AFI Board.
(2) The Trustees should evaluate the Institute's policies and priorities, par-

ticularly with respect to its accomplishments as a "catalyst and point of focus and
coordination ;" and they should establish and make public a new set of prioritieswith clearly defined goals and realistic budgets, and with waste, overhead, admin-
istrative costs, salaries and frills cut to the core.
(3) The Trustee should evaluate the past performance and present attitude ofthe Institute's administration—its management techniques, its relationship to thefilm community, and its commitment to the goals of the AFI. Present administra-tion should be replaced and the internal structure of the AFI changed, if neces-sary, to insure the free flow of recommendations between the AFI administration,

the AFI staff and the film community.
Late in May, the Society for Cinema Studies (an organisation made up ofcollege and university teachers, film scholars, critics and archivists) distributed:

AN OPEN LETTER TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

The Society for Cinema Studies strongly supports the continuation andstrengthening the American Film Institute. Its work of preserving, cataloguing,and exhibiting our film heritage is of utmost value. At the same time we deeplyregret a reaction to financial stress that has caused elimination of the researchand continuing dismantling of the education departments. Our primary concernbeing the building of an enlightened and discriminating audience, the activitiesof research and education are to us at least equally important as any otherfunctions of an American Film Institute. We urge that they be restored to aparity in terms of budget and staff.
Conceiving ourselves as constituents of what should be thought of as a nationalPublic undertaking ( as individuals we are being solicited to become members ofthe API), we ask that the Board of Trustees be responsible to the total filmcommunity, including the scholarly, critical and educational segments. We ask
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that the management of the American Film Institute be held accountable to the
Board for all executive actions which do in fact relate to the policies and pri-
orities of the Institute's program. Specifically we ask that the Board of Trustees:

(1) Review the policies and priorities of the American Film Institute and make

a clear public re-statement regarding them which all can understand and refer

to and to which management can be held accountable.
(2) Consider the capabilities of the present management to implement these

goals; remove, realign and add executive personnel if necessary to insure that

the full work of an American Film Institute progresses according to stated

objectives and appropriate calendar.
(3) Publish annually a financial accounting of the American Film Institute's

income and expenditures so that all concerned can judge how the total resources

are being allocated.
(4) Make certain that the scholarly, critical and educational film community

is adequately represented on the Board of Trustees, and provide some mechanism

by which the members of that community can help choose who will represent them.

These requests are made respectfully and for what we sincerely believe to be

the best interests not only of the American Film Institute but of the whole

cultural and educational life of this nation.
May 1971
Early in June, the AFI circulated a pre-release draft of George Stevens, Jr's

response to the Austin Lamont editorial: 'A Response from the American Film

Institute':
The American Film Institute is an educational institution. Everything the AFI

does serves education in a number of ways. The Archive program has galvanized

a national effort to preserve films so that they might survive for scholars to study

and for new generations to view. Filmmakers are being edncated and supported

at the same time that work is being done to expand the use of films in education

and, today, far from being 'eliminated,' thirty-six AFI-supported researchers and

scholars are gathering history and data. We believe that film education relates

not only to the growing community of film educators, but also to the artists and

the audiences who sustain the art. In this light, everything the Institute engages

in can be seen as educational.
The American Film Institute, nevertheless, is probably not as good as those of

us who work for it think it is, nor as bad as its antagonists would like to portray

it. It is perhaps closer to the picture seen by objective observers and critics—that

of any unusually productive four-year-old with some triumphs and some mistakes.

Yet most criticism of this four-year-old questions not the quality of accomplish-

ment, but the quantity of work in one area or another. Constructive debate can

center around these questions of emphasis, the more so if polemics and misstate-

ments are put aside.
Look closely at AFI's trustees and you will find a serious group of people who

brought it into existence, made human judgments in matters of program, priori-

ties and personnel, and raised three-quarters of its total funding from private

sources. Having made that effort, they have been vigilant to prevent careless

spending. Perhaps this Board would be strengthened by more educators and

critics, but Arthur Knight, John Culkin and David Mallery have spoken forcefully

for education since AFI's founding, the latter two as members of the Executive

Committee. Yet no Board members have spoken for a single interest. New trustees

or visitors to Board meetings are invariably surprised to see the depth of interest

and commitment executives and actors hold for film preservation and film study

in the schools. And, less surprisingly, the educators have found value in the study

center in California. This mixture of interests is basic to AFI's unique trust and

is its strength—disparate elements of the film community joined by a shared con-

cern for the art of film. The executive and prominent artists are there partly

because they can help make it all happen, but to limit them to the size of their

influence is a mistake, so too to confine Ed Emshwiller, Ricky Leacock, Francis

Coppola and Arthur Penn to a narrow interest in filmmaking.
Film Comment offered 750 words and twenty-four hours to broad and scattered

charges. A complete report on AFI's first four years will be issued in July. Film

Comment readers may write AFI for a copy. It will contain a complete listing
of all activities, all individuals and projects assisted by the Institute, audited

financial data, and evaluations of the problems and challenzes ahead.
Meanwhile, be assured that research is not eliminated, it is stronger than

ever; that the 'staff salaries' to 'projects and grants' ratio represents no incredible

disparity—AFI is not a foundation, but an operating team consisting of cata-
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loguers, librarians, projectionists, archivists, faculty, theatre personnel, educators,
accountants, as well as the secretaries who do all the work. (The British Film
Institute expends the equivalent of 80 percent of its government support for
staff.) The report will detail 5,000 American films safeguarded; five summer
seminars for film teachers; grants for eighty-six independent filmmakers; annual
published surveys of university film courses; a definitive 1635-page Catalog of
films of the twenties ( the first of nineteen volumes) ; the funding of twenty-two
oral history projects; a film repertory theatre; twenty-seven internships for film-
makers; support for Filmf acts magazine (still struggling) ; the founding of the
Community Film Workshop Council; a weekly educational television program;
scholarships, fellowships; model film education sites; subsidies for film co-op
catalogs; and an advanced conservatory where filmmakers learn artistic craft
and discipline, and where theory and history are being compiled and refined.
This is only a part of what we would have liked to do in those four years. But

it has been achieved through the creation of a structure which has encouraged
concerted action from previously fragmented sectors of the film community. This
is a big country, and we are still a small organization. If you want to help and be
involved, write to me and we will look for a way.
While it may be true that BFI expends the equivalent of 80 per cent of its

government support for staff, this is not at all clear to me from the BFI Annual
Report and Accounts 1970. Budget reports, of course, are not necessarily organised
for clarity. One AFT budget report which Kahlenberg has appraised as reasonably
accurate, and representative of the same ratios of allocation for fourth-year
spending, listed:

Archives  $1,000,000
Education  400,000
Research and publications 450,000
AFT Theatre 240,000
Production grants 1,350,000
Center  2, 100,000
Administration  1,000,000

Total  6,540,000

When I asked Kahlenberg why 'Research and Publications' was so large for a
staff of three for eighteen months, with no budget (beyond the $150,000 Mayer
grant, which is probably figured into the total, thus accounting with staff for
$200,000 tops), he indicated that the figure included AFI's promotional brochures
as well. Not that they were mentioned in AFI's structural plans when 'Publica-
tions' were itemised. That yield's a figure of $250,000 for, presumably, promotional
material, plus a subsidy to Film! acts and an unspecified grant to Filmmaker's
Newsletter. It is also possible that, in Hollywood studio fashion, a portion of
Center overhead may be invisibly bolstering some budgets. During the first year
of Center operation, when the Research Department consisted of a staff of three,
one and a half Research Fellows, and two rooms in the mansion, the Center
officer then preparing budgets told me that Research Department was carrying
23 per cent of the Center overhead. I do not know how long this condition persisted.
At any rate, it would be most helpful if AFI's published budget data were detailed,
explicit, and complete, without room for ambiguity.

IV. IN CONCLUSION

Variety, June 2, 1971, carried a story on the Society for Cinema Studies let-
ter, with the comment: Though Institute director George Stevens thus far has
failed to issue a public clarification of budgetary priorities, he has consistently
denied that the AFI's education and research departments are being down-
graded. Rather, he's blamed a recent wave of firings and resignations in those
areas on differences of opinion on how the jobs should be done.

Stevens points to a recent series of research grants and to a reassessment of
the AFI's film-education role by a special committee of the board as evidence of
an continuing commitment.
As of March 27, 1971, this "reassessment . . . by a special committee of the

board', the Education Committee of Ma llery. Culkin, Knight, and Benton, had
not yet finished or distributed, though it was begun in early February. Also, note
the emergence of yet another reason for the firings: though first simply attrib-
uted to required budgetary trims, they are now the result of differences of opin-
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ion on how the jobs should be done. Shifty, but fair enough; however, the fact
that those jobs have not yet been refilled casts doubt on this explanation.

Stevens is correct enough in citing the on-going work of the Mayer oral history
project. However, his attempts to use this single programme to masquerade as
the entire Research effort is strained. Variety (May 5, 1971) carries such an
attempt: Reports that research activities are reduced or eliminated at the Center
are completely untrue, Stevens asserted.
In fact, whether Stevens is willing to recognise it or not, the firings of all

Research staff in January abruptly terminated the following Research activi-
ties, which have not been resumed or replaced:

1. Jim Kitses's final draft writing of his AFI book on last year's summer semi-
nar, which had just reached final rough draft when he was fired.

2. A collection of close studies in visual analysis methods, which had been
initiated by staff and Fellows of the Department.

3. A collaborative study of the Warners school of animation, for which screen-
ings and writing had begun (indeed, the firings occurred during the third of the
weekly screenings, and terminated the series prematurely).

4. The establishment of a project to pool, circulate and encourage the execution
of translations of film material in foreign languages for which English transla-
tions are currently unavailable on a large scale.

5. Meaningful tutorial relationships between Research Fellows and critical
faculty. Research Fellows are unanimous in asserting that AFI's total current
utility for them since the firings is in the screening of films, certainly an ad-
vantage, but a far cry from the vigorous dialogue that had taken root prior to
January 22.

6. Support of Research Auditors, who were to begin their stay at AFI the
Monday following the firings, who have received only token support in the form
of screenings—certainly not the participation in an active community they had
been led to believe was available.

7. Distribution by the Department of bibliographies and supportive duplicated
material relative to the weekly screening programme topics—which topics, it
seems, have also been discontinued since the demise of the Research Department,
who arranged them.

8. Weekly critical seminars of substance, prepared for by screenings, read-
ings, and presentations worked up by individual Fellows and staff, conducted
on a rigorous level of close discussion.
9. General input to the Center culture of solid critical and scholarly content.

Certainly no one currently at the Center is significantly involved in creating,
or even following, film criticism and culture, beyond film-making activities and
the screening of some current new films. The Center library, as a result of the
Research staff firings, has shelved plans for acquiring major foreign language
journals, such as backruns of Cahiers du Cinema, obviously because there is
no one to use them.

10. The "research into the language of cinema" originally envisioned in the
Center outline as a research activity, has stopped short.
11. Several individual monographs and book-length projects were suddenly

deprived of all but screening support.
In a larger context, since the AFI's inception, it seems that the only pro-

grammes cancelled or discontinued have been in the areas of education, publica-
tions, and research (this is not widely known because the AFT, while publicising
extensively the initiation of programmes, never publicly announces termina-
tions). Production, AFI Theatre, Film-maker Training, and Archives have re-
mained intact, if perhaps reduced in funding, while the following programmes
in Education and Publications have been dropped:

1. Film Information Office
2. Model Sites funding
3. Regional Screenings programme
4. American Film magazine
5. Films-on-film
6. Grants to graduate scholars
7. Distribution of curriculum documents in Xerox form
8. Separate Education Department • Newsletter (now incorporated in the

monthly AFT Report promotional pamphlet, much reduced in length)
9. Research Department (see above)
It seems quite clear from this that Film-maker Training Production, the

Theater, and Archives have received solid support, and that Education, Publi-
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cations, and Research have been considered in obvious practice more expenda-
ble and of lower priority.
The API has done very well in the areas of archives and preservation, film-

maker grants, and probably, on a purely technical level, film-maker training.
These are concrete, quantifiable areas of activity, easily fitted into API manage-
ment's product-and-production oriented thinking. Behind this stupid administra-
tor's positivism are two key conceptual sets. The first is API's frequent rhetorical
polarisation of film-making on one end of the scale, and criticism and scholar-
ship on the other. The alternative formulation, which one would have thought
more useful for AFI, sees film-making, teaching, criticism—all flowing from a
common centre, the film itself—as object and idea. However, the API prefers to
separate these elements as much as possible, and to underemphasise or ignore
the role of ideas and disciplines.
The second conceptual problem is also dichotomous. The API operates the

technical and concrete group of its programmes actively, as works; while it op-
erates the intellectual and educational group of programmes passively, as or-
ganization and administration. The API's major failure to date does not lie in
what it has done, but in what it hasn't done—indeed, hasn't even conceived of.
The API's education effort has been responsive, rather than initiative, conse-
quently, it has been limited by the boundaries and deficiencies of the field to
which it responds. Its service activities have been of value, but they have also
dragged down activities in other areas—creative rather than data-oriented ma-
terial, dialogue, criticism, ideas, educational, and critical works of substance.
This reflects a trend in the U.S. film education movement at large—mainly a
secondary school movement—which, responding to reductive interpretations of
McLuhan, plunged into organising teacher networks and circulating information.
These activities very quickly outstripped whatever conceptual base the move-
ment had and left it without a core. This imbalance is laboriously being corrected
without much API help.
With the single exception of Archives, the results of which are available only

to a very, very few, the API has focused the great majority of its financial and
staff resources on seventy-five filmmaker grant recipients, thirty intern trainees,
and perhaps sixty Fellows and Auditors of the Center for Advanced Film
Study, while serving the much larger constituencies of film scholars, teachers,
students, and the interested public with promotional material, lists of college
film courses, teachers' addresses, and little else.
Under the Archives programme, the API has put up a good filmography proj-

ect—the National Film Catalog—but has failed to fill equally pressing needs in
the areas of bibliography, translation, the clearing house for project listings
called for by Toeplitz, or ground work in television history and aesthetics. It's
even more irritating when one realises how much further funds go in education,
research, scholarship, even publications, than in the costly area of film produc-
tion.
In response to my request for an interview, and a subsequent letter listing

specific information I desired, Richard Kahlenberg, Assistant Director of the
API for Planning, met with me. Much of the data I sought was budgetary—
breakdowns of costs for various programmes, salaries, Center cost and overhead.
While not refusing to answer these questions, Kahlenberg did not bring such infor-
mation, and indicated that he did not know these budgetary specifics.
Kahlenberg advanced the new Discussion series as a useful publication, and

a broadly distributed product of the Center. The first Discussion pamphlet is
priced at $1.00 and contains thirteen small pages of chopped-up press conference
transcript, most of it available in numerous other Fellini interviews; Fellini's
appearance at the Center, which provided the transcript, was simple promotion
( See Rick Setlowe's story, Variety [January 21, 1970], lead paragraph). The
second Discussion is with Rouben Mamoulian, and is nearly a mirror image of
Robinson's 1961 Sight and Sound interview. When I challenged that such duplica-
tory and lazily-conceived efforts were wasteful, Kahlengerg replied that if even
one new fact gained circulation through the Discussions series, it was worth it.
This attitude is one of the API's most dangerous, because it is used to excuse lack
of decent preparation and execution, resulting in wasted time, effort, materials,
and opportunities. Reasonable preparation could assure that many new facts
would certainly gain circulation—but this preparation is not undertaken,
partially because the AFT has no personnel resources in this area. This is one of
many examples of the API's inability to comprehend the cross-over points of raw,
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factual data with critical method and experience. Another misconception is that
the collection of oral history interviews, some good, some mediocre, constitutes a
research and critical studies programme; this parallels the reductive notions that
history is simply names and dates, and that education is the transmission of
information.
Such large and small conceptual failures (linked with management and Trus-

tees very one-sidedly weighted toward production thinking; as well as interlocking
Board members shared by AFI, its parent agency, and subsequent funding agen-
cies—which might be thought to supervise it—have left the AFI in a questionable
condition.

7.6 million dollars have been spent, but not accounted for, of public, foundation,
and private funds. For this investment we have received a good archive; a useful
National Film Catalog; a Center for Advanced Film Study, which has given us
ten short films or so, will give us a feature film, but has been unable as an ex-
perimental educational project to give us an account of itself, to turn its activities
and enormous cost—probably over $2 million—into any material or method of
value to others in the field; promotional publications; a token education effort,
pitched at the lowest viable level of activity and ambition; and a National Film
Theatre which shows films in Washington, D.C., at the deficit cost of at least
$100,000 per year (this theatre is often described by the AFI as a Cinematheque,
but its programming is on the popular side of NFT, and its influence on Ameri-
can film writing and thought almost nil).
The AFI has often counter-punched critics by accusing them of trying to

destroy the AFI, certainly a grim prospect; if the AFI goes down, so do the
chances for a film institute here for some time to come. However, any viable
public service orientated institution should be able to stand open scrutiny and
discussion. The possibility that the AFI can be killed from within should not be
discounted either.
I have quoted remedial proposals from other groups earlier. Certainly, the

AFI's absolutely closed decision-making process must be opened up; and a na-
tional dialogue must be conducted, by all concerned with the AFI, to redirect its
efforts. While Kahlenberg agreed with my evaluation of American film culture
as being in desperate need of aid, he indicated that the AFI had no particular
idea of how to go about aiding it, beyond current AFI programmes. That makes
it absolutely clear that the AFI needs administrators who do have some idea of
how to go about it.

Anti-intellectualism must be rooted out of the AFI and replaced by a creative
and constructive comprehension of the broadest uses of education, criticism, and
scholarship.

FILM SOCIETY REVIEW, JANUARY 1971

EDITORIAL

Three and a half years ago these pages carried an editorial on the then-brand-
new American Film Institute. It pointed out, inter alia, that those deciding basic
policy for the organization were in the main "people whose clear identification

has been with Hollywood status quo," that "those national groups and interests
which have most at stake have neither representation, active participation,

nor voice."
These comments were meant at the time mainly as a statement of concern.

Recent events seem to show them sadly prophetic. Confirmation received as this

issue goes to press indicates that the AFT is in serious crisis. The most serious

crisis in its history to date. Continued over-emphasis on film production and

concomitant undercutting of educational priorities has finally brought a wave of

firings and resignations in both Washington and Beverly Hills that has resulted

in the almost-entire elimination of its educational, critical and research activ-

ities—and led to the following declaration:

To the educational and critical community at large

For the past 18 months we have worked as colleagues in the American Film

Institute to stimulate and develop film education within our society, and in so

doing to assist the AFI in achieving one of its stated central goals: the develop-

ment of a discriminating film audience.
. . . This essential work has been hampered and finally ham-strung by a

pattern of lack of support and program cutbacks imposed from above, resulting
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from a confusion of priorities and lack of direction . . . an indefensible lack ofplanning and an insensitive approach to staff-management relations.
Therefore, we feel compelled to state to the filth education and critical com-munity we have worked with over the past years that their interests are no

longer represented by the American Film Institute and that for us to continuefurther as employees of the AFI would only compromise the work we have
sought to accomplish.

This announcement has been followed by criticism of the AFI from all over the
country, including a statement to the API Board of Trustees from the Midwest
Film Conference signed by more than 100 persons protesting this "unconsidered
and irresponsible executive action damaging to the continued progress of film
study," and subsequent individual letters to the Ford Foundation, the National
Endowment for the Arts and members of Congress, expressing "lack of confi-
dence in the leadership and direction of the AFI."

Not all of the facts are in at this writing. Out of the melee of events, how-
ever, emerge persistent reports of "arbitrary," "arrogant," and "confused" ad-
ministration, "improvised decisions," and a "rapidly deteriorating situation."
A series of articles on the AFI is now being planned for FSR, beginning with

the following issue. Any suggestions, recommendations or conclusions which
develop will appear later on. One point, however, seems fairly clear even now:
once the present crisis has passed, it will not likely be good enough simply to
return to status quo. The educational and critical community is now up in
arms. What may very well be demanded henceforth is not just an altering of
current directions, but a complete reversal of current priorities: a return to the
original, broader vision of what the AFT was intended to do.
Succeeding issues will continue to follow AFI developments and will report

on them with critical comment as the situation evolves.

THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

(By William Starr)

Three and a half years ago, these pages carried an editorial on the then-
brand-new American Film Institute. Based on the quite legitimate assumption,
traditional to all other national film institutes, that the AFI should also repre-
sent and serve the country's educational and critical film community—including
its several thousand film societies—it referred to the "strikingly unrepresenta-
tive composition of the Film Advisory Council," the group formed "to decide
fundamental policy" for the AFI, a group "composed overwhelmingly of people
whose clear identification has been with Hollywood status quo"—and concluded:
"Important basic decisions are being made in which those national groups and
interests which have most at stake have neither representation, active partici-
pation, nor voice. The fear widely exists that the country may shortly be faced
with a vested-interest organizational fait accompli which will require years
of devoted labor to un-do."
This editorial apprehension was not shared by all; some thought any such

remarks premature—a rejoinder in the same issue advised: "Those who guide
the fortunes of the American Film Institute should be given a chance to show
their colors before they are criticized". So the AFI was duly established, mis-
givings and doubts were put aside. FSR tactfully held its tongue on the issue
and turned to other subjects . . . and the months have passed. For three and a
half years there has been a moratorium by this magazine on critical discussion
of the AFI. That moratorium is now at an end.
A major crisis of confidence now exists nationwide about the AFI. Stirred

initially among the country's film educators last January by the simultaneous
firings of the almost-entire educational, critical and research staff at the AFI
Center in Beverly Hills—and the immediate protest resignations by key edu-
cation and administrative people in both Washington and Beverly Hills (see
FSR, last issue)—subsequent disclosures of life behind the AFI facade have
started to appear, fanning unsuspected, long-dormant fires of discontent. Strong
patterns have begun to emerge about the Administration of the AFT-patterns
which in turn have raised many new questions about the Management of the
AFI. New questions. And not a few old doubts. The editorial cited above had
also quoted one highly indignant film teacher who, in the spring of 1967 had
written: those who were ,shaping the AFI "do not know what they are doing or
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where they are going". These words had seemed at the time to mos
t people,

including this writer, as understandable, over-concerned exaggerati
on. They

now appear in retrospect to have been, incredibly, to a high deg
ree quite

literally true.
"Confused", says one ex-AFI staff member. "What else can you call 

an outfit

that two years after it was founded, was still spending enormous a
mounts of time

writing and re-writing sentences about what it was going to do?"

"Incompetent", says another ex-AFI staffer. "Three-and-a-half yea
rs after

it was started—only last December—the AFI finally started a maj
or ii,embershiP

program to help support itself (even though they thought in Septem
ber, they

were going to have to close down the Center if the next Ford grant 
didn't

come through soon). And the only real membership benefit it offered even 
then,

was reduced subscription to a magazine that the publisher told us—if the
 AFI

money he'd been promised didn't come through, and fast—he would have to

stop publication in a few weeks !"
"You want a real picture of the AFI?", says a third. "Look somewhere be-

tween MARAT/SADE and CATCH-22. The whole AFI has been a bunch of

money and social status in search of something to do."
The testimony accumulating to back up these comments is impressive—re-

ports of: general lack of effective planning; vague aims and shifting priorities;

projects undertaken without adequate preliminary study, preparation or even

consultation with more experienced people in the field: tendency to begin projects

on too large a scale; too few attempts at coordinating programs with other film

organizations in the field; no delegation of effective administrative responsibility

or authority; budget scheduling without adequate consultation with All de-

partment heads—with subsequent results unavailable even to AFI department

heads; inadequate job specification and inequitable salaries, with consequent

loss of staff morale; excessive concentration on wasteful prestige projects at

the expense of other jobs or whole departments [the elimination of the educa-
tional, critical and research staff in January] ; excessive and growing concen-

tration on filmmaker-training and film production over other priorities gen-

erally; constant emphasis on style, image or status over accomplishment; overall
lack of vision or consistent direction . . .
Many of the questions raised by these and other items—together with con-

trasting and opposing views—will be taken up in the course of the articles which
follow. Among them: the assumptions behind AFI priorities and goals. One of
the most striking aspects of the AFI has been its failure to try to reach and
develop an audience for its own topmost priorities—filmmaker training and
production—among the nation's numerous campus film societies, where the
best audience for those filmmakers and -films logically would be found. The
failure to thus develop key programs even in its own self-interest strengthens
the feeling by many, of the AFI's socially-irrelevant, Hollywood-parochial cen-
tral dis-orientation. And the belief that a nationally-based, nationally-relevant
American Film Institute still has yet to be built.

THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

(By Kay Loveland)

Almost four years ago the American Film Institute was established to serve
needs in several areas of film: Education, Publications, Filmmaker Training and
Production, and Preservation and Archives. All of its self-generated publicity
would have the public believe that the AFI has made a serious attempt to fulfill
its commitments. In fact, the AFI Management have not only failed to develop
a coherent, comprehensive plan for pursuing API's five goals; they have actually
subverted those goals by channeling a disproportionate amount of AFI funds into
filmmaking while starving crucial programs in Education, Publications and
Archives. Sanctioned by an industry-oriented, Establishment Board of Trustees,
the Management have set the Institute on a ruinous and perilous course and
failed all of us who believed such an organization could play a vital role in bring-
ing film to its fullest stature and development in the United States.
In my 21/2 years experience with AFI—August. 1968, to late January, 1971—I

observed the operation from several different positions (Administrative Assistant
to the first Director of the Education Department; Executive Secretary Assistant
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to the AFI Director; Administrative Coordinator (one of two chief administra-tive posts) for the Center for Advanced Film Studies; and Assistant to the Cen-ter's Production Chief). During that time I saw the Center for Advanced FilmStudies in Beverly Hills become the Institute's chief priority, consuming at leastone-third of the total AFI budget. While I was at the Center ( April, 1969, untilmy resignation early this year) I sat in on many decision-making meetings andhad an opportunity to see at close range just how the organization is adminis-tered. In addition, having worked in the Washington office as well, I knew manyof the employees there and spoke with them frequently and frankly about thesituation in that office.
Throughout the time I spent at AFI, I continually heard (and made) the samecomplaints voiced by many employees—secretaries through department heads.Staff found themselves in an almost perpetual state of frustration and dismayat management policies and practices, both in terms of the treatment of indi-viduals and of attitudes toward departmental programs. Staff morale was alwaysextremely low. Complaints focused most often on these points: (1) Manage-ment were not providing vision, direction or leadership. (2) Management werenot delegating responsibility with commensurate authority and departmentheads had no meaningful decision-making powers. (3) Management sought toget as much as possible from staff for as little return as possible—salaries wereinequitable, fringe benefits non-existent, and gratitude unheard of. (4) Decisionswere a rbitra ry staff's judgments were seldom sought. (5) Financial matterswere cloaked in secrecy—department heads most often had no idea as to whetherth department budget. Management shuffled funds around as theydesired. (6) Management's fundraising activities were not adequate; many staffwere told they would have to raise money for their own programs. (7) Manage-ment wasted money through ill-considered decisions. (8) Management hadmisplaced priorities and the public image of AFI was often stressed to thedetriment of program substance.
Some employees, including myself, tried a few times to make these complaintsknown to the AFI Director and other management officials in the vain hopethat some changes would be made. Most of the time, however, grumblings hadbeen confined within the staff. This past January many of the staff at the Centerdecided that the only hope of getting action was to present our complaints asa group. We were in the process of preparing a statement which we plannedto present to management—in conjunction with some of the staff from Wash-ington—when the General Manager at the Center suddenly and peremptorilyfired a secretary who had worked closely with various members of the staff.Feeling that she exemplified the kind of cooperative, hardworking person AFIneeded and that she had been treated callously and unjustly, the staff cametogether at a regularly scheduled staff meeting to protest the manner of herfiring and to insist that she be re-hired in a different position. Feelings wereespecially strong, since many of the staff believed that the General Manager,who had only been at the Center three months, was devoting too much energyto Center social events and too little to the other duties of his office.
At the end of nine hours of intense and exhausting meetings lasting a day anda half it was agreed to re-hire the secretary. That was 5:30 p.m. on Thursday,January 21. Throughout the next day, management and faculty at the Centerhuddled in the Director's office. At 5:30 p.m. on Friday, January 22, the GeneralManager fired the three members of the Research Department staff, as well as thelibrary assistant. The Research Department was thereby abolished. They weretold that management had been considering this decision for some time and thatthey were being let go strictly for financial reasons. They were not thanked for

the work they had done and were told that it would not be necessary for them
to come back on Monday morning. They were given one month's severance pay.
Management's assertion that their dismissal had a wholly financial basiswas somewhat suspect, not only because the action came on the heels of the

first staff expression of unity ever shown during API's existence, but also be-
cause no one had been given any indication that such action might be forth-
coming and management made no provisions for the gradual, smooth transfer
of responsibilities. Instead, by taking precipitate action, they threw Research
Fellows, Associates, auditors, oral historians, and staff at the Center and in
Washington into a comolete state of confusion. The only people they chose to ad-
vise officially on that Friday afternoon were the 30 Filmmaking Fellows. Neither
the Research Fellows nor the staff were called to this meeting, which took place
at the same time the firings were going on. Implying that pressure from the Ford
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Foundation had forced him to take this decision, the AFT Director told the
Filmmaking Fellows that Ford's concern over the ratio of staff to Fellows was a
factor in the decision, as well as the difficult financial position the Institute was
in. The money freed by firing these four people ($42,000 in salaries) would be
used to provide Fellows with jobs and to put more money into the Center pro-
duction fund.
This fund had been virtually depleted to cover costs of a feature film which

the AFT Director insisted on shooting during the summer. The film, directed by
one Filmmaking Fellow, involved a large cost, a good bit of special effects and
gadgetry, and had to be shot almost entirely on location in Utah. The API

4
Director persuaded two Board members to finance $100,000 of the project and
said he would take $25,000 out of the Center production fund to cover the rest
of the cash costs. He was told several times during pre-production by the film's

production manager that the film would cost at least $250,000 in cash. The

• Director insisted upon a budget of $125,000 and a shooting schedule of 6 weeks.
A crew of amateurs was sent to Utah in early July. After several muddled weeks

of little progress, the Director sent Center Production Chief, to Utah to rescue the

project; he had not been involved in it previously. He found a complete state

of chaos and disorganization; with great effort he managed to pull the operation

together and finish the shooting 5 weeks over schedule. The film is now being

edited at the Center. It will finally cost a minimum of $250,000 in cash. The

Center production fund was drained of over $100,000, leaving less than $50,000

for the other 29 Filmmaking Fellows, hence the need to replenish the fund. This

project has been termed both "an expensive educational experience" and the

"granting of full creative freedom," by the AFT Director.

While it is certainly true that the Institute was and is suffering from sever
e

financial difficulties, it is also true that the management did little over the past

year to alleviate that situation and, in fact, aggravated matters through irresp
on-

sible expenditures such as embarking on the feature film project without ade-

quate capital or planning. AFT ended its original three-year funding period
 in

June, 1970, with no guarantees for further funding. Congress has not passed 
the

appropriation for the National Endowment for the Arts; the Ford Foundat
ion

had intended their original $1.3 million matching grant as seed fundi
ng and

hoped the Institute would not have to ask for more money; the motion pict
ure

companies, who had matched the grants of the Endowment and Ford for the f
irst

three years, had difficult financial problems and were reluctant to give th
e Insti-

tute money that they themselves needed. AFT had failed to come up wi
th any

workable national membership scheme, in spite of the fact that two 
different

high-priced New York firms had been engaged to devise some plans. (Finall
y, after

wasting so much money trying to discover how to make money, the AFT Di
rector

asked AFI's Archivist in December, 1970, to draw up a membership pla
n.)

Throughout the summer and early fall of 1970, rumors abounded regard
ing the

financial situation; many staff were expecting cutbacks.

In the midst of all the rumors, the management sat tight and said noth
ing. The

National Endowment finally received its appropriation and promis
ed AFT a

$1,000,000 grant for the year; but the grant had to be matched. The moti
on picture

companies came up with $150,000 to $200,000, but they delayed in pay
ing it., The

Ford Foundation was the key; the AFT Director gambled that they woul
d come

through in spite of their great reluctance. Ford insisted that the 
budget be

revised innumerable times since they could not understand API's ju
mbled and

juggled figures; they were concerned as well about the lack of any 
screening of

Fellows to determine whether they could afford to pay tuition. 
(Attendance at

the Center has been free.)
Meetings with Ford dragged on for months. When the Board met at th

e Center

In early October, 1970, the AFT was facing a more than $100,000 de
ficit at the

end of the month. Many of us, including at least one top Center 
administrator,

were baffled at the apparent lack of concern on the part of the AFI 
Director and

the Board; no one seemed to be doing anything except waiting for For
d, and the

Director assured the Board that he expected to hear affirmative
ly from Ford

within the next few days. The Board was somewhat more concerned
 about the

fact that funds had been taken from restricted monies (i.e., money
 given to AFT

for special projects such as the Corporation for Public Broadcastin
g grant for the

television filmmaker program, the Louis B. Mayer Foundation grant fo
r research

and oral history projects, the National Endowment for the Humanities 
grant to

develop film projects for the American Revolution Bi-Centennial) to 
pay for

general AFT expenses. If the AFT had to return the money for those 
projects at

that moment, it could not have done so. Therefore, the Board agreed t
o take out

46-795 0 - 75 - 16
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a bank loan to replace the money taken from those accounts. That was the extent
of their solution to the financial crisis.
AFI continued operations for the next few months through the generosity of

the National Endowment. The Endowment was persuaded to begin giving AFI
part of its matching grant. At long last, in mid-December the Ford Foundation
gave the AFI Director a verbal agreement to provide $400,000 for the year al-
ready half over and $400,000 for the next fiscal year. (They later stipulated that
public—non-government—funds would have to be raised to match next year's
$400,000.) Ford indicated that this was a terminal grant and AFI should not
expect more money from them. Shortly thereafter the Director issued a memo-
randum to the staff and Fellows telling them that the immediate financial worries
were over.
This was the financial situation at the time AFI management fired the Research

Department for "financial reasons." The manner of the firings, the secrecy sur-
rounding them, immediately following a staff protest over just this kind of
arrogant and callous treatment set off a crisis within AFI which virtually halted
work for several weeks and led to the issuing of statements of protest, resigna-
tion and solidarity on the part of staff and Research Fellows. Four of us resigned
the week following the firings; along with those who had been fired and with the
Research Fellows, we protested to the Board of Trustees and requested the
opportunity to present our views in person at the February Board meeting being
held at the Center. The two Research professionals, two of the Research Fellows,
and I, delivered statements at that Board meeting. Our major concern was to
impress upon the Board the urgent need for drastic management reorganization
in order to re-commit AFI to its original vision.
We were advised by several Board members that many of our specific recom-

mendations concerning staff and accounting problems would be acted upon.
They agreed that after three-and-one-half years, AFI really should have orga-
nizational charts, written job descriptions, a wage scale manual, definite policies
for sick leave, vacation, overtime, and a workable accounting system with each de-
partment having a known, fixed budget. They also agreed that the manner of the
firings was wrong and the Board extended severance pay for the two Research
professionals to four months, in view of the impossibility of their obtaining
other work in film education at that time of the year.
However, on the crucial question of AFI's goals and direction, they seemed

vague. AFI's role in education was being re-evaluated, they told us; there would
be no Research Department at the Center for an indefinite period and Research
Fellows would have to make do with consultations with the already over-bur-
dened Professor who was chief script consultant for Filmmaking Fellows. The
Board, in fact, tacitly endorsed a statement of policy by this latter which stated
that "Theory, as it is necessary and as it should be cultivated at the Center, is
seen as the generalization of the creative experience, theory, as a searchlight
for practice, concrete investigation, and challenging conventions, rules, devices,
etc . . . Such an education [in the practical knowledge of filmmaking] eliminates
and makes ridiculous subjectivistic impressions, infantile, academic or ideologi-
cal pseudocriticism."
Or in plain English, any kind of film education or criticism which does not

have a direct application to filmmakers and filmmaking does not belong at the
Center for Advanced Film Studies. It was apparent that the direction of AFI
remained unchanged.
The AFI "was created", to quote from its first brochure, "in response to needs

in several areas of film:
"Education: To develop in America the most discerning and responsive film

audience possible, through the improvement of film study methods and support
of teacher education in film."
"Publications: To stimulate excellence in research and writing about all as-

pects of motion pictures and television."
"Filmmaker training: To encourage and accelerate the development of profes-

sional artists in the field of film."
"Production: To create additional opportunities in film production for talented

new filmmakers and developing professions."
"Preservation and archives: To preserve, catalogue and provide for the in-

creased accessibility of outstandinog American films."
The AFI thus set itself significant goals. In responding to them, it also spent

during the first three and a half years a significant amount of money: about 6.5million dollars. The AFI has attempted to do a great deal since its beginnings,
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and it has some outstanding achievements to its credit. On b
alance, however, I

see AFI stressing one of the original five goals set for itself in
 1967—Filmmaker

Training—to the heavy detriment of the other four. Of the $6.5 mi
llion above,

AFI records for the 31/2 years reveal expenditures of around $3.5 
million for film

production, either through the Production Program, or at the Cen
ter for Ad-

vanced Film Studies in Beverly Hills.
Archives (3% Year Development Expenditure—$1,240,000) : The ach

ievements

of this Department—including the AFI Catalog—were almost cert
ainly attrib-

utable in large part to solid planning from the beginning by the AFI Archi
vist and

the other two professionals of this program. The initial accompli
shments of the

preservation program were remarkable: over 5,000 films rescued during
 its first

year-and-a-half. In the subsequent two years, however, the Archives budge
t was

severely cut so that since July 1970, of the official $100,000 spent for the 
program,

a maximum of $15,000, according to the Archivist, went for actual 
preservation,

i.e. transfer of old film to safety stock. No provisions apparently had be
en made

at the management level to insure the continuity of this highly succes
sful pro-

gram of preservation. Films continue to disintegrate even as this is wri
tten.

From the AFI Theatre, the other major part of the Archives program
, there

have been considerably less good results. First begun in Washington in Ja
nuary

1970 with a test run for six months at the National Gallery of Art theatre
, this

was conceived as the prototype for the development of a film repertor
y system

throughout the nation. It had a highly successful six-months' trial. Durin
g the

summer of 1970, however, it was decided to move the Theatre into its o
wn

quarters—a much larger, commercial theatre in a shopping center in Southwe
st

Washington—and to operate a full-time weekly program. Initial projection w
as

that during its first year of operation the Theatre would probably run at a defi
cit

of around $40,000. Since September 1970 when it opened, however, it has lost
 a

projection deficit of over $100,000—two or three times that amount.

Production ($1,300,000) : Of the total departmental budget, approximat
ely

$700,000 has been given out in independent, student, and television film
maker

grants (as distinct from the Filmmaker Training program in Beverly Hills. At

this point, it appears that perhaps 10% of the total—$60,000 to $70,000 invested

In five or six projects—may be permanently lost as a result of non-completion

(the Corporation for Public Broadcasting recently became concerned over the

small number of TV films which have been completed thus far with the $200,000

worth of grants given to AFI: of the seven awards made in 1969, only three films

have been completed). About 50 other films have been completed up to now how-

ever (including Center productions) and the wide range of material which has

been supported is a credit to the Institute and to the AFI Production Chief who

supervised the program. The over-all success of the program has been somewhat

marred by AFI's failure to encourage short-film distribution; many independent

filmmakers have felt that AFI misled them or has not tried hard enough. This

failure of course does not rest entirely with AFI, since the problem of short

film distribution in this country is not easy to resolve. The lack of success is

obtaining distribution for a majority of the films however has led to a depletion

of the original production fund of $500,000 so that there is now virtually no

money left for the grant program.
Publications ($450,000) : In AFI's first brochure, publications were given a

place "next to films themselves [as a force which] may constitute the most

significant means of stimulating progress in the art of film." It is hard to believe

that $450,000 has been spent in Publications and Research since one of AFI's

major failures is that it has not developed a solid publications program by this

time. To date, the AFI has produced few publications of substance. The AFI's

first substantial achievement—the first volume of the API Catalog—is forth-

coming this year; but this was developed not under Publications, but as part of

the Archives program—and its $50 price tag will severely limit its distribution. A

series of discussion papers taken from Center seminars with film professionals

has been in the works, but since the seminars have most often been rambling

and disorganized, it remains to be seen just how valuable these papers will be.

AFI has given minimal support to FilmFacts to keep it going, and a few books

taken from oral history projects will probably appear sporadically.

Deliberations over a film periodical continued on and off for more than a year,

from early 1969 to early last year. The project had one editor at the beginning, a

man whose previous experience had been chiefly as the undistinFuished editor of

the original Cinema magazine, as well as of Movies International, a sli
ck,

starlet-studded film-buff magazine, and pulp war and western publications. An-
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other editor was hired in early 1969 to begin developing ideas for a periodical,tentatively titled American Film. He presented his proposals during policy andplanning meetings held in Washington in April 1969. Extensive discussion anddebate resulted in no concrete plans for publication, since no agreement couldbe reached on what audience it should try to reach or on what its thrust shouldbe (aside from the AFI Director's general desire that it be a glossy mag whichwould fall "both on the desk of Mike Nichols and the beds of UCLA film stu-dents"). Another meeting in June 1969 resulted in similar confusion. The new
editor left AFI. Some time later the first editor was asked to take over theproject again. He appropriated ( from the Research faculty head) an idea for a
quarterly hardback book rather than a magazine, which would deal with one
individual or a single theme in each issue. He began plans for publication inthe spring of 1970 but then found that there was no money available for sucha publication. Consultation has been subsequently taken up with outside pub-
lishers but at present nothing has emerged.
As for research, this Department had a number of books in progress at the

beginning of this year when the staff was fired, but it is doubtful that many
of these projects will appear under AFI auspices. A film on John Ford was
commissioned by the AFI and the California Arts Commission in 1968 as the first
film-on-film project. Its director, however, soon found himself bogged down in
difficulties with the studios over rights to film clips which were to be used, a
struggle which has continued for over two years.

Education ($400,000) : The Education Department was the lowest priority in
terms of funding, receiving over the first three and a half years not even one-
fourth the amount of funds given to the Center for Advanced Film Studies. The
Education Department had stated at the outset that there were no parameters
for film education and that they were going to help find them and help develop
some pilot curricula which would aid in the national film education movement.
But since Education was the low priority, the program was severely crippled
from the beginning. The Department started regional screenings and had to drop
them, began model curriculum sites and could not re-fund them, had to discon-
tinue funding and assisting in teacher training workshops. The Education news-
letter, which could have become a fine forum for projects and theories was
heavily edited and budgetarily limited in such a way that it came to function,
with a few exceptions, as a calendar of national events. The copy for the News-
letter had to be approved by the AFI Director or his Deputy Director, neither of
whom had any background in education nor any contact with teachers in the
field. They vetoed articles, re-Wrote sentences and paragraphs to their liking—the
language, style, and content had to project management's ephemeral idea of
AFI's public image. We met the same obstacles in an attempt to publish educa-
tional monographs and documentation on film courses. Management's opposition
to the publication of these papers indicated that education was not quite exciting
and classy enough to receive a high priority among AFI's goals. That became
more apparent as time went on.
Even in spite of these great difficulties, however, the Department did plan

and operate a successful summer seminar for teachers in July 1970 at Greystone
[the Center for Advanced Film Studies] under the guidance of the two principal
Education professionals, and they were in the process of planning another when
the January firings [of the Research staff] took place. The publication of the
Guide to College Film Courses in 1969 and the Education Membership Directory
went a long way toward providing communication throughout the nation—as did
the very formation of a national education membership—but with an infinitesi-
mal budget and a tremendous nationwide need to serve, most programs were de-
feated before they could bear fruit. Clearly, careful administrative planning and
full support were called for here, especially since education is one of the few
areas with such an inherent potential for public service and visibility. Now
everyone originally associated with the Education Department, with the excep-
tion of one girl, has left AFL and the Education Department consists of two or
three people attempting to answer a ton of correspondence.
Filmmaker training (Center for Advanced Film Studies) ($2,100,000) : Most

of the other programs' budgets include padding for some costs which should
more properly be charged to the Center for Advanced Film Studies. The true
figure for the Center should probably be closer to $2.5 or $2.6 million rather than
the official $2.1 million, and much of this money was spent wastefully.
The Center has veered far from its original concept, and represents in micro-

cosm the whole AFI situation. It began with high goals: to be a kind of cultural
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center which would bring together filmmakers, critics, film professionals, "phi-

losophers, scientists, artists and politicians", in the words of the AFI Director,

so that the Center could "become a place for inquiry and discourse about the

world we live in". It floundered almost immediately and fell into a complete

state of confusion.
The most unique concept of the Center, and its claim to being different from

film schools like UCLA, USC and NYU, is that of the close tutorial relationship

of Fellows with the "finest practicing film artists and craftsmen". Management

assumed that all it took to implement the tutorial relationship was a few rounds

of cocktail parties where Fellows mingled with Hollywood professionals: direc-

tors, editors, cameramen, composers, actors. It didn't work that way. (A 
size-

able amount of money was spent on numerous cocktail receptions, cat
ered

lunches, and other social events at the Center which supposedly were mean
t to

result in some kind of benefit, either in terms of money donations or assist
ance,

but which most often amounted to nothing more than another Hollywoo
d celeb-

rity gathering.) Subsequent attempts were then made to bring film
 professionals

to the Center for a lunch, a seminar, a screening, or a receptio
n in the hope

that they would become excited enough by the Center's potential to 
contribute

their talents in a meaningful and continuing way. In most cases, th
is did not

happen.
Without tutors, the one-to-one, flexible, individually designed cur

riculum

quickly degenerated into chaos (the `curriculum' now consists 
of daily film

screenings for student Fellows, supposedly linked to a weekly 
theme; irregular

seminars with directors, producers, writers, cameramen; and spora
dic classes in

acting, laboratory techniques, etc.). The problem here, as with so 
much else,

was management's failure to do the hard thinking and planning
 necessary to

achieve its vision for the Center, and its unwillingness or inabil
ity to commit

the Center, step by step, to that vision.
The Center is housed in a very large old mansion in the most elegan

t section of

Beverly Hills; formerly the residence of the oil-rich Doheny family, i
t had been

sitting empty for years and used frequently as a movie set. The 
AFI rented it

from the city for $1 a year. In return, AFI refurbished the place. Th
e redecora-

tion, not lavish, cost a bit more than $200,000. Most of the old paint wa
s sand-

blasted and the walls were repainted white; a simple beige car
pet was laid

throughout the main hall and most of the offices. But there were two roo
ms that

the Director wanted to be showplaces—the main theater and the libr
ary—and a

lot of money was spent making them elegant. A top interior decorator 
was flown

out from New York to look at the theater. He chose the color scheme a
nd a $7,000

carpet. No expense was spared in enhancing the room's beauty; inc
luding the

elaborate and expensive projection and sound equipment installed,
 and the total

cost of the main theater is probably in the neighborhood of $300,000.

An immense amount was spent on technical equipment—a minimum 
of $400,-

000. Two projection booths had to be built. The technical coordinator 
who super-

vised the building and installation of all the equipment had a rather con
troversial

background and a number of AFI staff felt he engaged in questionabl
e business

practices. Equipment was misused by inexperienced personnel; parts were
 burned

out because equipment was used before it was ready; a knowledgeable sou
nd man

was not consulted prior to the installation of sound equipment, and t
hat equip-

ment was found to be totally inadequate for the mixing and dubbing of Fell
ows'

films.
The Management have tried to justify the huge expenditures at the Center 

by

saying that they were forced to include the Center for Advanced Film Studi
es in

plans for the AFI in order to get money from the Ford Foundation. Even if 
true,

it is doubtful that the Ford Foundation intended AFI to starve its other
 pro-

grams in order to maintain the Center. It seems to me that a resnonsible manage-

ment would have set a ceiling of $1.3 million (the amount of the Ford grant,

and half the actual operating cost) for the establishment of the Center. In fact,

hardly any ceiling at all seems to have been set. Without a gauge against which

to measure what they were snending. they just kent snending.

The renter is totally insulated sand has been cultivated proudly by the Direc-

tor as an "elitist" organization. Sitting atop its fenced-off hill with a well-

gnarled main sate, it is far from being "an onen door to the outside world"

which was called on its inauguration. The effort has usually been to keen many

interested outsiders—teachers, students, and others—away from the Center. No

attemnt has been made to open most screenings and seminars to 'anyone other

than Fellows. auditors and occasional staff. The elimination of the Research De-

partment has narrowed the scone even further. In effect, $2.6 million has been
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spent so that 30 filmmakers could have inadequate production, editing, and
sound equipment to make films. They have been less than prolific. Of the 15
Fellows at the Center full time in 1969/70, only 6 had completed short films by
January, 1971.
The Center has not brought "a new spirit and quality to American filmmak-

ing", as the AFI Director claimed as its goal. It has bred the same kind of
petty, jealous atmosphere which characterized the worst aspect of Hollywoodfilmmaking. Its major difference from university film schools is that Fellows are
given money to make films (of the 6 short films above, $5,000 would be a low
average cost). The Center has become essentially a vocational training school for
entering the commercial film industry. And the other AFI programs have suffered
to support this unhealthy venture.

After four years of operation the American Film Institute finds itself in a
critical stage of development. although the present widely-publicized crisis was
precipitated by many individual grievances [the Research/Education staff fir-
ings and resignations last January], its underlying causes are fundamental tothe nature of the Institute itself. The complaints and arguments being heard
publicly over the past six months are the same as those that have been voiced
privately within AFI over the past four years.
AFI's situation has been aggravated. Of course, by a crucial lack of funds.

But it is obvious that this is not just the result of the national economic reces-
sion. After much experience with AFI, I can only conclude that the Institute's
true problems lie at a more fundamental level: the management—and that the
present difficulties are the culmination of mismanagement. They have actedirresponsibly in attempting to run the AFI as it it were a profit-making corpo-
ration, gambling with funds which were given—not earned—to AFI out of the
generosity of the Ford Foundation, the taxpayers and others.
I cannot accept the notion that AFI's basic problems will be solved merely

by more funds. It is my view—shared by many others—that the management
of the American Film Institute has not provided the dynamic, enlightened lead-
ership which is necessary to the task. The solution demands a reorganization
and reorientation of the Management of the Institute.
At the heart of the problems is the quality of the decisions made at AFI—

partly as a result of management trying to do all the thinking and rarely
soliciting the opinions of either qualified staff or interested and qualified out-
siders. There has been an almost systematic ignoring, for example, of the critics,
educators, archivists and scholars who were among the first to call for and sup-
port the creation of an American Film Institute. None of them, almost withoutexception, have ever been given a sustained voice in its affairs since its estab-
lishment. By failing to involve them in (AFI's programs and activities, the man-
agement has treated these true founders of the AFI as second-class citizens—adecision that has been proven not only unjust but foolish, since it has led inevi-
tably to the severe alienation of one of the most important segments of the broadfilm community at a time—today—when the AFI needs every friend it can get.
The preoccupation with "image" and the tendency to begin on too large a scale

also have had some disastrous consequences. The now-defunct New York office
and Film Information System for example might be alive and thriving today
if AFI had continued with two or three people in a rented room and built up
slowly, rather than taking on a long-term contract for the whole floor of an office
building for $30,000 a year rent (which is still being paid) and persuading other
tenants to come into the space on the basis of AFI's commitment—which it is nowtrying to break.
And the AFI Theatre in Washington might have continued the success of itsfirst six months' trial run at the National Gallery of Art threatre (Jan.—June'70), if it had stayed at the Gallery and continued its modest monthly programfor another year, instead of moving into its own quarters with a full-time opera-

tion before an audience was assured—and losing a projected $100,000 a year.
Even more importantly, little sustained thought has been given to the necessityof planning long-range financial support for the Institute. No effective means of

soliciting funds for the Institute as a whole seems still to have been found. TheAFI Director has spent a great deal of API money over the past three years onprivate dinner parties which however have gained little or nothing for AFT in
terms of funds or other assistance. And since it is not his specific duty to raisefunds (in fact, it is written into his contract that he has no fundraising respon-sibility), he has seemed reluctant in the face of an impending deficit to activelysolicit Pines from sources other than those which originally funded AFI. So theInstitute's financial fate seems to be entrusted to luck.
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All of these items relate to the API decision-making process,
 which has been

secretive, arbitrary and precipitous. Planning and policy 
meetings were rarely

held with staff and management coming together to attem
pt to delineate prob-

lems and work out solutions. Many "decision-making" m
eetings were simply

allowed to disintegrate into rambling bull sessions—the Dir
ector s most frequent

opening remark for such meetings was "We don't want to ma
ke any decisions;

we just want to air the problems." Even this might have h
ad some solid results

if the problems had been aired in any systematic way, but us
ually there was no

agenda or specific objective in mind and little preparation
 was required on the

part of those attending, so the meetings tended to d
eteriorate into aimless,

wandering discussions and debates which came to no conc
lusions and confused

things even more. When decisions were made, most often in
 private consultations

among management officials, they were rarely written dow
n, so that there was

no accurate record of what decisions had been taken, who to
ok them, why they

were taken, or how they fit in with the overall AFI goals. And
 with no record of

the decision, each person involved in the decision often took
 away a different

impression of what the decision was—what action had been decid
ed upon. Crucial

decisions were sometimes made which affected the programs of t
he Institute and

its personnel, when the people involved in those programs 
were not only not

consulted, but might not even receive an official communique la
ter of the decision

which had been maae.
Many people have likened the AFI to a monarchy. With his $75,

000 annual

salary, unlimited expense account [rumored to be as high as an addit
ional $75,000

per year], and mansion on the Hill, the AFI director has rule
d autocratically

and shaped the AFI as he saw fit. He makes, as he says, "the V
ince Lombardi,

training-table-at-7-o'clock-decisions." The situation which exists in the
 American

Film Institute at the present moment is the direct result of his 
management

policies and decisions.
Let it be understood: this is not an attack on personalities, but o

n administra-

tive attitudes and abilities. One major reason as to why decision-ma
king at AFI

often tended to be based on snap judgments was that everyone—bo
th management

and staff—was spread too thinly. Therefore, they felt they did 
not have the

time to spend making decisions in one area when so many other are
as needed

their attention as well. This was symptomatic of the failure to set prio
rities and

define goals. Management seldom seemed to give much thought as to 
whether AFI

had either the staff or the facilities to take on extra tasks; they simp
ly took them

on.
The AFI Director himself was too much involved in the day-to-day oper

ation

of the Center for Advanced Film Studies. It is unfair to the rest of AFI
's pro-

grams, as well as to the Center, to have a Director who is unable to devote hi
s

fullest consideration to the separate needs involved. The Director of the
 Ameri-

can Film Institute should not also serve as the Director of the Center for
 Ad-

vanced Film Studies.
In fact, a whole new organization scheme should be devised so that total au-

thority for all API programs does not rest with one Director. A professional sta
ff

Is needed; it is disturbing to note the number of talented young staff members

who have left the API in disillusion over the past two years. This organization

must change if their efforts are not to go to waste.
I believe the AFI Board must act. I believe it is now time to consider a reorga-

nization of management so that it can cope with a fairly large organization

with such diverse operations. The Ameriacn Film Institute is floundering, and

present management has not shown itself capable of making the kinds of ju-

dicious, well-thought-out administrative decisions which are urgently needed to

give the AFI the direction it so desperately needs.
It was an immense achievement that an American Film Institute was estab-

lished in the United States with the aid of public funds. If the AFI Board does

not take effective action, and soon, the situation may go by default, wasting in

the process much of the money and the energy that went into the last four years.

Should this happen, it will not be just a short-term setback to the film world

until a new team can be found. It may be many years before there is support for

such an experiment again.
LETTERS

(NoTE.—The following letter was received in response to Kay Loveland's AFI

article in the last issue. It has been abbreviated here for reasons of space.

This letter is being published here in full good faith, i.e. in the persuasion that

the writer is a seriously concerned, basically responsible person who presents
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these allegations in the sincere belief that they are the facts of the matter as rep-
resented. [Ordinarily reliable FSR sources in Los Angeles confirm that much of
the factual information herein is verifiable and is as-reported.] )

Congratulations on your stand against the AFI. That must have taken a great
deal of courage. . . . Only now that pressure is being brought to bear has anything
been accomplished. Most of the programs being ballyhooed in current AFI adver-
tising have been instituted only since the rumblings have been made public.
I personally am only too well aware of the unsavory nature of this organiza-

tion. My husband and I designed and installed the projection equipment in
Greystone. The waste, graft and inefficiency which characterized the operation
are appalling. Kickbacks were common among contractors. Personal items were
billed to the AFI. The facilities, equipment and prestige of the AFI were and are
being continually used for private purposes.
I write here only of those incidents which involved our own transactions with

the AFL We believed in the AFI. We were conned into donating our services. . .
If I were to relate the waste, graft and boondoggling amongst other contractors—
everything from stealing to influence peddling—I could fill a small book.
The major stumbling block to real accomplishment at Greystone is the attitude

fostered by AFI Director George Stevens Jr. and several of his employees: if
you can squelch it, get away with it, it's perfectly all right. Honesty and honor
are for those squares down at the bottom of the hill . . . [the API] have com-
bined the worst evils of government bureaucracy with the insidiousness of studio
politics. The attitude of management [has been] smug, arrogant, self-interested
and intent upon creating a Playground for the Privileged supported by the tax-
payers, instead of an institution of academic excellence and integrity. . . .
I could fill pages with specific examples, and provide documentation, but much

has already been brought to your attention. What seems to have escaped notice
is the unscrupulous use of AFI power and prestige to enforce personal vendettas,
and cover up irregularities. Anyone who questions the activities of certain AFI
employees soon finds himself subject to pressure designed to silence or crush any
opposition. . . .
Our own problems with the AFI center around irregular activities and misrep-

resentations made by "technical coordinator" Gary Essert . . . Our company was
given this job [at Greystone] by Essert as a reward for our "cooperation" in his
rock promotion, the Kaleidoscope, which folded with a bang in August, 1968.
(Essert also rewarded other Kaleidoscope ex-employees with jobs at AFI . . .
despite their lack of training or experience. They learned by doing—at the API's
expense. The result: damage to equipment, repair bills and poor perform-
ance.) . . . (When Essert was hired by George Stevens Jr. in the fall of 1968, he
was awaiting a hearing . . . on charges resulting from bad checks and other
irregularities in [that] operation . . . In January of 1970, after numerous con-
tinuances, the case was resolved, and Esert was ordered to make restitution.)
During 1969, Essert elicited my unwilling participation in numerous irregu-

larities of which the following are but an example:
In August 1969, Essert sold us old projection equipment (belonging to the

City of Beverly Hills) removed from Greystone and deposited the check to his
personal account in Los Angeles.
In September, 1969, Essert instructed me to bill repairs to his home hi-fl set

to the AFI. He said George Stevens Jr. had OK'd it. [This was not confirmed.]
In October, 1969, Essert instructed us to remove a 70mm theatre projector

from Greystone and set it up at his home for a party. I questioned the wisdom
of this, and was again told George Stevens Jr. had OK'd it. [This was again not
confirmed.] At least 50 man hours were required to set up and strike tnis
machine.
On several occasions Essert prevailed upon my husband to "bill thru our com-pany" equipment which he wished to sell to the AFI, including a very usedAltec speaker system from the Kaleidoscope which was sold to the AFI at 80%of list.
Purchase orders for the Center for Advanced Film Study were not printed,numbered forms as in the Washington office, but documents Xeroxed with Gen-eral Manager James Buxbaum's signature. The number and Essert's signaturewere supplied in ink. These "temporary" purchase orders were in use for close to

a year. On several occasions, Essert asked me for blank invoice forms with our
company letterhead. I refused to furnish them.
In December of 1968 [the writer and her husband had sold the AFI someequipment for which no tax was paid] as Essert had claimed that the AFI was
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"a branch of the government, created by Congress and exempt from California

Sales Tax." When I discovered this was false (fall of 1969) and billed the 
AFI

for the tax which was legally owed, Essert insisted that I list $20,000 worth of

equipment as an "installation fee". I refused. He . . . said I would "be sorry"

unless I signed a false return.
In December, 1969, and February, 1970, I telephoned the Accounting office at

Greystone [to clarify the matter] . . . I was told that I would have to speak to

[AFI attorney] Tom Pollack . . . I asked Pollack to send me a list of all checks

made payable to our company. He said that AFI kept no accounts payable rec-

ords, and that it would be impossible to determine how much had been paid to

any one vendor! . . . (The techniques of accounting used at Greystone are com-

plicated. They need to be, to lose unnecessary expenditure in a morass of con-

fused paperwork.)
I finally demanded an interview with George Stevens Jr. and saw him in

March of 1970. He laughed when I told him of Essert's escapades, and excused

the entire situation: "That was 1969, and it's 1970 now. You'd be well advised to

forget the whole matter, as the AFI is a very powerful organization." [This ex-

change was witnessed. Ed.] We discussed the sales tax, and Stevens also tried

to claim that the $20,000 equipment sales was an "installation fee". The actual

installation fee, which paid for my husband and myself for one year, was

$500. . . .
[The writer insisted nonetheless in presenting her claim. Finally there was a

confrontation.] Essert had a violent temper tantrum and began screaming at

the top of his lungs in the lobby of Greystone. He threatened to "discredit you

so that no one will believe or hire you, stop you from ever working again, run
you out of town, keep you out of the motion picture industry, blackball you for-

ever. . ." and screamed that he had the power to do all this because he had the
support of Philip Chamberlin at the Los Angeles County Museum of Art, and

because the AFI was behind him. . . .
(Shortly after, unable to work at Greystone any longer, and with savings gone,

the writer tried to find a job] . . . It soon became apparent that it was going

to be impossible for me—for the first time in my life—to earn a living. Before

marriage, I had earned my living as a post-production consultant and film editor,

working the low budget (clean) market, commercials, etc. Because of the theory

of relativity (no relatives) I didn't get in the union—but I worked. Right now,

being outside the union is an advantage. Business is booming. The studio people

are having a hard time, but all the kids I trained are busy. But I cannot get

work—doing anything. Why? Several people finally levelled with me—the AFI

had contracts out to most of the motion picture labs, sound studios, service

organizations, particularly the smaller ones, where I usually worked. People

just didn't want any trouble, the AFI could affect their lab credit, distrib deals,

etc  I was being blackballed by the API!
. . . So it looks at the moment as if Essert is getting his way. He recently

took credit, apparently with official blessing, in a national magazine article

[American Cinematographer, March '71] for my work at the AFI, and Cham-

berlin has told prospective employers, contrary to the facts, that I did not install

the equipment in the Los Angeles County Museum (that is another story of deceit,

graft and corruption) . . .
I am hardly the only victim of this sort of blackballing. Some of the former

employees [of the AFI] who have spoken out against these men are having a

pretty rough go also. That is a bit more understandable, but still totally

unethical. . . .
Running afoul of the AFI may be accomplished by differing in philosophical

viewpoint from the Management of the AFI, or disagreeing with one of its em-

ployees, or expressing a negative opinion of an AFI film. The number of ways to

'get on the list' grows as the list grows. And the atmosphere of fear and intimida-

tion grows with every new person 'on the list'. . . . I have no funds for a law-

suit, no means of support, and no family. No one wants to get involved in this

matter, and I don't blame them. What I really need is a powerful champion, but

I do not know industry politics well enough to even begin to know where to look.

If you have a suggestion, let me know, please.
PATRICIA EVANS,

Hollywood.

AN OPEN LETTER TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

["At its annual meeting in Montreal, members of the Society for Cinema

Studies, after a long debate, voted to have its Executive Council draft this open
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letter and submit it to the membership for a mail vote. The Society's membersvoted to send and to publicize the open letter by an overwhelming ratio of7 to V.]
The Society for Cinema Studies strongly supports the continuation andstrengthening of the American Film Institute. Its work of preserving, catalogu-ing and exhibiting our film heritage is of utmost value. At the same time wedeeply regret a reaction to financial stress that has caused elimination of theresearch and continuing dismantling of the education departments. Our primaryconcern being the building of an enlightened and discriminating audience, theactivities of research and education are to us at least equally important as anyother functions of an American Film Institute. We urge that they be restored toa parity in terms of budget and staff.
Conceiving ourselves as constituents of what should be thought of as a nationalpublic undertaking (as individuals we are being solicited to become membersof the AFI), we ask that the Board of Trustees be responsible to the total filmcommunity, including the scholarly, critical and educational segments. We askthat the management of the American Film Institute be held accountable to theBoard for all executive actions which do in fact relate to the policies and pri-orities of the Institute's program.
Specifically we ask that the Board of Trustees:
(1) Review the policies and priorities of the American Film Institute and makea clear public re-statement regarding them which all can understand and referto and to which management can be held accountable.
(2) Consider the capabilities of the present management to implement thesegoals; remove, realign and add executive personnel if necessary to insure thatthe full work of an American Film Institute progresses according to stated ob-jectives and appropriate calendar.
(3) Publish annually a financial accounting of the American Film Institute'sIncome and expenditures so that all concerned can judge how the total resourcesare being allocated.
(4) Make certain that the scholarly, critical and educational film communityIs adequately represented on the Board of Trustees, and provide some mech-anism by which the members of that community can help choose who will repre-sent them.
These requests are made respectfully and for what we sincerely believe to bethe best interests not only of the American Film Institute but of the whole cul-tural and educational life of this nation.

ROGER L. STEVENS,
Chairman, Board of Trustees,
American Film Institute.
DEAR Mn. STEVENS: The Board of Directors of the Film Library Information

Council wish to express their concern that the American Film Institute in itsnearly four years of existence has failed to provide much-needed leadership and
supportive role within the film community. We feel the recent preemptory firing
of staff and cutbacks of educational programs are but symptoms of uncertain and
indecisive leadership within the AFI. We are sympathetic with the fact that any
new organization is inevitably beset with growing pains. But we also wish to
point out that by prevailing standards within the education and film fields the
funds granted to the AFI have been unusually generous. We feel that in view of
this the American Film Institute has made a relatively insignificant mark within
the film field as well as within the wider community affected by films. We urge
the Directors of the American Film Institute to reevaluate the goals, purposes,
and means of the AFI so that it may become an effective force in American life.

MTS. PATRICIA BLACK,
Chairman of the Board,

Film Library Information Council.

[From the summer 1971 issue of Film Comment]

SHOWDOWN AT THE GREYSTONE CORRAL: AN EDITORIAL

The American Film Institute is in trouble, double trouble. One problem is that
it has only enough money to finance the programs it really wants. The other prob-
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lem is that most members of the film community—film teachers on all levels, film
scholars and critics, filmmakers, film curators and librarians—want the API to
finance different programs.
Budget crises are familar to cultural institutions, especially during a recession;

so this should be nothing new to AFI. What is of concern is that there might be
more money available to the AFI today if it had spent its money not only with
more wisdom in its priorities but also with more efficiency.
Although from the beginning the claims of AFI publicity have made some

members of the film community wary of its goals, ill-feeling peaked when the
news spread last January of the API's inept attempt to cut costs by eliminating
its research department. In the resulting uproar, its education department was
emasculated. The API's announced purpose is to "stimulate and encourage
progress in the film arts" by being "a catalyst and a point of focus for coordi-
nation for the many institutions and individuals who are anxious to share [this]
purpose." Clearly this purpose is not being served by the AFI if it has no research
staff and a tiny education department.
The Institute made its financial statements for 1968, 1969 and 1970 available to

FILM COMMENT. Income for those three years was more than $5 million. In
that same period, administration and staff salaries were $1,522,533; and grants
and projects were $1,316,927. In other words, the AFI paid $250,000 more to its
own own staff than it gave to the Library of Congress for film preservation,
model study sites for film education projects, the Community Film Workshop
Council, independent filmmaker grants, student filmmaker grants, scholarships
and fellowships, internships, support to periodicals, and feature script develop-
ment combined. More than $639,600 was spent on structural improvements, furni-
ture and fixtures, and motion picture and sound equipment at Greystone—the
Advanced Study Center in Beverly Hills—and that's just for the building. Here
are a few other figures: consultants and their travel, $134,534; rent, $138,009;
and a "benefit" for the AFI—which lost $3,813. The balance, a little more than $1.2
million, went for "program support" with only two out of the 40 other items
totalling more than $100,000 each.
Some of these expenditures are justified, such as salaries for film archivists and

cataloguers and education department staff. But the director's salary, though a
secret, is reputed to be $75,000 a year. And there is no justification for the excesses
indulged in at Greystone, for the increditble disparity between the funds granted
and the costs of dispensing those grants, for the feeble funding of such crucial
programs as film preservation, and for the present hypocritical plea of lack of
funds. The money was there, once. The needs were there and the money was
grossly misspent. If the AFI pleads now for patience and understanding, it is too
late. Our patience has run out.
Deep down inside the American Film Institute there is something good. It was

founded because it was needed; and the National Foundation for the Arts, using
tax dollars, was willing to start it. If the AFI dies, there may never be another
chance in this country to have a film institute financed with public money. If
the API dies, the potential to develop film as an art form in this country will
suffer, the chance to preserve our film heritage will become even more slender,
and the leadership the film community still desperately needs will not emerge.
The AFI is there and needs reform.
Here are a few specific ideas, framed after I talked with dozens of film people

around the country, including AFI administration, staff, and former staff
members:
(1) Film Education, one of the principal needs of this country, is getting short

shrift at the AFI. Film educators—critics, scholars and teachers—are not ade-
quately represented on the AFI Board of Trustees. The educators should elect
their own full-voting representatives to the AFI Board.
(2) The Trustees should evaluate the Institute's policies and priorities, partic-

ularly with respect to its accomplishments as "a catalyst and point of focus and
coordination": and they should establish and make public a new set of priorities
with clearly defined goals and realistic budgets, and with waste, overhead, ad-
ministrative costs, salaries and frills cut to the core.
(3) The Trustees should evaluate the past performance and present attitude

of the Institute's administration—its management techniques, its relationship to
the film community, and its commitment to the goals of the AFI. Present admin-
istration should be replaced and the internal structure of the AFT changed, if
necessary, to insure the free flow of recomendations between the AFI adminis-
tration, the AFI staff and the film community.
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The AFI Trustees, administration, staff, and all others associated with it are
urged to do all they can do to make and then keep the American Film Institute
responsive to the people it was created to serve. Such a change in attitude is less
painful if those at the top are leading the way.

AUSTIN LAMONT,
Managing Editor.

[From Variety, Nov. 20, 1974]

FIGHT Am. FILM INSTITUTE

25 FILM ORGS OBJECT TO A FEDERAL SUBSIDY SEPARATE FROM ENDOWMENT CONTROL
AND PRIORITIES

The "Committee for a Representative American Film and TV Institute," orga-
nized three weeks ago (at NYU's Loeb Student Center) by reps of 25 films organi-
zations headquartered in N.Y.C. to protest congressional hearings on a House
resolution (HR 17021) that would give a guaranteed permanent Federal subsidy
of $2,500,000 to the American Film Institute, held its second organizational meet-
ing Mon. night (18).

Reaffirming their protest at the continuing "lack of responsiveness" of the
current AFI management to their constituencies, which include "hundreds" of
film educators, film librarians and indie video and film makers, as well as "hun-
dreds of thousands" of film viewers in the colleges and schools for whose needs
the AFI is "irrelevant—it might just as well not exist." The Committee delib-
erated on two draft papers itemizing grievances against the AFI and at the
end of the session adopted a statement, (presented by meeting chairman Ted
Perry of the department of cinema studies at NYU) to send the press and other
films orgs throughout the country.
Unanimously critical of the AFI's "misplaced priorities" and its "failure to set

national priorities in accordance with national needs," the statement says in
part:
"No doubt many of us expected too much from the American Film Institute.

Some of these expectations were born out of our own needs and some were
created by promises uttered by the AFI. Our disappointment has been fed both
by the AFI's consistent failure to live up to these promises, and even more by
its failure to create, build upon, consult and serve a broadly-based, national
constituency.
"There is a strong opinion throughout the film community in this country that

it would be a misuse of public funds for Congress to appropriate and place large
sums directly into the hands of the present American Film Institute.
"We share that opinion. It would be a mistake, at this time and under present

conditions, for Congress to vest public funds directly in this institution until it
has demonstrated an ability and a willingness to work cooperatively with the
larger film community and to be responsive to its needs.
"Until that day is here, the proper stewardship of public funds requires that

any money given to the AFI continue to be channeled through the National
Endowment for the Arts, which has shown that it can act imaginatively and
responsibly in this area."

BEG CONGRESS NOT To OBLIGE, FILM INSTITUTE "SELF-SERVING"; SAY "NEVER
FULFILLED PLEDGES"

The Committee for a Representative American Film and TV Institute sent a
500-world telegram to Congress last night (Tues.) strongly protesting a house
bill that would provide a guaranteed permanent subsidy of $2,500,000 to the
American Film Institute.
"In its seven years of existence, the American Film Institute has shown a

consistent lack of responsiveness to the needs of film educators on all levels . . .
there is a strong indicator of mismanagement in its failure to set and support
the priorities that a national film institute is supposed to have," the telegram
reads in part.
The committee, organized last month, is an umbrella group comprising 25 film

organizations in New York City. It held its third organizational meeting Mon.
(25) at New York University's Leob Student Center.
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At the meeting, a lengthy discussion was conducted covering a point by point

analysis of a draft resolution that was to be sent to Congress next week. Dis-

cussion was halted when committee members learned that the House funding

bill (HR 17021) was to be voted out of the House Select Subcommittee on Edu-

cation yesterday (Tues.). Group had previously been informed that a Committee

vote was not expected until later this year.
The lengthy telegram, signed by 20 committee members, essentially covers

the same points reported in a story in last week's Variety (Nov. 20). It wa
s

wired to Rep. John Brademas (D-Ind.), chairman of the House sub-committe
e

and to Sen. Claiborne Pell (D—R.I.), chairman of the Senate Special Sub-Com
-

mittee on Arts and Humanities.
The committee viewed the suddenness of the House vote as "ano

ther API

dirty trick," allegedly designed to push the legislation through Congress as 
fast

as possible.
The committee also charged that API director George Stevens Jr., exerted

pressure on NYU to have the group's future meetings held off University grounds.

"The pressure worked," said one committee member, "because all meetings fro
m

now on will not be held at NYU."
Some of the signatories of the committee telegram are: John Culkin, director

of the Center For Understanding Media; Austin Lamont, member of the board of

Directors of the Film Society of Lincoln Center; Ted Perry, chairman of NYU's

department of cinema studies; Stefan Sharff, chairman of the Columbia U. de-

partment of film studies; Amos Vogel, director of the University of Pennsylvania's

Annenberg cinematheque ; and Donald Staples, president of the University Film

Assn. and president of the Society of Cinema Studies.

API GRANT BILL PROTESTED

N.Y.-BASED FILM-TV GROUP CHARGES MISMANAGEMENT IN SHARP TELEGRAM TO
CONGRESS

NEW YORK, Nov. 26—The Committee for a Representative American Film & TV

Institute sent a 500-word telegram to Congress tonight strongly protesting a

House bill that would provide a guaranteed permanent subsidy of $2,500,000 to

the American Film Institute.
"In its seven years of existence, the American Film Institute has shown a

consistent lack of responsiveness to the needs of film educators on all levels . . .
There is a strong indicator of mismanagement in its failure to set and support the
priorities that a national film institute is supposed to have," the telegram reads
in part.
The Committee, organized last month, is an umbrella group composed of 25

film organizations in New York City. It held its third organizational meeting
Monday at New York University's Loeb Student Center.
At that meeting, a lengthy discussion was conducted covering a point-by-point

analysis of a draft resolution that was to be sent to Congress next week. Discus-
sion was halted when committee members learned that the House funding bill
(HR 17021) was to be voted out of the House Select Subcommittee on Education
today. Group had previously been informed that a Committee vote was not
expected until later this year.
The lengthy telegram, signed by 20 committee members, essentially covers

the same points reported Nov. 20.
It was wired to Rep. John Brademas (D-Ind.), chairman of the House Sub-

committee, and to Sen. Claiborne Pell (D-R.I.), chairman of the Senate Special
Subcommittee on Arts & Humanities.
The committee viewed the suddenness of the House vote as "another AFI

dirty trick," allegedly designed to push the legislation through Congress as fast
as possible.
The committee also charged that API director George Stevens Jr. exerted pres-

sure on NYU to have the group's future meetings held off University grounds.
"The pressure worked," said one committee member, "because all meetings from
now on will not be held at NYU."
Some of the signatories of the committee telegram are: John Culkin, director

of the Center for Understanding Media; Austin Lamont, member of the board
of directors of the Film Society of Lincoln Center; Ted Perry, chairman of
NYU's department of cinema studies: Stefan Sharff, chairman of the Columbia
U. department of film studies; Amos Vogel, director of the University of Pennsyl-
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vania's Annenberg Cinematheque, and Donald Staples, president of the Univer-
sity Film Association and president of the Society of Cinema Studies.

RUSH TO "FEDERALIZE" FILM INSTITUTE

CAN PROXMLRE DO A HORATIO?

(By Paul Harris)

Legislation that would give the American Film Institute independent status
with two-thirds of its budget from the Federal till has begun to move rapidly
through Congress, and chances for passage in both houses before year-end were
termed "excellent" by House and Senate insiders Tues. (3).
The bill, which suddenly surfaced on the horizon in early October, originally

had not been expected to be given full congressional blessing until next session.
The House Select Subcommittee on Education held two days of hearings two
months ago, and last week reported out the measure that would divorce the In-
stitute from the National Endowment for the Arts, and reshape its board of
directors. It has also been cleared by the full committee, and a floor vote is
expected late next week.
Meanwhile, Sen. Claiborne Pell (D-R.I.), education subcommittee chairman,

Is readying plans to ramrod the measure through his panel, immediately fol-
lowing House passage. He is expected to call hearings at the first opportunity,
and asked floor action before the end of this term, a staffer said.
"The Senator just decided that the time was right to move this bill," said the

aide, noting that the subcommittee chairman saw little reason in postponing the
reshaping of the Institute's destiny. Pell called a closed door huddle in his Senate
office last week among the measure's proponents, including AFI director George
Stevens Jr., Endowment chairman Nancy Hanks, House Select Education Sub-
committee chairman John Brademas (D-Ind.) and Rogers Stevens, chairman of
the Kennedy Center For The Performing Arts and members of the Institute's
board of trustees. The group reportedly discussed Hanks' concern for giving
AFI a new niche as well as the merits of the legislation which is endorsed by
the Institute.

Flatfooted foes
While the legislation's sudden propulsion is being hailed by its proponents,

their hush-hush maneuvering has caught detractors of the Institute more than
a litle flat footed, "I think this is an outrage," stormed indie filmmaker Ed
Lynch, whose Assn. of Independent Video and Filmmakers Inc. has launched a
letter writing campaign and other efforts to present the views of others in the
film community.
Lynch, whose supporters include colleagues Ed Emschwiller and Stan Brackage,

are disillusioned with what they consider to be misguided priorities of director
George Stevens Jr. and don't want Stevens to become further entrenched as a
Federal entity.
Both measures would establish the American Film Institute as a private, non-

profit corporation, and would reconstruct its present board of trustees to consist
of seven ex-officio members of the executive branch, four members of Congress,
and 12 private citizens from the film and TV community appointed by the existing
Institute board. The legislation would also authorize the institute to continue
expansion of its activities at the board's discretion.
Ticket to h,appiness?

Institute itself, meanwhile, is keeping a low profile on the legislation which,
while it has the potential for easing some of its current financial burdens, is not
necessarily a ticket to happiness. The bills provide for two thirds of its budget
from Federal largesse, but puts no ceiling—or cellar—on its annual Federal
take, not an enviable position in an age when Congress is becoming increasingly
tightfisted. Although the lawmakers may be willing to create another mouth to
feed, a growing number of pessimists fear the worst will happen when AFI comes
begging for $2,000,000 to promote the development of film.
One who finds that concept unpalatable—and who insists he'll fight the

measure—is Sen. William Proxmire (D-Wis.).
The feisty Senator, while he has no gripe with the Institutes' day-to-day

operations, is adament against AFI being put under the thumb of the Federal
government. He points to the "State of Seige" affair several years ago where
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Stevens pulled the plc at the 11th hour before it was to inaugurate AFI's new
Kennedy Center complex, because the theme of Latin American anarchy was
deemed unsuitable for affair's prestigious firstnight audience.
"If An is afraid to show that film just because it moves into the Kennedy

Center, imagine what it will do when it has to answer directly to Congress,"
quipped one Proxmire aide.
He said Proxmire is also unhappy with the new financial burden it gives Con-

gress, including sustaining George Stevens' reported six figure annual income
while Proxmire earns only $42,500. A Proxmire maneuver is likely to include a
hold on the bill when it reaches the Senate floor, which means it will have to go
through a roll-call vote and can be delayed while the Senator persuades his
colleagues.
Meanwhile, the bill's other opponents are trying to discretely introduce an-

other suggestion around Capitol Hill: That the lawmakers request an audit of
the Institute to see just how its money is being spent.

INSTITUTE PARES SIX OF 13 AT WORK ON 1961-1970 FILM CATALOG

'STOP THAT CONGRESSIONAL EXPRESS!' CRY OF FILM FOES OF INSTITUTE

Six persons of a staff of 13 engaged in preparing the 1961-1970 Catalog of the
American Film Institute were fired Wednesday (25) to take effect on Friday
(29). They were to receive from one-and-a-half to two-and-a-half weeks salary
in severence, depending upon seniority. The Catalog staff worked in quarters
at the Library of Congress separate from Institute headquarters at the John
F. Kennedy Center.
Those dismissed, and this became an immediate eyebrow-raiser were the three

staff film historians, Burt Shapiro, Mike Clark and Richard Henshaw, whose
services will now be unavailable during the all-important proof-reading phase
as the Catalog takes shape. One earlier Institute Catalog covering 1921-1931
was issued in 1970. Nothing has appeared in the intervening period.
Other three dismissals were handed to Jeff Davidson and Esther Siegel with

rank as catalogers, and Frances Jones, with rank as senior editor, and with six
years tenure, believed the veteran of the staff.
The word given to the ousted six came from the catalog's managing editor

Richard Krafsur. It was attributed to "funding cutbacks" and was thought
linked to the present campaign of the American Film Institute itself to secure
separate status as a government agency, in replacement of the earlier depend-
ency upon the National Endowment for the Arts.

Following the dismissals and a story in the Washington Post quoting the
film historian's complaints against the lack of notice, the curt firings and the
questionable capacity of librarian-trained personnel to carry on without film
historian support, the assistant director of the Institute, Richard Carlton,
commented "They have achieved a Herculean task, but they have completed their
work." The reaction at Catalog headquarters was one of puzzlement at the high
compliment and at the news that the work was finished. The historians inter-
preted the work as about to enter its more vulnerable-to-error phase.
The Catalog is believed to have cost about $750,000 so far. Not clear whether

that estimate would or would not be inclusive of the recent added $60,000 grant
from the Humanities.
As part of its drive to stave off what they consider "an apparent effort to

railroad legislation through," the Committee for a Representative American
Film Institute sent off telegrams to every m..mber r,f the house Tues. (RI asking
for a delay in the pending house vote on a bill (HR-17021) that would give a
guaranteed permanent annual subsidy of $2,500,000 to the American Film
Institute.

Reacting to rumors that the legislation would be pushed through the Senate
immediately after the House vote, similar telegrams were also sent by the N.Y.
group to every Senator as well.

Protesting what they called the "precipitous" house vote on the AFI, com-
mittee telegrams asked for delay until there is opportunity for "adequate
hearings" including "representatives of the national film community." AFI
management has long been criticized by N.Y. committee members for being an
excessively "elitist" and "exclusive" organization, unrepresentative of the film
community across the country as a whole.
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"Railroad" speed
Reason for the AFI "railroad" tactic, committee members feel, is that the

status that the AFI has had for the past seven years as a grantee under the
National Endowment for the Arts is due to change at the end of the year. At
that time, NEA funders, under new producers, would take a sharper look at
API priorities than at any time in the past. Unless the lobby can manage to
push through current legislation by the end of the year, N.Y. committee feels
API chances of continuing its present "unrepresentative" priorities will be greatly
reduced. Thus the pressure by AFI backers to get the speedy Congressional action
which committee members protest.

[From National Film Day, Dec. 9, 1974]

BOXOFFICE--THE PULSE OF THE MOTION PICTURE INDUSTRY

FOR TODAY AND FOREVER

It was most gratifying, in the fall of 1973—October 23, to be exact—to have
been able to report that the first observance of National Film Day, sponsored
by the American Film Institute, was an outstanding success. That included the
public response through its patronage of the film programs presented by the
participating producers and distributors along with the theatre managements
throughout the industry. Merely to say that the first National Film Day was a
"success" would be putting it mildly, for the participation in this event by more
than 4,000 theatres represented more than one-third of these significant points of
public contact across the United States.
The success of the occasion last year served as a good base on which to

build, come Feb. 4, 1975, when the second National Film Day will be heightened
by a greater participation of theatres than last year, coupled with the substan-
tially stronger film product that will be available for these showings. Add to this
the improved appetite for fine films developed in the past year and that's another
plus of worthiness.
The National Ass'n of Theatre Owners, comprising their regional units, as well

as independent theatre owners, have pledged to donate one-half of their day's
boxoffice receipts on Feb. 4, 1975, to the American Film Institute. And the film
companies, whose product will be shown on that occasion, will contribute 50
percent of their film rental for the day. This will be supportive of the progressive
program for the industry's continuing advancement, such as has been derived
from AFI projects that have served to develop an increasing public interest in
films and going to see them.
As was the case last year, National Film Day will receive wide support from

within the industry and through the various media that have freely given of their
cooperation in public relations activities on the part of the industry. Celebration
of National Film Day should open wide the cooperative efforts from municipal,
state and federal constituencies giving widespread endorsement to this con-
structive endeavor.
The celebration also provides the industry with a means for extensive public

relations efforts from all forms of print media, as well as radio and television tie-
ins. Schools, colleges and other institutions of learning afford assurance of their
participation in the Natiohal Film Day in meaningful ways, from which all
movie-goers, as well as the industry, can benefit.
Last year, when the first National Film Day was announced by George Stevens,

Jr., AFI director, he stated, "We've been working on this plan for almost three
years. Our goal has been to find a way in which the motion picture companies
and theatre owners could work together, not only to provide the AFI with a
substantial source of revenue for its programs, but to couple that objective with
a celebration of the tradition of moviegoing in which the general public can
participate."
That was, indeed, achieved in October of 1973. And it looks to, again, be accom-

plished on February 4, 1975. There are many indications pointing to an out-
standing success of this event for the second time. For one thing, the initial
success in 1973 has given added vim and vigor to be put into the effort next
February. Highly important, is the fact that the film product, now available and
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upcoming, represents a tremendous improvement over what the industry has had
to offer in many a year. The inspiration that this alone gives is top-calibre. And
that includes what is now developing for the full 1975 year.

Still another plus may be expected to come out of the second National Film
Day—the continuing observance of this event for years to come, as the result
of the industry's having "discovered" this vital force in sustaining its patronage
during the long-laggard pre-Spring and late Fall months.

BEN SHLYEN.

[From the Daily Variety, Dec. 10, 19741

LETTER TO THE EDITOR
Editor, Daily Variety:

• After reading your article (4) on the American Film Institute funds bid, I
would like to clarify my position. I'm not disillusioned by the priorities of
(George) Stevens Jr. I'm under few illusions.
I believe it important that the independent filmmakers have a voice on the

AFI board of trustees in the future whatever Congress does or doesn't do. I
would like to see legislation insure that that would be the case if the AFI gets
separate government funding. Ed Lynch has 1. more extreme position than I.

ED EMSCHWILLER.

(En NOTE.—Lynch heads Association of Independent Video & Filmmakers Inc.,
which has launched a letter-writing campaign and other efforts to present views
of others in the film community on legislation before Congress, story reported. It
said that Emschwiller was aligned with Lynch.)

[From the Daily Variety, Hollywood, Calif.]

AFI TRUSTEE FIELDING, CITING PERSONNEL TURNOVER, DEMANDS FULL
BOARD MEET, ACCOUNTING

(By A. D. Murphy)

Raymond Fielding, noted educator who is a trustee of the American Film In-
stitute, last week sent a scorching letter to AFI chairman Charlton Heston and a
large distribution list. Fielding cites a large turnover of key personnel in recent
years, climaxed by Frank Daniel's controversial departure as dean of AFI's
Center for Advanced Film Studies, for his observation that API's credibility is
"now about zero." He wants a full board meeting within two months, with a
full accounting by AFI director George Stevens Jr. and the board's executive
committee.
Based at Temple University, where he is a professor in the department of film-

tv-radio of Temple's school of communications and theatre, Fielding lists the
exit of 10 major AFI departmental and exec personnel in the last few years.
He opines that * * a turnover of this many first-rate people in so short a time
is considerred (in academic and civil-service administration) a prima facie case
of either a faulty operational philosophy or incompetent management."

TURNOVER SPOTLIGHTED

Fielding's letter spotlights a personnel turnover at AFI's Washington h.q.,
most recently the exit of Sail Ann Kriegsman, who had been in charge of the
AFI Report, newsletter, catalogs and public information.
Others of nine D.C. departures included chief archivist Sam Kula, archivist

Dave Shepard, education department heads Ron Sutton, Joe Dispenza and Dave
Thaxton, former assistant director Richard Kline, financial exec Roger Heller,
and Robert Geller. Some date back three years, but are included by Fielding
within his recap of the turnover rate.
Meanwhile, Heston has scheduled individual interviews this afternoon with

CAPS fellows, most of whom have risen up in protest to Daniel's departure. The
fellows would prefer a group session with Heston, and enough are reportedly
planning to show up en masse to demonstrate their continued solidarity in the

46-7q 6 - 75 - 17
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matter. Heston agreed to the meetings in a weekend discussion with trustee
William Friedkin.
Late yesterday, AFI-West director Martin Manulis, "not involved" in the flap,

met with the CAFS advisory committee, but he said the agenda related to CAFS
internal curriculum affairs and not the Daniel situation. The advisory committee
includes Gordon Stulberg, Robert Wise, George Seaton, Warren Beatty, Meta
Rosenberg, Maurice Jarre, Chuck Fries and Franklin Schaffner.

EASTERN TRUSTEE MEET

In N.Y., trustee Eleanor Perry is among those who are trying to round up
eastern trustees to appear at AFI's exec committee meeting Thursday at 5 p.m.
in the offices of CBS/Broadcast group chief John Schneider, an exec committee
member. Daniel is expected to be invited to address trustees who show up at that
session, his transportation furnished by AFI.
Friedkin, who became active in the Daniel mattter last week, is continuing

to press for Daniel's access to all board members in meetings here and in N.Y.,
so that at some later board meeting, all the trustees will have both sides of the
matter in hand. Heston, however willing to hear out the CAFS fellows some more
and also to take Daniel east this week, still talks in terms of trustees under-
standing the exec committee's decision, not in terms of a future reconciliation
and reinstatement.

Intimations that he might resign if the Daniel matter is reopened (in other
words, an indication of no confidence) are dismissed by insiders as a passing
emotional reaction.

Fielding's letter to Heston, dated Aug. 11, was also sent to Stevens and to all
AFI trustees. The complete text follows:
"I recall that at the time that I joined the board of trustees of the AFI, the

organization's reputation and credibility—at least in academic, foundation, and
governmental circles—was pretty low. With the recent resignations of Frank
Daniel on the west coast and Sali Ann Kriegsman on the east, I would guess
that it is now about zero.
"Within the last two-three years, the turnover of first-rate people on the In-

stitute's staff has been absurdly high. Those that I know of include Dave Shepard,
Sam Kula, Bob Geller, Ron Sutton, Dave Thaxton, Richard Kline, Roger Heller,
Joe Dispenza, Frank Daniel, and Sali Ann Kriegsman. I have worked closely,
over the years, with Shepard, Kula, Thaxton, Daniel and Kriegsman, and am
familiar with the work of Sutton and Geller, and I have the highest regard for
all their talents and energy, as does everyone in our field. (I am not as familiar
with the work of Kline, Dispenza and Heller, and so cannot comment upon their
departures.)
"I don't know how such things are rationalized in private industry, but I can

say from experience that in academic and civil service administration, a turn-
over of this many first-rate people in so short a time is considered a prima facie
case of either a faulty operational philosophy or incompetent management.
"I am also disturbed that we have not had a meeting of the full board of

trustees since January. So far as I have ben able to determine, no date has yet
been set for a fall meeting.
"As a trustee, I want to be as helpful and constructive as possible, and not to

cause any more waves than necessary during this difficult period in the history
of the Institute. I appreciate the fact that under ordinary circumstances, the
proper role for a trustee is to provide support and encouragement to the adminis-
trators of the organization, and to avoid unnecessary meddling in their work.
"However, I must confess that I am beginning to worry about my own reputa-

tion and credibility in this matter. Increasingly, I am being asked by people in
the academic world, the foundations, and the Washington community to explain
what in God's name is going on within the AFI, and I find that I have no answers
to give them—not even constructively dishonest ones.
"I would like to urge that a meeting of the board of trustees be scheduled in

late September or October, at which the director and the executive committee
members can review these matters for us and explain their meaning and signifi-
cance. The people who serve on the board have given a great deal in the way of
time, energy, and (in many cases) financial support, and are entitled to know
what has gone wrong—or right, as the case may be. Cordially, Raymond
Fielding."
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Senator Clniborne Fell
Chairman
Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humantities
United States Senate Committee or, Labor and ublic Wellare
Russell Senate Office B,ilding — 325
WasLington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

In view of the wide range e! iilmmmakers 6Lose ne,ds hvve not been served
by the American Film institute, I feed stron;;Jy that Bill HR 17021 should
not be passed.

Mile the Ureystone 1, -,nsion activities, taking up over 25% of AFI's budget,
give its too fev. students an illusory sense of grandeur, the ex—Hollywood
film industry, film students, and independent filmmakers starve for lack
of communication and funds which AFI purports to provide.

I believe stronay that, just as the fanny different forms of music are
provided for under separate N.E.A. categories (i.e. folk music, classical
music, student programs in nusic, etc.), so too, the different filmmaking
bodies (i.e. the Associatio of' indpsndent Video and Filmmakers, Wbmen
in Film, MIlenium, AF1, etc.) shonld be funded proportionately to the
filmmakers and film viewing communities they nerve, under h..A. Even if.
the API Board of Trustees represented the American film community as a
whole, I believe filmmakers scud be more freely and democratically served
through the support oi a wide acne of r,:Tresentative organisations free
from political pressure end corruption as AFI is not.

Greater subsidies for films (ns in Canada, Fr nee and Italy) TS -- but
with justice and freedom, ,s in our Americ,n heritage.

cc' Gnylord Nelson
Waltor.F. Londale
Thomas F. Engleton
Stephen J. Wexler
Jacob K. Javits
Robert Taft, Jr.
Roy h. Millenson
Stephen Gyllenhnal

Respcctfully yours,

Regretfully, as an independent filmmaker
dependent on grants for survival, I am
afraid to sign my name lest AFI cut out
what may become a sole source of support
for my work.
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December 11,1974

Dear Senator:

I am opposed to Bill Htt17021 now pending before Congress which would create
a "new" American Film Institute.

I feel the AFI has failed to carry out its responsibilities to the much larger
segiments of the film community which is not associated with Hollywood.
Poor management and poor budgeting will not change simpl y because the
AFI changes its name.

If the AFI i s to receive large amojunts of money there should be a better
system of diffusion. The new )91:11 should be amenienil or another bill
intmoduced which would insure that new segments of the national
film community be represented--both regionally and occupationally.

If the new AFI represents the national community and if it is open to
criticism and change, then I feel the AFI can be both an inspiring and
supportive factor for people in this a) untry who are working with film.

Sincerely,

7 42/7

Kelly Allan
808 Catherine st. 4#1
Ann Arbor, Mich. 48104

•

•
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The Film Society of Lincoln Center, Inc. 1865 Broadway, New York, N.Y. 10023 Phone: 765-5100 Cable: Lincenarts

December 2, 1974

Honorable ClaibornePell

Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

• Dear Senator Pell:

Enclosed is a copy of a self-explanatory letter dated

November 25 to the Honorable John Braclemas, Chairman of the

House Select Subcommittee on Education. Because the matter

discussed in the letter is of such importance, we trust

it will receive your attention and interest.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

gPnt-Scgfa-

Martin E. Segal

President

MES/vg
enc.
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The Film Society of Lincoln Center, Inc. 1865 Broadway, New York, N.Y. 10023 Phone: 765-5100 Cable: Lincenarts

November 25, 1974

Honorable John Brademas
Chairman
Select Subcommittee on Education
House of Representatives Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Brademas:

We have been following with great interest the public discussion of the
proposed bill to make the American Film Institute a new, independent,
non-profit corporation which would receive two-thirds of its funding
directly from the Federal government. Although we do not have sufficient
knowledge of how the AFI now functions and what its problems are, we do
have some questions about this proposal.

First, we question the precedent that would be established by setting up
a separate agency, funded directly by Congress, to represent any one art
form.

We also question the advisability of a commitment by the government to
continuing financial support of an organization which was originally
expected to rely on private contributions for at least half of its funding,
raising the issue of whether government funds should be specifically allocated
to supplant private support for one particular organization and, if so, what
precedents are thereby established. Of even more concern to us, as a leading
non-profit organization devoted to the art of film, is the possibility that
such an independent organization would be empowered to make grants to other
institutions. If the API were to become an independent grant-making organi-
zation, it would inevitably face conflicts of interest in assigning funds
between its own needs and those of other institutions, no matter how deserving.

4
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We therefore urge that all Federal grants for film continue to be

channeled through the National Endowments for the Arts and the

Humanities, depending upon their judgment as objective, disinterested

organizations: judgment that, in our opinion, they have exercised

most admirably and conscientiously in the past.

MES:bz

Sincerely,

ALA:. e. 5,41,1
Martin E. Segal
President
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THIS MAILGRAM IS A CONFIRMATION COPY OF THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE:

2126776843 TD1T NEW yORK NY 500 11-25 1115P EST
ZIP
CONGRESSMAN JOHN BRADEMAS
WASHINGTON DC 20515

with copies to Congressman Peter Peyser, Senators Claiborne Pell, Jacob Javits,

Robert Taft, Jr. Members of the House Subcommittee on Education and the Senate

Subcommittee on Prts and Humanities.

DURING DISCUSSION AND VOTING REGARDING THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE,
SUCH AS HR 17021, PLEASE READ INTO THE RECORD OF THE APPROPRIATE
SUB COMMITTEES THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT:
REGARDING THE PROPOSED HR 17021 WE THE UNDERSIGNED FEEL THAT IT
WOULD BE A MISTAKE AT THIS TIME AND WITHOUT FURTHER INVESTIGATION
AND PUBLIC DISCUSSION FOR CONGRESS TO APPROPRIATE PUBLIC FUNDS
DIRECTLY FOR THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE. IN ITS 7 YEARS OF EXISTENCE
THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE HAS SHOWN A LACK OF RESPONSIVENESS
TO THE NEEDS OF FILM EDUCATORS AT ALL LF..VcaS, INDEPENDENT FILM
AND VIDEO ARTISTS, LIBRARIANS, ARCHIVISTS, CRITICS, INDEPENDENT
FILM EXHIBITORS, SCHOOL AND COLLEGE FILM PROGRAMERS AND FILM SOCIETIES,
AND THE AUDIENCES WHICH THEY SERVE. THE AFT HAS EVIDENCED DISTINCT
PROBLEMS IN MANAGEMENT REGARDING PERSONNEL AND FINANCES. THE ALARMING
TURNOVER IN KEY PERSONNEL WOULD SEEM TO BE A STRONG INDICATOR OF
MISMANAGEMENT AND FAILURE TO SET AND SUPPORT THE PRIORITIES THA:
A NATIONAL FILM INSTITUTE IS SUPPOSED TO HAVE. IT WOULD BE A MIST ',KE
TO VEST PUBLIC FUNDS IN AN INSTITUTION UNTIL THAT INSTITUTION HAS
DEMONSTRATED AN ABILITY AND A WILLINGNESS TO WORK HAND IN HAND
WITH THAT LARGER FILM COMMUNITY AND TO BE RESPONSIVE TO ITS NEEDS.
UNTIL THAT DAY IS HERE, THE PROPER STEWARTSHIP OF PUBLIC FUNDS
REQUIRES THAT MONEY FOR THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE CONTINUE TO
BE CHANNELED TNRU THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS AND OTHER
GOVERNMENT .AGENCIES WHICH HAVE SHOWN OVER AND OVER AGAIN THAT THEY
CAN ACT IMAGINATIVELY AND RESPONSIBLY. IT SEEMS TO US THAT THE
VERY CONCEPT OF A NATIONAL ENDOWMENT WAS THAT IT COULD AND WOULD
ASSEMBLE A STAFF AND EXPERT PANELS, REPRESENTATIVE OF THE AREAS
IN QUESTION AND CAPABLE OF MAKING WISE DECISIONS ABOUT ARTS FUNDING.
UNTIL THE DAY THAT THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE CAN DEMONSTRATE
:MAY JT_CAN MAKE MOR_E PRUDENT AND CREATIVE USE OF. P1MLICMONEY.
WE THINK THAT THEPROPOSED BILL WOULD BE A DISSERVICE TO THE FILM
COMMUNITY.

ERNEST PARMENTIER, EDITOR., FILM FACTS; LAWRENCE LOEWINGER, STEVEN
GYLLENHAAL, AND ED LYNCH, DIRECTOR, ASSN OF INDEPENDENT VIDEO AND
FILM ARTISTS; WILLIAM SrAP.R, EXECUTIVE SECRETARN AMERICAN FEDERATION
OF FILM SOCIETIES; DONALD STAPLES PRESIDENT UNIVERSITY FILM ASSN
AND PRESIDENT SOCIETY OF CINEMA STUDIES; WILLIAM SLOAN, EDITOR, FILM
LIBRARY QUARTERLY; JOHN HA NHARDT, CURATOR OF FILt:k WHITNEY NWEUM
OF AMERICAN ART; JOHN CULKIN, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR UNDERSJ:211,14ING
MEDIA, TERRY KEMPER, WHITNEY MUSEUM 05 AMERICAN ART.,—BARBARA BRYANT,
DIRECTOR,PHOENIX FILMS; AUSTIN LAMON; BOARD OF DIRECTORS. FILM SOCIETY
OF LINCOLN CENTER*, KAREN COOPER, DIRECTOR, FILM FORUM; AMCIS VOGEL,
DIRECTOR., ANNEN3F_RG CINEMATHEOUF.,UNIVEP,SITY OF PENNSYLVANIA; BRIAN
BENLIFER,DIRECTOR, MEDIA EDUCATORS ASSN, STEFAN SHARF, PROFESSOR
AND CHAIRMAN,FILM DIVISION,COLUM2IA UNIVERSITY; NADINE COVERT, DIRECTOR.,
EDUCATIONAL FILM LIBRARY ASSN; TED PERRY, PROFESSOR AND CHAIRMAN,
DEPT OF CINEMA STUDIES., NEW YORK UNIVERSITY; RICHARD KAPLAN FILM
CONSULTANT CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORKE
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DURING DISCUSSION AND VOTING REGARDING THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE,

SUCH As HR 17021, PLEASE READ INTO THE RECORD OF THE APPROPRIATE

SuB COMMITTEES THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT

REGARDING THE PROPOSED HP 17021 WE THE UNDERSIGNED FEEL THAT IT

WOULD BE A MISTAKE AT THIS TIME AND WITHOUT FURTHER INVESTIGATION

AND PUBLIC DISCUSSION FOR CONGRESS TO APPROPRIATE PUBLIC FUNDS

DIRECTLY FOR THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE. IN ITS 7 YEARS OF EXISTENCE

THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE HAS SHOWN A LACK OF RESPONSIVENESS

TO THE NEEDS OF FILM EDUCATORS AT ALL LEVELS, INDEPENDENT FILM

AND VIDEO ARTISTS, LIBRARIANS, ARCHIVISTS, CRITICS, INDEPENDENT

FILM EXHIBITORS, SCHOOL AND COLLEGE FILM PROGRAMERS AND FILM SOCIETIES,

AND THE AUDIENCES WHICH THEY SERVE. THE AF! HAS EVIDENCED DISTINCT

PROBLEMS IN MANAGEMENT REGARDING PERSONNEL AND FINANCES. THE ALA
RMING

TURNOVER IN KEY PERSONNEL WOULD SEEM TO BE A STRONG INDICATOR OF

MISMANAGEMENT AND FAILURE TO SET AND SUPPORT THE PR/OR/TIES THAT

A NATIONAL FILM INSTITUTE IS SUPPOSED TO HAVE. IT WOULD BE A MISTAKE

To VEST PUBLIC FUNDS IN AN INSTITUTION UNTIL THAT INSTITUTION HAS

DEMONSTRATED AN ABILITY AND A WILLINGNESS TO WORK HAND IN HAND

WITH THAT LARGER FILM COMMUNITY AND To BE RESPONSIVE TO ITS NEEDS.

UNTIL THAT DAY IS WERE, THE PROPER STEweRTSHIP OF PUBLIC FUNDS

REOU/RES THAT MONEY- FOR THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE CONTINUE TO It

BE CHANNELED THRU THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS AND 
OTHER 1

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES WHICH HAVE SHOWN OVER AND OVER AGAIN THAT THEY

CAN ACT IMAGINATIVELY AND RESPONSIBLY, IT SEEMS TO US THAT THE

VERY CONCEPT OF A NATIONAL ENDOWMENT WAS THAT IT COULD AND WOULD

ASSEMBLE A STAFF AND EXPERT PANELS, REPRESENTATIVE OF THE AREAS

IN QUESTION AND CAPABLE OF MAKING WISE DECISIONS ABOUT ARTS FUNDING.

UNTIL THE DAY THAT THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE CAN DEMONSTRATE

THAT /T CAN MAKE MORE PRUDENT AND CREATIVE USE OF PUBLIC MONEY

WE THINK THAT THE PROPOSED BILL WOULD BE A DISSERVICE TO THE FILM

COMMUNITY.
ERNEST PARMENT/ER EDITOR FILM FACTS, LAWRENCE LOEWINGER, STEVEN

GYLLENHAAL, AND ED LYNCH DIRECTOR ASSN OF INDEPENDENT VIDEO AND

FILM ARTISTS, WILLIAM STARR EXECUTIVE SECRETARY AMERICAN 
FEDERATION

OF FILM SOCIETIES, DONALD STAPLES PRESIDENT UNIVERSITY FILM ASS
N

AND PRESIDENT SOCIETY OF CINEMA STUDIES, WILLIAM SLOAN EDITOR FILM

LIBRARY QUARTERLY, JOHN NANHARDT CURATOR OF FILM WHITNEY MUSEUM

OF AMERICAN ART, JOHN CULKIN DIRECTOR CENTER FOR UNDERSTANDI
NG

MEDIA, TERRY xEmPER WHITNEY MUSEUM OF AMERICAN ART, BARBARA BRYANT

DIRECTOR PHOENIX FILMS, AUSTIN LAmONT BOARD OF DIRECTORS FILM SOCIETY

OF LINCOLN CENTER, KAREN COOPER DIRECTOR FILM FORUM, AMOS VOGEL

DIRECTOR ANNENBERG CINEmATHEOUE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA, BRIAN
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BENLIFER DIRECTOR MEDIA EDUCATORS ASSN, STEFAN SHARF PROFESSOR
AND CHAIRMAN FILM DIVISION COLUMB/A UNIVERSITY, NADINE COVERT DIRECTOR
EDUCATIONAL FILM LIBRARY ASSN, TED PERRY PROFESSOR AND CHAIRMAN
DEPT OF CINEMA STUD/ES NEW YORK UNIVERSITY, RICHARD KAPLAN ilLm
CONSULTANT CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

23116 EST

mGmWSHT HSB
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SENATOR CLAYBORN DELL
325 RUSSELL SENATE OFFICE BLDG
wASHINGTON DC 20510

DEAR SENATOR FELL
AS D/PECTOR OF THE MEDIA EDUCATORS ASSN, THE LARGEST REGiONAL PROFESSION
AL ORGANIZATION OF SECONDARY AND COLLEGE LEVEL MEDIA INSTRUCTORS,
SERVING MORE THAN 800 MEMBERS,! IMPLORE YOU TO RECONSIDER GILL
HR17504, THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE HAS CONSISTENTLYNEGLECTED
TO SERVE TmIS CONSTITUENCY AS ARTICULATED IN ITS ORIGINAL MANDATE,
A FEDERAL SANCTION WOULD BE THE RESULT OF A SUCCESSFUL CAMPAIGN

IN DECEPTION, RESPECTFULLY,
BRIAN BENLIFER DIRECTOR THE MEDIA EDUCATORS ASSN

16105 EST

MGmwSHT HSB
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SILO CINEMA/ INC 
Post Office Box 28

. Chelsea, Vermont 05038

5 December 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell, Chairman
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities
325 Russell Senate Office building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

802-685-2291

Bill HR 17021 must not be passed as it now stands. Hearingsmust be scheduled in the Senate.

Legislation must be drafted which guarantees that the Board ofTrustees of the American Film Institute truly represents thenational film community as a whole.

Until such legislation can be enacted, the American FilmInstitute must remain under the National -!1;ndowment for theArts.

I hope you will give serious consideration to these points.

Yours truly, ,

Ra.,Qa4
Richard brick
President

FtB:c1

SOUND RECORDINQ • PRODUCTION MANAQEMENT
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Nov. 29. 1974

Special Subcommittee Chairman

Senator Pell
325 Russell S'nate Office Building

Washington, De 20510

Dear Senator Pell;

This letter regards the Bill HR 17o21: AFI -

As it now stands the pending bill should not be passed,

hearings should be scheduled in the.,Senate. The Board of

Trusttes must reflect the broader American Film community,

until it does so, the AFI must rematn under the National

Endowmaet for the Arts.

Sincerely

cAif
Susan Brockman
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SENATOR CLAIBORNE PELL
RuSSELLS SENATE OFFICE BLDG
WASHINGTON DC 20510

COMMITTEE SHOULD BE AWARE OF WORK OF COMMITTEE ON FILM AND TELEVISIONRESOURCES AND SERVICES wH/CH WILL HOLD SERIES OF LOCAL AND REGIONALHEAR/NGs TO ACCESS GRASS ROOT NEEDS OF NONPROFIT FILM wO9LO ITHAS HAD wIDEST POSSIBLE REPRESENTATION INCLUDING AFT gTAFF, op
THE FIELD AND ITS RESULTS WILL BE AVAILABLE IN 6 MONTHS IT HASBOTH PUBLIC AND PRIVATE FUNDING AND ITS INFORMATION WILL SE INVALUABLETO ANY DECISION ON THE FUTURE OF TN! STRONG AND REPRESENTATIVEAMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

JOHN CULKIN

17139 EST

HGMV4SHT NSB



CENTER FOR UNDERSTANDING MEDIA, INC.
75 Horatio Street • New York, New York 10014 • 212-989-1000

John M. Culkin

The Honorable Claiborne Pell

United States Senate Committee

on Labor and Public Welfare

325 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

December 9, 1974

Dear Senator Pell:

There should be a strong and representative 
American

Film Institute.

I do not think, however, that a quick pass
age of

H.R. 17504 is the mechanism for achievin
g this goal.

1. There has not been adequate time to consu
lt the

hundreds of organizations in the not-for-p
rofit film

and television field.

2. The current American Film Institute has
 in the

past seven years generally ignored or alie
nated much

of this national constituency. A "new" Americ
an Film

Institute would have to reflect in its policy
 and board

membership a break with this past policy. This 
can best

be assured by limiting the number of board me
mbers of

the existing American Film Institute to five me
mbers

and having the new ex-officio members elect the
 remaining

members.
3. There are currently two major studies of the

field being supported by private and federal 
funds to

ensure local and regional development in the 
field. It

would be less than prudent not to await the res
ults

of this work.
4. The hasty passage of H.R. 17504 would put an

official seal of approval on the current Americ
an Film

Institute as the national surrogate for the not-f
or-

profit film and video community. The results would

negate the will of a vast number of organizatio
ns and

individuals who have been in the field for lo
ng years

of service. They must be heard from if we are t
o have

the kind of national film institute which cam b
est

serve the needs of the most important media of 
our time.

I strongly urge that voting on this bill be po
st-

poned for at least one year.

Si erely,

nM. Culkin

Executive Director

JMC/mc
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Irerneaci
December 2, 1974

The Honorable Claiborne Pell
Chairman, Special Subcommittee

on Arts and Humanities
United States Senate Committee

on Labor and Public Welfare
325 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

As members of the film and video community, we are writing
to let you know that we are opposed to Bill HR 17021
regarding the American Film Institute.

Very truly yours,
SAXTON GRANC SOCIATES

/

Michael J. zer
President

MJE:ar

cc: The Honorable Gaylord Nelson
The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
The Honorable Thomas F. Eagleton
The Honorable Stephen J. Wexler
The Honorable Jacob K. Javits
The Honorable Robert Taft, Jr.
The Honorable Roy H. Millenson

eea
SAXTON GRAPHIC ASSOCIATES. LTD /350 LEXINGTON AVENUE. NEW YORK 10016/( 12)953-1300
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Boston
University

Brandeis
University

Brown
University

Colby
College
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College

Emerson
College

Hampshire
College

Harvard
University

Massachusetts
Institute of
Technology

University of
Bridgeport

University of
Massachusetts
at Amherst

University of
Massachusetts
at Boston

Wellesley
College

Wesleyan
University

Yale
University
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University Box 275 Office: Cambridge Telephone

Film Study Cambridge 18 Vassar Street Massachusetts 1617)

Center Massachusetts 20B-120 02139 253-7612

02138 Massachusetts
Institute of
Techology

13 December 1974

The Honorable Claiborne Pell

United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Sir:

I am writing out of concern for the legislation currently befo
re your

committee affecting the status of funding for the American Fil
m Institute

(HR 17054).

It has become almost heresy for any individual involved in 
film as an art

form to speak against the formation of a national film institu
te. It is

a dream we all share, whether or not we support the propose
d legislation.

Film is a peculiarly American art form. The United States is the source

of almost all the major film milestones, in the narrative c
inema, in ex-

perimental cinema, and in the documentary.

In writing this letter, I heartily recommend that the m
embers of your

committee consider this matter with great care. Though it is a minor

piece of legislation when compared to much of the busin
ess of the Congress,

your decision will have far reaching effects that may n
ot be apparent at

this moment. We have all encountered the difficulty involved in alte
ring

precedent. One can be sure that approval of the legislation as it 
is cur-

rently phrased will set a functionally unalterable cour
se that will to a

great extent determine how future generations of averag
e men and women

view the twentieth century.

I beg your careful consideration of this matter for 
two reasons: the re-

cord of the American Film Institute after almost a deca
de of existence

does not inspire confidence in its ability to assume gr
eat responsibility,

and secondly, the fear shared by many of us who are com
mitted to film as

an art form that we will become dominated by an orga
nization with little

interest in film beyond the glorification of the com
mercial film industry.

I should state clearly that I do believe in the crea
tion of a national

film institute supported by federal funds. And I do believe that the pro-

duct of the commercial film industry should be honored.
 But such an or-

ganization must be committed in its very fiber to the su
pport of the full

spectrum of cinematic activities and not just the curry
ing of the wealthi-

est and most commercial aspects of American film.

The plaint expressed by the American Film Institute 
that it has lacked

the necessary funding to achieve its goals is a bogu
s issue. Not even a

hat has been tipped, not even a motion has been made
 in the direction of
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The Honorable Clairborne Pell
13 December 1974
Page two

education, exhibition, or any regional program except when the interests
of the American Film Institute would be the first served by such an activi-
ty. A lack of money does seriously limit the activities of any such or-
ganization, but it does not make it impossible for such an organization to
make its intentions clear. Though one would assume that hard times would
bring the field together, the American Film Institute has offered no ser-
vice beyond self service.

The record of the American Film Institute with the National Endowment is
clear. The Endowment, both in the humanities and in the arts, has seen
fit to deny the Institute funding because it was their opinion that other
projects and other organizations were more fundamental to the art of film.
Anyone familiar with the workings of the Endowment is quick to realize
that it is not a homogeneous organization. Most every application receives
fresh consideration and little exchange of opinion occurs between the
various panels. This is rightfully so as it preserves the impartiality of
each decision. Now that the National Endowment, a well respected federal
office, has repeatedly found the American Film Institute wanting, the In-
stitute seeks direct funding from Congress. I find the logic of this
proposition highly suspect.

However, it is my greater concern that the lawmakers reviewing this bill
clearly understand that the passage of this legislation will only lend
support to the American Film Institute and special measures must be taken
to insure that the other aspects of film not represented by the Institute,
but supported by the National Endowment and private foundations, continue
to receive this support; that the American Film Institute is an organiza-
tion devoted primarily to the glorification of the commercial feature film
industry, and any other image seriously threatens a vital a growing Ameri-
can interest in film. It is especially shocking that such support be
given to an organization when the film industry has shown only limited in-
terest in providing more than minimal financial support.

Be sure that if you vote for passage of this legislation, you are fully
aware that you are establishing a federal agency for the hagiography of
the commercial film industry. Realize that the passage of this bill will
do nothing for the general public, for the development of film study or
for the strengthening of regional film programs. Be sure that if you
expect more than this that you pause before you act to include clearly
written amendments to insure a broad spectrum of activities within this
national film institute, and most important, insure a clear accountability
of that organization to the American public.

I ask that you reconsider this legislation. I ask that you spend time to
hear further testimony. It is a judgment that must not be rushed.

The University Film Study Center was established by the schools listed in
the left margin to promote the study of film and television as an art form
and a humanistic discipline. We have been in existence for over six years.
We feel that our future is threatened by the legislation now before you.

Sincerely yours,

Peter Feinstein, Director
UNIVERSITY FILM STUDY CENTER

PF/11

.4
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wE, AT THE MID-AMERICA FILM CENTER ON THE CAMPUS OF KAN
SAS CITY

ART INSTITUTE, DO NOT ENDORSE HR-17021 MAKING THE AMER/CAN FI
LM

INSTITUTE AN INDEPENDENT FEDERAL AGENCY, WE EMPHATICALLY OPPOSE

THIS LEGISLATION.
JOHN D. FORD, DIRECTOR/MID-AMERICA FILM CENTER (FUNDED 

IN

PART BY THE NATIONAL ENDOwMENT FOR THE ARTS, PUBLIC MEDIA PROGRAM),

61415 wAkwICK BLVD., KANSAS CITY, MO, 64111

16:26 EDT

IPMwkiwT HSB

•
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FILMWOMEM
OF BOSTON

December 10, 1974
Claiborne Pell
325 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell,

FILWPMEN OF BOSTON is a non-profit organization of over
130 independent women filmmakers in the greater Boston
area. At a recent meeting, we voted unanimously to
support the work of the Association of Independent Video
and Filmmakers of New York, in opposing bill hR 17021 now
pending before Congress.

We feel that creating a new American Film institute that
is funded directly by the federal government, and removed
from the financial jurisdiction of the National Endowment
for the Arts, would be extremely detrimental to independent
filmmakers across the country. Based on the AFI's past
history, its method of dealing with independent filmmakers,
and its overwhelming predisposition toward Hollywood-oriented
commercial industry, we strongly urge that the pill be stopped
if it continues in its present form.

Independent filmmakers need an AFI with a Board and philo-
sophy oriented toward the special problems and needs of
independents in film. We would appreciate anything you
can do to help work toward this goal.

Sincerely,

Akel

De bra Franco
Co-Chairperson

q9q4.270
BOX 275 CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02138 TELEPHONE 617-26MINIt
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874 Broadway
Studio 407
New York, N. Y. 10003
December 3, 197:,

Dear Senator

This letter concerns Bill HP 17021 which I oppose in its

present fern.

According to this Bill, the Federal Government will finance

two-thirds of the American Film Institute's budget: The

AFI's Board of Directors does not represent the National

Film Community; it only represents the Hollywood-based com-

mercial film industry. A new bill must be drafted, or the

present one amended, to guarantee national representation,

both regionally and occupationally, on the Board of Directors.

The twelve non-congressional members of the Board which are

to be appointed by the House and Senate, as proposed in Bill

HR 17021, should, in addition to Hollywood, certainly inclu
de

representation from New York, Miami, Washington, D. C., St.

Louis, Chicago, and Houston. In each of these areas there is

an active and healthy film community. Also, the Board members

should be representative of the creative and technical skills

that are encompassed in the making of films; ie., directors,

cameramen, historians, independent producers, writers, actors-

actresses, etc. The AFI needs this kind of input for new mot-

ivations and new ideas.

In addition, there should be guidelines in the new or amended

bill to protect the AFI from political influences. This could

occur with the proposed inclusion of eleven congressional rep-

resentatives on the Board of Directors, as stipulated in the

Bill. The Chairman of the American Film Institute should be

chosen by the President for a term of not more than four years,

and should not be permitted to succeed himself. This would

allow a more healthy atmosphere in the leadership of the AFI.

It seems to me that you might be interested in a few exampl
es

of misplaced priorities in the AFI's brief history from 1967

to the present:

1. Concentration of its energy in and money to the

Hollywood film community, thus failing to carry

out its responsibilities to the other, larger

film communities existing across the country. These

communities obviously include film and video pro-

fessionals, film librarians and archivists, impor-

tant critics, and a vast audience.
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2. 1967-1971 - 5:1,', ($450,000) of AFI's budget went
to National Research and Publications.

3. 1967-1971 - 5% ($450,000) went to National Education;1972-1974 - 2% ($61,000) went to National Education.

4. 1967-1971 - 25 ($2,100,000) went to the Advanced
Film Studies Center (Graystone Mansion in Beverly
Hills, Cal.). This Center only accomodates about
30 student filmmakers.

5. In 1971 nearly the entire AFI Research and Library
Departments were fired; the reason given was to
save $42,000 in salaries. Yet, in that same year
$250,000 was spent for the AFI's feature film "In
Pursuit of Treasure," which was never released.

The AFI's new budget should be sufficient to allow all its
departments' programs to function without the hinderance of
financial limitations. The Center for Advanced Studies has
been a prime recipient of this money, and returns have proven
to be disappointing. It has failed to fulfill its goal of
providing resources and working experiences for future film-
makers, except for an exclusive few. Independent financing
of the Center through organizations and individuals would
allow the Center to continue to operate at its present fin-
ancial level. This would free 25% of the AFI budget to other
necessary film programs and departments, enabling the AFI toaward more grants to filmmakers across the country. Granting
financial aid should be the AFI's main priority.

In its present form, Bill HR 17021 cannot attain the laudable
goals of the AFI since, as it is presently structured, it doesnot benefit the national film community as a whole. As an
independent filmmaker, member of Association of IndependentVideo and Filmmakers, and member of NABET (National Association
of Broadcast Employees and Technicians) Local 15, I appreciate
your recognition of this significant Bill. Therefore, I urge
you to consider the important recommendations as outlined above.Only then will the American Film Institute become a truly repres-entative and vital organization for filmmakers throughout the
United States. That, after all, is its function and purpose.

Sincerely,

Joseph Freeman
Independent Filmmaker
Still Photographer
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STATEMENT TO SENATE SUB COMMITTEE ON ARTS AND HUMANITIES

CHAIRMAN: Senator Pell

MEMBERS: Senator Javits, Senator Taft, Senator Mondale,

Senator Nelson, Senator Eagleton

TO BE RELEASED AT SENATE HEARINGS ON H.R. 17504, A BILL TO CREATE

AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE AS AN INDEPENDENT AGENCY

We, the undersigned feel it would be a mistake at this time

and without further investigation and public discussion for

Congress to appropriate public funds directly for the American

Film Institute.

Seven years and some 10 million dollars after A.F.I. was

first established it is asking to be primarily supported by

public funds; few organizations have a less enthusiastic constituency.

A.F.I. has shown a lack of responsiveness to independent film

makers, film educators, film librarians, critics, independent

film exhibitors, film societies, in short, the broad spectrum of

the film community in this country.

A.F.I.'s failures in program focus and management have led

to the gradual withdrawal of private and foundation funding. Funding

by the commercial film industry never materialized beyond token

initial participation.

This bill asks us to endorse this questionable record and

bless this organization with federal largesse. It would remove

A.F.I from what little peer review exists through its current

relationship with the National Endowment for the Arts. We feel

it would be wrong to approve this legislation.

Gary Arnold, Film Critic, The Washington Post

Judy Collins, Entertainer, Independent Producer

Roger Ebert, Film Critic, Chicago Sun-times

Pauline Kael, Film Critic, the New Yorker, Magazine

Norman Mailer, Writer and Filmmaker

Joe Morgenstern, Screenwriter, former film critic, Newsweek, Magazine

Susan Rice, Film Critic, Screenwriter

Paul Shrader, Screenwriter, former AFI fellow

46-795 0 - 75 - 19
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MIDDLE AILANTIC FILM BOARD: 2340 Perot Street • Philadelphia, Pa. 19130 • 215-978-4702

,

Affiliated with the
American Film Instaute, Washington. D.C.

December it, 1974
To: Gerald O'Grady

Ted Parry

From: Fred Goldman

Dear Jerry and Ted:

In behalf of the Middle Atlantic Film Board, I wish to subscribe support
for your opposition to HR 17021. Since dismantling its education wing,
AFI has pursued very narrow goals, though -- shrewdly -- highly visible.

Training young professionals for careers in commercial cinema should be
subsidized by the industry, not the taxpayers. Programming for selected
audiences in Washington and New York should be subsidized by the bene-
ficiary audiences. Its publVations, though well-intentioned, are hardly
on a par with the British Film Institute's.

But these are quibbles in comparison with the tragic, brazen, abdication
of responsibility toward education, gravely lacking at all levels in school
.and out. A crying need for powerful support and guidance has been articu-
lated by more than 20 regional groupings of teachers and librarians in the
National Association of Media Educators, now moribund for lack of funding.

Can I be of service to you and to the commonsense Loyal Opposition by
marshaling support from my NAME colleagues?

FG/rgw

Cordially,

- Fyederick Goldman

,

71.

,:C17

I
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THE QUARTERLY REVIEW OF FILM STUDIES
Editor: Ronald Gottesman, University of Wisconsin-Parkside

Associate Editor: Michael Silverman, Brown University

Editorial Office: Library Learning Center 283, University of

Wisconsin-Parkside, Kenosha, Wisconsin 53140 • Telephone (414) 553-2601

December 17, 1974

Hon. Claiborne Pell

Chairman, Senate Arts and Humanities Committee

125 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

I should like to endorse strongly the position taken and the specific

recommendations recently made by the so-called "Committee for a

Representative Film Institute" under the leadership of Professor

Ted Perry of NYU. The AFI as currently constituted is grossly

unrepresentative of the filmmaking and using clientele in the United

States; moreover, the AFI has been demonstrably wasteful, short-

sighted, weakly managed and largely ineffective. My tax dollars

and yours have been poorly used by the AFI; the public interest has been

abused (though I, too, believe it has done some incidental good and endorse

the idea of such an institute). Until the AFI is better managed it would

be adding insult to injury to give it greater autonomy and larger appropri-

tions. These views, I am confident, are shared by the overwhelming

majority of the thousands of film educators and independent filmmakers

over the country.

Sincerely,

Ronald Gottesman
Editor

RG/ms

Copies to: Senator Gaylord Nelson

Senator Walter F. Mondale

Senator Thomas F. Eagleton

Senator Jacob K. Javits

Senator Robert Taft, Jr.

Stephen J. Wexler,

Roy H. Millenson

Professor Ted Perry-NYU

Senator Harrison A. Williams

Published by Redgrave Publishing Company, P.O. Bon 408, Westport, Connecticut 06880 • 120
31 226-9523
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juniper films

107 thompson street • new york, rt. y. 10012
telephone (2121 966 - 6073

December C7'nd, 1974

Sen. Claiborne Fell
Special Subcommittee on Arts
and Humanities —325
Russell Senate Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Fell,

I want to register my oppeeition to bill HR 17021 as it now
stands. When this bill was presented to the House of
Repreeentitives' Select Committee, the AFI made a concerted
effort to sidestep the feelings and views of the American
film community as a whole. In light of the wide spread
dissatisfaction with the All's past performance I feel this
was a mistake.

The Senate must hold hearings so that these opposing feelings
and views can be aired to the satisfaction of all.

If the AFI is to recieve such an immense infusion of public
funding then it must be responsive to the public which it
supposedly represents. The most effective first step in
guaranteeing this representation would be to draft legis-
lation which would insure that the AFI Board Of Trustees
represents the American film community both regionally and
occupationally. Until such legislation can be drafted and
enacted I believe the AFI must remain under the National
Endowment for the Arts which has shown itself to be genuinely
concerned about the well being of the film community as a
whole.

This is an important issue for me as an independent film
maker. I am looking for a national organization through which
I can channel my ideas and my films. I am looking for an
organization which can act as a network for communication
and experience--but that organization must represent more
than simply the Hollywood film industry. It must represent
the film community as a whole. With the proper legislation
I believe the AFI can be just such an organization. Thank
you very much for your time.

Since y,

Step n R. G nhaal

•
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212.924-5636

DUCTIons BS BARROW ST.. 6L. NEW YORK. N. Y. 10014

December 9, 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell,

Chairman
Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities

U.S. Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare

Russell Senate Office Building
Washington D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

Communications and culture are the lifeblood of our

Democracy. Motion pictures must not be legislated into a pork

barrel for special interests. Legislation must be drafted that

guarantees an AFI Board of Trustees which represents the entire

American film community.

Until fair legislation can ce enacted, it is important

that the American Film Institute remain under the able staff of

the National Endowment for the Arts. I wish to urge you not to

pass Bill 117021 as it now stands, and to schedule hearings on

this vital matter.

cc: All Subcommittee Members
Association of Independent Video

and Filmmakers, Inc.

)11

Very truly your,

)11(

Maxine Haleff
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NBC NEWS
A DIVISION' OF N T/ONAL BROADCASTING COMPANY, INC

THIRTY ROCKEFELLER PLAZA, NEW YORK, N.Y. 10020, CIRCLE 7-83oo

December 6, 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell
Chairman
Special Subcommittee
Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell,

I wish to inform your subcommittee that I am strongly opposed
to the passage of Bill HR 17021 in its present form.

I request that hearings be scheduled in the Senate and that
legislation be drafted which guarantees that AFI Board of
Trustees represent the entire film community.

Until such legislation can be enacted, the AFI must remain
under the National Endowment for the Arts.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Sandra Holmes
87-40-165th Street
Jamaica, Queens

11432



283

Yale University New Haven, Connecticut 06520
COLLECTION OF CLASSIC FILMS

STANDISH D. LAWDER, Curator

SPENCER M. BERGER, Advisor to the Collection

Box2009,5611ighStrea

Dec. 5, 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell, Chairman
Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities

Room 525 Russell Senate Office Building
..ashington, D. C. 20510

Liear Senator Pell:

As a Professor of film studies at Yale University and a member of a large

community of American film educators, I am writing to express concern about

Sill hR 17021.

It may seem peculiar, even perverse, that a person like myself should

oppose a bill presumably designed to improve the climate of film appreciation

in this country. The teaching and making of film, after all, is the labor and

love of my life. But like most film-makers and film educators in the country,

I have been profoundly disappointed by the broken promises and the self-serving

activities of the AFI.

I know the AFI well. I have been a charter member of the AFI and have

closely followed all of their programs since their inception. I have participated

in AFI workshops, served on educational advisory committees, advised them on

archival activities, and have received an AFI grant for my own film-making.

This bill must be very carefully studied. Your committee must avoid, at

all costs, being seduced by its glamour. In its present state and in the light

of the past record of the AFI, it promises to be a disaster.

I realize that this letter borders on the hysterical. But I passionately feel

that film is too important for too many in this country to have such an important

part of its future entrusted to an organization that has failed so frequently in

so many ways.

To provide a fuller picture of my career as a film teacher and film-maker, I em

enclosing a press release from Harvard University announcing a Professorship I

recently held there. If I can help you and your staff in this inquery, I shall be

delighted to do so.

Yours aincerely,

Standish D. Lawder
Associate Professor
Yale University
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HARVARD UNIVERSITY
CAMBRIDGE, MASS.

617495.1535

RELEASE: MORNING PAPERS OF MONDAY, JULY 24, 1972 UNIVERSITY NEtS OFFICE

Harvard University has appointed Dr. Standish D. Lawder, filmmaker and art

historian, to be its first Professor in Film. He will be the Henry R. Luce Visiting

Professor in Film Studies for 1972-73.

Established in January to mark the arrival of film as an art form and to

integrate its study into a program of humanities', the Luce Chair will be held by

. an exceptionally qualified scholar. Dr. Lawder comes to Harvard from his post as

Assistant Professor of the History of Art at Yale, where he inaugurated the first

course in the history of film, taught the aesthetics of experimental film and work-

shop courses in creative filmmaking. His book, Cubism and Cinema (Anthology Cinema

in cooperation with New York University Press), will appear this fall. He is also

co-author of Drawings from the Clark Art Institute (2 vols., Yale, 1964) and has

- written numerous articles on film and on painting. During 1968 and 1970 he lec-

tured on film history at the Museum of Modern Art, New York. He has also lectured

extensively at colleges throughout the United States and has served on advisory

boards of, among others, the International Film Seminar (formerly the Flaherty Film

Seminar), the Pacific Film Archive, the International Study Center of the Museum of

Modern Art (as film representative), and the American Film Institute.

Since 1966 Professor Lawder has been, additionally, Curator of the Yale Collec-

tion of Classic Films, an archive of major American films made before 1940 and ,

amassed by the former movie actor and dealer in classic films, John ' Griggs. In

urqin,: that 'file sa;uire the Cri;z,,,: Callectien, Lawder stressed that "the medium

of film is i,e;:laps zne most c;:arzczorizzie mete of e:ipret:sion ef our zime....

Ideally, film should be as available as library books...." As Curator, Lawder

was responsible for the use and maintenance of the Griggs films as an educational

resource of the University.

-more-
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Standish D. Lawder is internationally known as one of the most important fig-

ures in American experimental cinema. Ten of his films are in national and European

distribution, and he has received more than twenty-five major festival awards.

Purchasers of his films include the New York Public Library and the Museum of Mod-

ern Art. His Necrology (1970) and Raindance (1972) both won prizes at the Ann

Arbor Film Festival, the largest and most important competition of experimental film

in the United States. Raindance is structured by rapid-fire alternations of light

synchronous with the alpha wave frequencies of the brain. Corridor (1968-70),

which Lawder calls his most visually demanding film, was awarded the Special Prize

at the Oberhausen (Germany) Film Festival (1971). Recent honors have come to

Lawder with his promotion to Associate Professor at Yale and the award of a Guggen-

heim Fellowship for filmmaking.

Dr. Lawder was graduated from the Phillips Academy, Andover, Massachusetts,

and received the B.A. degree from Williams College in 1958. Yale granted him the

M.A. in 1962 and the Ph.D. in 1967, for which he wrote the first doctoral disser-

tation in film ever accepted by the Yale Department of Art History. He lives now.

in New Haven with his wife Ursula, whose step-father is the Dada artist and film-

maker Hans Richter. The Lawders have two daughters.

Dr. Lawder was recommended for the Luce Chair at Harvard by a search committee

of faculty members. Its Chairman, Daniel Robbins, Director of the William Hayes

Fogg Art Museum, has called him "a brilliant academic scholar single-handedly res-

ponsible for film study at Yale."

The chair in film study-at Harvard is one of nine awards made so far under

tne rienry R. i,uce Profezz'orship Pvo6ram, estaolisne6 4 the Luce iounuation as

a tribute to the late founder and editor-in-chief of Time, Inc. The professorships

are intended to encourage intellectual curiosity through broadly integrative and

innovative programs in the humanities and the social sciences.

-end-

-2-
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Senator Claiborn Fell
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on .:rts and Humanities
325 Russell senate Office
.ashin.7ton, DC 20510

Deer Sir;

Rej.ardin7 Bill 11:1 17021, it is important that you understand that the as it
now operates, does not represent the :merican film community as a while. As with
most special interest _:roups, it is controlled by a certain few who operate and
make decisions that seem interestinz and relevant to them, but does not really
consider anyone else.

There are many people in thiscountry at this time who are tryin to make films
and subsist somehow at the same time. ',:any of us feel that the FI, which is one
source for us, is onesided in its operation. Please consider, then, in rezards to
HR 17021;
It must not be passed as it stands.
Hearinzs must be scheduled in the Senate.
It must represent everyone in the ..A.merican film community (throuTh Trustees)
It must until this happens, remain under the ::atonal :ndowment for the ;.rts.

',hank you for your consideration.

Carter Lord
342 22 St
NYC 10011

et/S Nelson, . Eazleton, J Javits, R Taft.
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The University of Vermont
COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES, COMMUNICATION AND THEATRE DEPARTMENT

POMEROY HALL, BURLINGTON, VERMONT 05401

November 4, 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell
Senate Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

I wish to state my objections to the proposed bill H.R. 17021 which is

intended to have Congress fund two-thirds of the budget for the American

Film Institute.

I am not against the concept of a National Film Institute. Not only is

one needed, but long overdue. I am against the present organization being

taken out of the public domain. My reasons are many, but for brevity's

sake, let me state just two.

First, it is important that you realize that I was one of a select group

from across the country brought together at Waltham, Massachusetts in 1967

to discuss and to advise the founders as to the possible priorities that

the AFT might establish in terms of film education. Since then, the direc-

tion of the AFT has taken so many twists and turns that one can question

its real value to film educators at all. Each year has brought new pro-

mises and new resignations, not only in terms of key personnel, but also

in budding scholarly programs. The most recent setback to serious film

study has been Dean Frank Daniel's departure from the AFI's Center for

Advanced Film Studies. The fact that so many other important and influen-

tial film people have felt the need to withdraw from the AFT strongly

suggests that a complete and impartial review of the organization and its

priorities is in order. Until such time, and assuming that the AFT can

be supported by film scholars, it seems unwise to provide it with sub-

sidized funds which will make the present body more isolated and secure.

Second, the idea that the present organization would have the major de-

cisions as to which programs, groups, or individuals will receive federal

funds for film programs is frightening. In those areas such as film pre-

servation and records (where AFT has distinguished itself), the interests

of AFT clearly conflict with other professional bodies; i.e., The Museum

of Modern Art and The Eastman house. Given the choice between funding

themselves or competing groups, and knowing the AFI's past performance,

the present AFT certainly does not breed confidence in its ability to be

objective. What's more, no such conflict of interests should be considered.

Schools, societies, and research groups should have as much right to

federal funds as the AFT. Nowhere has it indicated that the AFI is a.

national organization. It is just one more private interest group in

--more

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Senator Claiborne Pell November 4, 1974

-2-

search of support.

I do not intend by this letter to hurt the AFI. Someday it may well
become the national organization we need and deserve. At such time,
I will gladly support a bill such as H.R. 17021.

Sincerely ours,

Frtank Manchel
Pr fessor of Communication

FM/lg
cc: Professor Ted Perry
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December 5, 1974

Claiborne Pell, Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities

Copies sent to:
Gaylord Nelson
Walter F. Mondale
Thomas F. Eagleton
Stephen J. Wexler
Jacob K. davits
Robert Taft, Jr.
Roy H. Millenson

Dear Senators:

It is our strong feeling as members of the national filmmaking community that

bill HR 17021, pending before Congress must not be passed in its current form.

This bill, which would create a "new" American Film Institute (AF1), removed fr m

the funding jurisdiction of the National Endowment for the Arts, and financed

directly by the federal oovernment, would not be in the best interests of the

development of American filmmaking.

The history fo the AFI in.Acates conclusively that its organizational structure

has to date failed miserably in Its obligation to coordinate, organize and inspire

the American film cormunity. Its irresponsibility has been manifested in many

forms:
1)severe wasted money, mass firings. The highhanded and

irresponsible purge of library and research Staff is a dramatic case in

point.

2)an emphasis on Hollywood-based filmmaking which does not accurately reflect

the range and scope of American cinematic activity.

3)a related, unconscionable neglect of the vast and varied filmmaking

which goes on throughout the rest of the United States.

Until the AF1 is restructured in a way that accurately represents the interests of

the entire American filmmal.ing community, it cannot effectively serve as an instrument

for implementing the federal government's desire to insure the continuing vitality

of American film art. In fact, by its gross misrepresentation of the true nature

of American film-aking, it can only deflect the laudable aims of government support

of creative cinema.

We urge that the API be restructured in a way that, by accurately representing the

many elements of American filmmaking, will allow for the creative implementation of

those intents responsible for thc initial creation of the AFI -- the advancing,

preserving, exhibiting, and teaching of the art of film.

Sincerely

e.„.„. ---Susan Baskin
Arid l Dougherty
Sheila Paige
Ann Sandys
Laurel Siebert

•

Women Make Movies, Inc.

257 W 19 St
NY,NY 10011



•

Malcolm Wilson
Governor

Seymour H. Knox
Chairman

Mrs. Moss Hart
Vice-Chairman

Henry Allen Moe
Honorary Vice-Chairman

Max L. Arons

Rornare H. Bearden

Miriam Colon Edgar

John B. Hightower

James R. Houghton

Thomas P. F. Hoving

Edward M. Kresky

Mrs. David Levene

Arthur Levitt, Jr.

Alwin Nikolais

Frederick W. Richmond

Mrs. Richard Rodgers

Andrew D. Wolfe
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New York State Council on the Arts

11 December 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell
325 Russell Senate Office
Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

We, the undersigned, members of the Advisory panel and staff

of the Film Program of the New York State Council on the

Arts, urge in the strongest possible terms a vote against 

the pending bill to create the American Film Institute as

an independent agency.

We urge that action on the bill, in its present form, be

delayed until views from all sectors of the American film

community - particularly filmmakers and teachers of film -

have an opportunity to be heard and considered.

Our reasons for urging this course are;briefly stated,

the following:

1) Since its inception, the AFI, by its actions and

priorities, has defined the "American film" in

such narrow and restrictive terms as to exclude

from its interest and support many important

sectors of the actual American film community.

2) The Education Program of the AFI has, since its

inception, been short-changed and badly treated

as the determination to make the AFI a training

program and hand maiden to the commercial Holly-

wood film industry intensified. And this at no

cost to commercial film interests, but at severe

costs to the AFI Education staff.

3) The current bill would strengthen and perpetuate

the priorities of the AFI leadership, by cutting

it loose from the counsel and scrutiny of the

National Endowment for the Arts. Since a majo-

rity of the proposed AFI board - 12 members -

would be selected by the current board, it seems

inevitable that the current restrictive priorities

would remain intact.

Eric Larrabee, Executive Director, 250 West 57 Street, New York, N.Y. 10019 (212) 586-2040



OW)

NYSCi New York State Council on the Arts

Page 2

4) The proposal that two U.S. Senators, two U.S.
Representatives, the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare and the Secretary of the Interior
be appointed board members of the AFI seems to us
not only unwise in terms of policy and philosophy,
but unrealistic on the part of the AFI to assume
that such men or women would be knowledgeable about
the needs and aspirations of the American film
community.

Respectfully,

Barbara Haspiel
ecteT, Fi Progra

Peter  Bradle
Director, Program in Film,
TVMedia & Literature

„ )7

40aA-Z,
Susan Ric

Roger /=p-

nie Klein

Mara Bennici
Film Program Assistant Rodger Larson

Nell Cox

Elaine Summexsi

I1(24.4__—/

1

12

Williai Sloan

t

4
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Richard I. Pearce
160 Riverside Drive
New York,, Na. 10024

December 12, 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell, Chairman
Special Subcommittee on Atts and Humanities

325 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

I am writing as an independent film-maker to say that I

feel that the passage of dill HR 17021 in its present form

would seriously jeapardize the future of independent film

production in this country. The All, at least in its present

form, does not represent a cross-section of the American

film community as a whole; and, if it were not for the direct

support of the National Endowment for the Arts and for the

Humanities to independent film-makers, I personally believe

that the independent film community (i.e. non-commercial, non-

Hollywood film industry) in this country would be in serious

economic difficulty.

But it is my view that the issue at hand is not merely one

of self-preservation on the part of independent film-makers.

It is, in fact, a classic American issue of centralization

for increased efficiency vs. decentralization for widened

representation combined with an underlying question of who

controls the structure whatever its form. In the case of the

All, I think that there is still a good deal of doubt whether

a "new" American Film Institue would be any more efficient

than the old, and the past record of the old certainly leaves

much to be desired. As for whether the All is truly represent-

ative of the film community at large, even the National Endow-

ment itself has had to limit its funding of the All, I've been

told, in order to support a wider range of deserving film

projects.

Sorry to make this letter so lengthy, but I hope that, at

least until a more representative API Board of rrustees can

be decided upon, you will not recommend the passage of Bill

HR 17021.

46-795 0 - 75 - 20
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PRATT INSTITUTE BROOKLYN • NEV YORK 11205

THE SCHOOL OF ART AND DESIGN

Senator Claiborne Pell

Senator Gaylord Nelson

Senator Jacob K. Javits

Russell Seaate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Sirs,

A bill currently before your committee, HR 17021, seeks to

establish the American Film Institute as an independent agency.

As such, the bill would make the AFI responsible for "the encour-

agement of artists, the continuing vitality of the art of film in

America," and the "accessibility" of art films to the American pub-

lic. I urge you to re-examine the performance of the AFI to date.

As a member of the American film-making community, and as a teacher

responsible for the education of many film students, I have con-

cluded that the AFI is manifestly incapable of dissociating itself

from the Hollywood tradition, that it is out of touch with independ-

ent film production, that it has proven itself unreliable in the

disbursement of funds, and that the bill under consideration would

not only consolidate its present position, but would also leave the

institute open to political manipulation by virtue of the constitu-

tion of the Board of Trustees.

The arts have been given magnificent invigoration by the ac-

tivities of the National Endowment for the Arts and kindred organ-

izations, which have been fair, generous, and well in touch with

what is contemporary and timely in the arts. The AFI does not, and

has not been representative of contemporary film-makers, and has

been singularly unresponsive to their needs.

Please re-evaluate your information on the AFI and refuse to

pass HR 17021 unless the Board of Trustees is more representative

of the American film community. In any other case, it must remain

under the jurisdiction of the National Endowment for the Arts.
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BROOKLYN • NEV YORK 1120,

Sincerely yours,

, rixt), f-boe
Peter Rose

Chairman

1 Film Department

Dec. 6, 1974
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PRATT INSTITUTE

THE SCHOOL OF ART AND DESIGN

BROOKLYN • NEV YORK 11205

December 10, 1974

The Hon. Claiborne Pell
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Arts & Humanities
Committee on Labor & Public Welfare
United States Senate
325 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Sir:

Hollywood boasts its "biggest year yet", while the independent film
industry and film artists throughout the rest of the country wither away in
the Nixon-Ford "Depression".

Now, Mr. George Stevens, Jr. of the American Film Institute (AFI),

an organization totally devoted during its seven-year life to a "Hooray For
Hollywood" approach to motion picture art, proposes to pump more money
into one of the few segments of the economy, the Hollywood entertainment 
film industry, that seems to be weathering the current economic storm.

And he is asking you in the Senate and House for a direct pipeline
to Federal funding, a pipeline free of the existing controls necessarily
applied by the National Endowment for the Arts for arts-designated tax dollars.

The speed at which Mr. Stevens and his congressional cronies have
pressed their proposal (HR 17021) through the House of Representatives
completely stuns anyone even mildly familiar with the normal "deliberate"
process of congressional action.

What's the hurry? Why this desperate speed? If Congress takes the

usual amount of time to consider this bill, what are they afraid you'll find out?

Is it possible you'll discover that there's a tremendous film community

OUTSIDE the Hollywood studios, a community spread throughout the entire
nation; that the seven-year history of the "old" AFI shows a dismal neglect
of this community (a community which numerically far outnumbers the tight-
knit Hollywood clicque)?

As an educator working with the film artists and professionals of
tomorrow, I urge you to not be bullied into a quick and superficial consideration

of this bill, which has such far reaching consequences for so many artists
and filmmakers in America.
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The Senate must not be "railroaded" into passing HR 17021 as it now
stands. Hearings must be scheduled in the Senate to consider the full
spectrum of opinion from all film professionals, not just the self-serving
blandishments of one small but powerful industry group.

If a "new" American Film Institute is to be created and given financial
autonomy (aconcept which is theoretically sound), then great care must be
taken in the enabling legislation to insure that the people who control these
funds and administer this independent corporation actually respond to the
community they are mandated to serve; that is, the entire nation-wide
American filmmaking community.

The record of the present "old" AFI clearly shows that is has utterly
failed in this mission.

Sincerely,

Roger Morgan Phillips
Instructor, Department of Film

cc: Senators Gaylord Nelson
Walter Mondale
Thomas Eagleton
Jacob Javits
Robert Taft, Jr.

Mr. Stephen Wexler
Mr. Roy Millenson
Association of Independent Video & Filmmakers, Inc. (AIVF)
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swERSID PRODUCTIONS iticoRPoitAreco

67 Riverside Drive
New York, N.Y.10024

212 799-9272

December 10, 1974

The Hon. Claiborne Pell

Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Arts & Humanities

Committee on Labor & Public Welfare

United State Senate

325 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Sir:

Hollywood boasts its "biggest year yet", while the independent film

industry and film artists throughout the rest of the country wither away in

the Nixon-Ford "Depression".

Now, Mr. George Stevens, Jr. of the American Film Institute, an

organization totally devoted during its seven-year life to a "Hooray For

Hollywood" approach to motion picture art, proposes to pump more money

into one of the few segments of the economy, the Hollywood entertainment 

film industry, that seems to be weathering the current economic storm.

And he is asking you in the Senate and House for a direct pipeline

to Federal funding, a pipeline free of the existing controls necessarily

applied by the Nat ional Endowment for the Arts for arts-designated tax dollars.

The speed at which Mr. Stevens and his Congressional cronies have

pressed their proposal (HR 17021) through the House of Representatives

completely stuns anyone even mildly familiar with the normal "deliberate"

process of congressional action.

What's the hurry? Why this desperate speed? If Congress takes the

usual amount of time to consider this bill, what are they afraid you'll find out?

Is it possible you'll discover that there's a tremendous film community

OUTSIDE the Hollywood studios, a community spread throughout the entire

nation; that the seven-year history of the "old" AFI shows a dismal neglect

of this community (a community which numerically far outnumbers the tight-

knit Hollywood clicque)?

As a working professional in the "silent majority" of the film world,

I urge you to not be bullied into a quick and superficial consideration of this

bill, which has such far reaching consequences for so many artists and

filmmakers in America.
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The Senate must not be "railroaded" into passing HR 17021 as it now
stands. Hearings must be scheduled in the Senate to consider the full
spectrum of opinion from all film professionals, not just the self-serving
blandishments of one small but powerful industry group.

If a "new" American Film Instutute is to be created and given financial
autonomy (a concept which is theoretically sound), then great care must be
taken in the enabling legislation to insure that the people who control these
funds and administer this independent corporation actually respond to the
community they are mandated to serve, that is, the entire nation-wide
American filmmaking community.

The record of the present AFI clearly shows that it has utterly
failed in this mission.

Sincerely,

Roger Morgan Phillips
President

cc: Senators Gaylord Nelson
Walter Mondale
Thomas Eagleton
Jacob Javits
Robert Taft, Jr.

Mr. Stephen Wexler
Mr. Roy Millenson
Association of Independent Video & Filmmakers, Inc.

Alk
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MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

SCHOOL OF ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING

7 7 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE CAMBIIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

DEPARTMENT Of ARCHITECTURE FILM SECTION

December 8, 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell
325 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell,

T would like to express my strong disapproval of HR 17021.
Although the federal government's methods of support for film-
making need radical changing, I find the proposed legislation to
be in the exact opposite direction of meaningful change.

The A.F.I. can fulfill a function of preserving and interpreting
America's Hollywood filmmaking past. It is preposterous to
think of the A.F.I. as representing in any sense America's
independent filmmakers. If the Congress wishes to subsidize the
filmmakina industry it should clearly state its intention. If
the Congress wishes to support independent filmmakers, filmmakers
as artists, then it should see HR 17021 as a serious error.

There is no doubt Hollywood has produced a significant body of
film art, but film art in Hollywood is clearly a spin off benefit
from the traditional concern of what is essentially an industry
worrying about rate of return on invested capital. There are
also in the U.S. larae and important groups of filmmakers who
conceive of themselves as film artists who work outside of the
industry and wish to have no part of it. It is not that I even
think the bulk of independent filmmaking as significant. Neverthe-
less much of it is, and government support can be essential here.
The A.P.I. in no ways can represent this group, nor give it meaning-
ful support. Its Independent Filmmakers Grants Program is erratic
and has not fulfilled its possibilities in great part I assume
because of the distance between independent filmmakers and grant
givers in a Hollywood palace.

The A.P.I. has been a poor producer of film. It spent one quarter
of a million dollars on a production (Pursuit of Treasure) and then
never released the film. As an inefficient producer and judge of
artistic merit, it should not be allowed to have a hand in deter-
mining the future of independent filmmakers.

As a filmmaker and film teacher I ask that minimally more time be
given to the consideration of the role of federal support for film-
making rather than hastily passina HP 17021.

TELEPHONE 617-253-1606

EP/rlo

Prof. Ed a Pincus
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THE HONORABLE CLAIBOURNE PELL
SPECIAL SUBDOmmITTEE ON ARTS AND HUHANITIE8 325 RUSSEL SENATE OFFICE
SLOG
WASHINGTON DC 20510

THE 3000 mEmBERS OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MEDIA.EDUCATORS
FEEL THAT PASSAGE OF BILL OMR17504 CREATING TM! AMERICAN FILH INSTITUTE
As AN INDEPENDENT AGENCY wITHOUT FURTHER HEARINGS WILL, SERIOUSLY
INHIBIT PROGRESS IN To DEVELOPMENT OF rio AND MEDIA EDUCATION
IN OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS,

RICHARD PLACE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
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SENATOR PELL CHAIRMAN SENATE C010/TTEE
WASHINGTON DC 20510

DELAY BILL mR17504 AFI FUNDING UNTIL FURTHER STUDY
ANTHONY RFVEAUY 12 HILLCREST CT BERKELEY CALIF 94705
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234 EAST FIFTY SECOND STREET NEW YORK CITY 10022 (212) MU 8 7581  (3,,A\ RBA RA
RICHTER

December 6, 1974

MR. STEPHEN J. WEXLER

DSOB
Washington, D.C.
20510

Dear Mr. WEXLER,

RE: UNITED STATES SENATE COMMITTEE ON LABOR & PUBLIC WELFARE
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON ARTS & HUMANITIES

SUBJECT: BILL HR 17021 -- AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

I, AS AN INDEPENDENT FILMMAKER AM VOCIFEROUSLY OPPOSED TO
PASSAGE OF THE BILL. THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE & ITS'
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE IS IN NEED OF CLOSER SCRUTINY AS
TO WHETHER IT IS FULFILLING ITS CHARTER OBLIGATIONS OR NOT.

PASSAGE OF THE BILL WOULD IGNORE THE NEEDS OF THE FILM
COMMUNITY. I URGE THAT YOU CONTEMPLATE HEARINGS IN THE SEN-
ATE.

Sincerely,

k/IC>k:RjdriN
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The Hon. Claiborne Pell, Chairman,
Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities
325 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Sen. Pell,

amencan
federation
of film
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I as writing to add my voice to the many others expressing concern about the
proposed Congressional action of voting a permanent federal subsidy directly to
the American Film Institute.

The enclosed press release of the 19th (which appears in VARIETY of this date)
and accompanying three article reprints should be self-explanatory.

The series of articles about the AFI referred to in the first two of these reprints
are, I think, materially pertinent to your deliberations. I shall be glad to send
copies of the journals containing them, immediately on receipt of word from you
confirming receipt of this communication.

Please send all correspondence directly to me at the address below.

Sincerely,

Wm. Starr, exec.dir.
American Federation of Film Societies
3 Washington Square Village
New York, NY 10012.
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The Committee for a Representative National Film & TV Institu
te, organized three

weeks ago (at NYU's Loeb Student Center by representatives of 25
 film organizations

headquartered in NYC -- see VARIETY:300ct74, p.6) to protest Con
gressional hearings

on a House resolution (HR 17021) that would give a guaran
teed permanent subsidy of

$2,500,000 to the American Film Institute, held its second organ
izational meeting

Monday night (18th).

Reaffirming their protest at the continuing "lack of responsiven
ess" of the current

AFI management to their constituencies, which include "hundreds"
 of film educators,

film librarians and independent video and filmmakers, as well as "h
undreds of thousands"

of film viewers in colleges and schools for whose needs the AFI is 
"simply irrelevant --

it Might just as well not exist", the Committee deliberated on two draf
t papers

itemizing grievances aaainst the AFI and at the end of the session 
adopted a statement

(presented by meeting chairman Ted Perry of the Dept. of Cinema 
Studies at NYU) to

send to the press and to other film organizations throughout the co
untry.

Reflecting unanimous Committee criticism of the AFI 'a "misplaced priori
ties" and its

"failure to set national priorities in accordance with national needs"
, the statement

says in part:

"Much of our disappointment with the American Film Instit
ute has been caused both by

the AFI's consistent failure to live up to its promises, 
and even more by its failure

to create, build upon, consult and serve a broadly-based 
national constituency.

"There is a strong opinion throughout the film-community in this country that it

would be a misuse of public funds for Congress to appropr
iate and place large sums

directly into the hands of the present American Film Institute.

"We share that opinion. It would be a mistake, at this time and under present

conditions, for Congress to vest public funds directly in 
the American Film Institute

until this institution has demonstrated an Ability and a will
ingness to work cooneratively

with the larger film community and to be responsive to its needs.

"Until that day is here, the proper stewardship of public fun
ds requires that any

money given to the AFI continue to be channeled through the N
ational Endowment for the

Arts, which has shown that it can act imaginatively and responsi
bly in this area."

The Committee will meet again, to adopt resolutions to send t
o Congress, next week.

For further information, contact:

VM. Starr, exec.dir.
American Federation of Film Societies

3 Washington Square Village
New York, NY 10012 (tel):(212) (254-8688)
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The following is a brief introduction to a series
of articles on the American Film Institute. It
appears in the v6#6 issue of FILM SOCIETY REVIEW.
This reprint is being sent to you, as an
interested party, for your information.
All c.-onvents on the subject will be welcone;
please indicate if they may be considered for
publication.

Three and a half years ago, these pages carried an editorial on the
then-brand-new American Film Institute. Based on the quite legitimate
assumption, traditional to all other national film institutes, that the 
AFI should also represent and serve the country's educational and 
critical film community—including its several thousand film societies—it
referred- to the "strikingly unrepresentative composition of the Film
Advisory Council", the group formed "to decide fundamental policy"
for the AFI, a group "composed overwhelmingly of people whose clear
identification has been with Hollywood status quo"—and concluded:
"important basic decisions are being made in which those national 
groups and interests which have most at stake have_ neither 
representation active oarticioation nor voice The fear widely exists
that the country may shortly be faced with a vested-interest,
organizational fait accompli which will require years of devoted labor
to un-do."

This editorial apprehension was not shared by all; some thought
any such remarks premature—a rejoinder in the same issue advised:
"Those who guide the fortunes of the American Film Institute should
be given a chance to show their colors before they are criticized". So
the AFI was duly established, misgivings and doubts were put aside,
FSR tactfully held its tongue on the issue and turned to other
subjects ... and the months have passed. For three and a half years
there has been a moratorium by this magazine on critical discussion of
the AFI. That moratorium is now at an end.

A major crisis of confidence now exists nationwide about the
AFI. Stirred initially among the country's film educators last January
by the simultaneous firings of the almost-entire educational, critical and
research staff at the AFI Center in Beverly Hills—and the immediate
protest resignations by key education and administrative people in both
Washington and Beverly Hills (see FSR, last issue)—subsequent
disclosures of life behind the AFI facade have started to appear, fanning
unsuspected, long-dormant fires of discontent. Strong patterns have
begun to emerge about the Administration of the AFI—patterns which
in turn have raised many new questions about the Management of the
AFI. New questions. And not a few old doubts. The editorial cited
above had also quoted one highly indignant film teacher who, in the
spring of 1967 had written: those who were shaping the AFI "do not
know what they are doing or where they are going", These words had
seemed at the time to most people, including this writer, as
understandable, over-concerned exaggeration. They now appear in
retrospect to have been, incredibly, to a high degree quite literally true.

amencan
federation
of film
societies

"Confused", says one ex-AFI staff member. "What else can you
call an outfit that two years after it was founded, was still spending
enormous amounts of time writing and re-writing sentences about what
it was going to do?"

"Incompetent", says another ex-AFI staffer. "Three-and-a-half
years after it was started—only last December—the AF I finally started a
major membership program to help support itself (even though they
thought in September, they were going to have to close down the
Center if the next Ford grant didn't come through soon). And the only
real membership benefit it offered even then, was reduced subscription
to a magazine that the publisher told us—if the AFI money he'd been
promised didn't come through, and fast—he would have to stop
publication inn few weeks!"

"You want a real picture of the AFI?", says a third. "Look
somewhere between MARAT/SADE and CATCH-22. The whole AFI
has been a bunch of money and social status in search of something to
do.

The testimony accumulating to back up these comments is
impressive—reports of: general lack of effective planning; vague aims
and shifting priorities; projects undertaken without adequate
preliminary study, preparation or even consultation with more
experienced people in the field: tendency to begin projects on too large
a scale; too few attempts at coordinating programs with other film
organizations in the field; no delegation of effective administrative
responsibility or authority; budget scheduling without adequate
consultation with AFI department heads—with subsequent results
unavailable even to AFI department heads; inadequate job specification
and inequitable salaries, with consequent loss of staff morale; excessive
concentration on wasteful prestige projects at the expense of other jobs
or whole departments the elimination of the educational, critical and
research staff in January] ; excessive and growing concentration on
filmmaker-training and film production over other priorities generally;
constant emphasis on style, image or status over accomplishment;
overall lack of vision or consistent direction ...

Many of the questions raised by these and other items—together
with contrasting and opposing views—will be taken up in the course of
the articles which follow. Among them: the assumptions behind AFI
priorities and goals. One of the most striking asoects of the AFI has 
been its lailurgsto,./ry to,Jeach and develoo an audience for its own 
topmost priorities—filmmaker trainina and oroduction—amona the,,
nation's numerous carnnus film societies, where the best audience for 
those filmmakers and films logically would be found. The failure to,
thus develop key programs even in its own self-interest strengthens the 
feeling by many, of the AFI's socially-irrelevant, Hollywood-parochial 

cpntral disorientation, And the belief that a nationally-based,
notionally-relevant American Film Institute still has_vet_to be built.



The following editorial appears in the current

issue of FILM SOCIETY REVIEW. This reprint is

being sent to you, as an interested party, fOr

your information. Reprints of series articles

may also later be made available.

All oaarents on the subject will be welcome;

please indicate if they may be considered for

publication.

editoria/

Three and a half years ago these pages carried an editorial on the

then-brand-new American Film Institute. It pointed out, inter alia,that

those deciding basic policy for the organization were in the main

"people whose clear identification has been with Hollywood status

quo," that "triose national grou0s and interests which have most at 

stake have neither representation, active participation, nor voice."

These comments were meant at the time mainly as a statement of

concern. Recent events seem to show them sadly prophetic.

Confirmation received as this issue goes to press indicates that the AFI

is in serious crisis. The most serious crisis in its history to date.

Continued over-emphasis on film production and concomitant

undercutting of educational priorities has finally brought a wave of

firings and resignations in both Washington and Beverly Hills that has

resulted in the almost-entire elimination of its educational, critical and

research activities — and led to the following declaration:

TO THE EDUCATIONAL AND CRITICAL COMMUNITY AT LAR
GE:

For the past 18 months we have worked as colleagues in the

American Film Institute to stimulate and develop film education within

our society, and in so doing to assist the AFI in achieving one of its

stated central goals: the development of a discriminating film audience.

... This essential work has been hampered and finally ham-strung

by a pattern of lack of support and program cutbacks imposed from

above, resulting from a confusion of priorities and lack of

direction ... an indefensible lack of planning and an insensitive

approach to staff-management relations.
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Therefore, we feel compelled to state to the film education and

critical community we have worked with over the past years that their

interests are no longer represented by the American Film Institute and

that for us to continue further as employees of the AFI would only

compromise the work we have sought to accomplish.

(A tI thors' emphasis)

Ron Sutton, Education Department Manager, Washington, D. C.

Jim Kitses, Faculty in charge of Research and Critical studies at the

Center for Advanced Film Studies, Beverly Hills, Ca.

This announcement has been followed by criticism of the AFI

from all over the country, including a statement to the AFI Board of

Trustees from the Midwest Film Conference signed by more than 100

persons protesting this "unconsidered and irresponsible executive

action damaging to the continued progress of film study," and

subsequent individual letters to the Ford Foundation, the National

Endowment for the Arts and members of Congress, expressing "lack of

confidence in the leadership and direction of the AFI."

Not all of the facts are in at this writing. Out of the melee of

events, however, emerge persistent reports of "arbitrary, ""arrogant,"

and "confused" administration, "improvised decisions," and a "rapidly

deteriorating situation."

A series of articles on the AFI is now being planned for FSR,

beginning with the following issue. Any suggestions, recommendations

or conclusions which develop will appear later on. One point, however,

seems fairly clear even now: once the present crisis has passed, it will

not likely be good enough simply to return to status quo. The

educational and critical community is now up in arms. What may very

well be demanded henceforth is. not just an. alterino of current 

directions, but a complete reversal of current Priorities a return to the

original, broader vision of what the AFI was intended to do 

Succeeding issues will continue to follow AFI developments and will

report on them with critical comment as the situation evolves.

46-795 0- 75 - 21
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The following editorial appears in the current
(77#5) issue of FILM SOCIETY REVIEW. This
reprint is being sent to you, as an interested
party, for your information. All comments on
the subject will be welcome; please indicate
if they may be considered for publication.

editorial
These are decidedly not the best of times to be a film institute.

As we see from the latest news (opposite), The American film institute
is not the only one under persistent criticism from its peers. Perhaps we
should chauvinistically boost for the home team just a little extra,
anyway; since the AFI in less than five years, has succeeded in isolating 
and alienating itself from the rest of the film community and the nation 
even more than the BFI seems to have done, with a tenure seven times
as long.

A full year has now passed since the now-famous AFI crisis with
the nation's film educators first broke out. It caused quite a stir at the
time—confused and heated passions on all sides, protests from campuses
everywhere, banner headlines in the press, Profound Disillusionment
among AFI staff and trustees, Agonizing Reappraisals among
foundation money men (and women) ... and a continuing Loss of
confidence in API management that led. finally, to a 
possibly-permanent organizational realignment of the educational and 
critical community throughout the country. 

What has been learned, in this year, of the experience? What
reorganization has been done, what new initiatives have been
taken—what has changed at the AFI? Very little, apparently, to judge
by the article in the current (Winter '71/'72) FILM QUARTERLY, by
AFI Director George Stevens, Jr. (see 'Press'). After all the fuss and
feathers, the heat and panic, all the sweat and tears, what he has to
report essentially is a defense of status quo. Basically an apologia for
the widely-challenged AFI stewardship of the first four-and-a-half years,
the article provides virtually nothing of substance that is new, is laced
with question-begging, buck-passing, non sequitur reasoning and
contrived ambiguities, sidesteps any direct confrontation with the
contentious heart of even the few hard-core issues it mentions (and
then discreetly avoids) ... and is of interest, in fact, as much for the
things it does not talk about, as for the things it does.

Only microscopic mention is made, for example, of the incidents
which kicked off the nationwide crisis last year: the summary firing of
virtually the entire research and education staff (the article calls it
"staff reductions") at the Center for Advanced Film Studies in Beverly
Hills—and the spontaneous wave of resignations by other API staff on
both coasts, that followed—and the trans-continental wave of strenuous
protests from film educators all over the country that followed that.

Nor is there even token reference to the modest petitions that
were sent to the AFI subsequently, requesting more adequate
representation for film educators on the AFI Board. Or of the fact that
these petitions were turned down flat: the AFI, intact, proceeded last

- —•.-
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June to reduce the number even further—to Zero. (There are now,
currently, no professional, full-time film educators whatever on the API
Board.)

Of the few substantive areas on which the article touches, perhaps
the most important—film distribution—gets curiously short shrift.
Though the article declares the AFI now prepared "to do more to help
effect ... new connections between talent and audiences" and "to
work with existing organizations across the country"—no clue is
provided as to why the decision to do so should come now, after nearly
five years of almost total inaction in the field has eroded most of the
sizeable credibility and goodwill with which the AFI first began.

The article does acknowledge (in carefully-altered context) that
the Center for Advanced Film Studies "has been condemned" as
"elitist"—but never takes up the equally frequent, related charges that
It is also "arrogant," "parochial," "anti-intellectual" and snobbishly
exclusive. It is this attitude—and the polarization of public opinion that
it has fostered—which, more than any other, has turned off so many of
the educators and other visitors who have been 'allowed' into the
studiously-isolated Greystone Center—and made it come to be viewed
by sophisticated critics in Europe (where it has no counterpart) as little
more than a pretentious joke (see FSR 'International,' Sep. '71). It is
(his attitude which has Pointedly discouraged other film ornani7ations,
throughout the country from pressing their early offers of collaboration
and cooperation with the AFI-at-large. And it is also this attitude, allied
with Hollywood-style 'Auteurism; divorced from any evident concern
with the outside world, which has veered the focus of the Center—and
the AFI overall—from emphasis on film 'Art' to emphasis on the film
'Artist' ... with all the shallow hang-ups with Personality Cultism, etc.
that this term has come to imply.

Above all—nowhere throughout is there shown any intention to
really discuss the key question that has been so carefully fogged over in
this API piece: that the basic issue involved in the API's continuing
siebete with its critics is above all one of values—of the fundamental
underlying assumntions which_draelsone both the policy direction and,,
the policy priorities of the AFL For what is at issue, finally is not
simply the definition of film 'art,' but the question of what the
function of film art in a modern society should be; not just differing
organizational ideas about how the AFI should be run, but differing
philosophical ideas about what the AFI should be run for: yvhether a 
Congressionally-created, tax-supported—but guardedly 'private'—
corporation should short-sightedly continue to ignore the needs of the
broad film community and the country, and devote its main efforts, on
its own narrow base. to 'doing its own thing' ...Or whether one of the 
nation's potentially major media institutions should face up to its
national resoonsibiiities, return to its original broad vision and purpose_ 
and offer responsive relevant leadership for the benefit of the culture
as a whole.
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The Hon. Claiborne Pell, Chairman,
Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities
325 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Sen. Pell,
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I am writing to again add my voice to the many others expressing concern about

the proposed Congressional action of voting a permanent federal subsidy directly

to the AmIrican Film Institute.

The enclosed copy of the front-page, banner-headline article in VARIETY this week

may be taken as another sign, I think, of the growing seriousness with which the

film industry is now taking this AFI-protest movement. Apparently at last many

people in Hollywood - even, perhaps, as many people in Washington DC - are beginning

to understand that opposition to present AFI priorities, among the national film

community, has been majority opinion all the while.

Again, should you be interested in seeing copies of the relevant articles we have

published on the AFI in the past (see my letter of the 20th), we will be glad to

comply at any time. Please direct all correspondence to me at the address below.

Sincerely,

Wm. Starr, exec.dir.
American Federation of Film Societies

3 Washington Square Village
New York, NT 10012. (ov call): (212) (25)-8688)
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AFI Grant Bill Draws Sharp
Protest From Film-Tv Group

(Continued from Page I, Column 5)

Congress next week. Discussion
was halted when committee mem-
bers learned that the House fund-
ing bill ( HR 17021) was tube voted
out of the House Select Subcom-
mittee on Education today. Group
had previously been informed that
a Committee vote was not expected
until later this year.
The lengthy telegram, signed by

20 comnuttee members, essen-
tially covers the same points re-
ported Nov. 20.

It N1 aS Wired to Rep. John
Bradeinas (D-Ind.), chairman of
the House Subcommittee, and to
Sen. Claiborne Pell (D-R.1.),
chairman of the Senate Special
Subcommittee on Arts &
Humanities.
The committee viewed the sud-

denness of the House vote as
"another AFI dirty trick," al-
legedly designed to push the legis-
lation through Congress as fast as
possible.
The cornmittee also charged that

AFI director George Stevens Jr.
exerted pressure on NYC to have
the group's future meetings held
olf University grounds. The pres-
sure worked." said one committee
member, "because all meetings
from now on will not be held at
NYU."
Some of the signatories of the

committee telegram are, John
Culkin, director of the Center for
Understanding Media; Austin
Lamont, member of the board of
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directors of the Film Society of
Lincoln Center; Ted Perry, chair-
man of NYU's department of
cinema studies; Stefan Sharff,
chairman of the Columbia U. de-
partment of film studies; Amos
Vogel. director of the University of
Pernsylvania's Annenberg Cine-
matheque, and Donald Staples,
president of the University Film
Association and president of the
Society of Cinema Studies.
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2 December 74

Senator Clairborn Pell
Subcommittee on Arts & Humantities

Dear Senator Pell:

As an independent filmmaker, I believe Bill HR 17021 must

not be passed as it now stands. My basic objection is that

since its inception, the American Film Institute has not

represented the American film community as a whole.

Its Board of Directvrs has until now been drawn almost

exclusively from the Hollywood based commercial industry.

The new Board must represent a national film community

both regionally and occupationally.

Si cea- lyYou

h-1/4
Oliver Stone

Writer/Director

319 East 50 Street
New York, NY 10022
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December 11, 1974

Senator Claiborne Pell
United States Senate Comm. on Labor & Public Welfare
Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities
Russell Senate Office Building - Rm. 325
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Pell:

I am writing you with reference to Bill HR 17021 to
express my strong apprehensions.

I am against removing the American Film Institute from
the funding jurisdiction of the National Endowment for
the Arts under the present proposals in the Bill. I
seek legislation which guarantees that the AFI Board
of Trustees clearly represents the American film community
as a whole and until such legislation comes forth I would
want the AFI to remain under the National Endowment for
the Arts.

Please consider this letter as my strong opposition to
Bill HR 17021.

Very truly yours,

`b er,L, Ca.u.,„Ict,AA,4i-
Doris Samatowicz
463 West St.
New York, New York 10014
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PIE. LAWRENCE J TAYLOR.
14679 WILLIhN ST
OMAHA NE 68106
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785 West End Ave.
New York, N.Y. 10025
8 December, 1974

Senator C. Pell
Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senator Pell,

As an independent filmmaker I address you personally and as
a spokeswoman for the independent film community.

The feeling of the community is that Bill HR 17021 must not,  be
passed as it is presently proposed; It does not represent the
American film community; the proposed board will not uphold
the conaerns and visions of the noncommercially oriented film—
maker. Until hearings are scheduled in the Senate to redefine
the priorities and issues of the bill, the API should remain
under the NEA.

As chairman of the subcommittee, I hope you will hear the voice
of the American independent film community and be sensitive to
the need for its' growth and expression.

Sincerely yours,

Otr4". (541.444‘46't.4—
Patricia Saunders

oa•r G. Nelson
W. Mondale
T. Eagleton
J.Javits
R.Taft
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2.046991E344 12/10/74 II" " Mailgram la 1westernunion
mGmo.BHT H$B

!es /PmmTZZ CSP
2022441R75 MGM TDmT wASmINGTON DC 100 12.10 0933P EST

ZIP

HoNoRABLF CLAIBORNE PELL SENATE OFF/CE BUILDING
WASHINGTON DC 20510

DEAR SENATOR PELL
REQUEST BY AFI TO BECOmE INDEPENDENT AG[NCY TO SERVE FILM EDUCATION
FULD TOTALLY UNwARRENTED SY THEIR PERFORMANCE RECORD MAJORITY
OF FILM EDUCATORS OPPOSED API'S LEADERSHIP AND POLICIES PLEAS!
DO NOT ACT WITHOUT ADDITIONAL STUDY AND RESPONSE FROM WIELD

RONALD E SUTTON PROFESSOR OF FILM STUDIES DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNICATION
THE AMERICAN UN/VERB/Ty FORMER EXECUTIVE SECRETARY NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF MEDIA EDUCATORS

22103 EST

mGMwSHT HSB
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LIU' LA
western union

Telegram
NAA1 6(16 )(1-034799A344002)PD

ICS IPMMDMA MDS

01081 NL MADISON WI 100 12-10 345P CST

PMS SEN CLAIRBORNE PELL

CAPITOLHILL DC

WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE PASSAGE OF BILL HR17021

WHICH WOULD ENABLE THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE

TO OBTAIN INDEPENDENT CONGRESSIONAL FUNDING. WE FEEL

THAT THE AFI SHOULD REMAIN UNDER THE AUSPICES OF

THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS, AND URGE YOU TO

VOTE AGAINST PASSAGE

THE WISCONSIN CENTER FOR THEATRE

RESEARCH UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

NINNN

SF-1201 (R5-69

12/10/74 1653
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HOWARD WISE 84 FIFTH AVENUE NEW YORK, N.Y. 10011 TEL. (212) 989-2317

12/14/74

Senator Claiborne Pell, Chairman
U.S. Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities
Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Sir: Re: H.R. 17021

The above bill would re—organize the American Film Institute and its
Board of Trustees, and would also remove the A.F.I. from the province
of the National Endowment for the Arts and provide direct funding
from the Federal governmant.

In my opinion the passage of this bill in its present form would be
a grave error.

Indubitably the reorganization of the A.F.I. is sorely needed, for
it has a miserable record of mismanagement and lack of accomplishment.

There is no reason to believe that the passaige of the above bill into
law would remedy the present situation.

On the contrary, it would leave effective control on its present
trustees, plus the window—dressing of government officials, few
of whom have any competence in the arts in general and in filmmaking
in particular.

In addition, it would remove the A.F.I. from the jurisdiction of the
National Endowment for the Arts, which has an outstanding record of
effectiveness and accomplishment in these areas.

I would urge that H.R. 17021 not be passed in its present form, but
that hearings be scheduled in the Senate;

And I urge further that the proposed legislation be re—drawn to
place control of the A.F.I. in the American film community as a whole;

That a study be made by a competent independent agency of the diverse
functions of the A.F.I. to determine under what auspices these functions
might best be performed.

Sincerely yours,

Howard Wise, President, Electronic Arts
Intermix

Copies to Committee members
and Staff
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LLII LU
western union Telegram
IPMw8wT HSB
2.046198E344 12/10/74
ICS IPmPNCZ CSP
4158636100 TORN SAN FRANCISCO CA 33 12.10 0907P EST

PMS SENATOR CLAIBORNE PELL
CAPITOL TOO DC

PLEASE STOP MOVEMENT ON AFI FINANCING BILL HR17504 STOP APPROVING
THE BILL AS WRITTEN WOULD BE A DISGRACE AND BURY FOREVER OUR
HOES FOR A GREAT AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE
PRESCuTT WRIGHT CHAIRMAN ASSOCIATION FOR MEDIA EDUCATORS SAN

FRANCISCO

21107 EDT

IPmwEiwT HSB
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Senator Jacob Javits
326 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

re: HR 17021

Dear Senator Javits,

As an independent film-maker, as well as a practicing Architect and constituent, I

would like to urge you to oppose HR 17021 which should soon come before the

Special Sub-committee on Arts and Humanities. While I heartily endorse five of

the intentions (1 - 5) of the proposed legislation, I cannot agree that these can be

best furthered by the sixth, the creation of the American Film Institute in the manner

described in Title II.

The main objections to the Institute are the continuation by legislation of a condition

which has not generally been supportive of independent film. It is hard to imagine

how the Board of Trustees as constituted in the Act, could change an institution

already overly committed to the deification of Hollywood at the expense of the

tremendous diversity and vitality of the history, present and future of American film

andieleo art.

S/tc e re I y ,

Michael Wurmfeld, Architect

MW/nc

cc: Senator Claiborne Pell, Chairman
Senator Gaylord Nelson
Senator Walter Mondale
Senator Robert Taft, Jr.
Senator Thomas F. Eagleton

....Mr. Stephen J. Wexler
Mr. Roy H. Millenson

December 3, 1974






		Superintendent of Documents
	2023-07-20T16:19:41-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




