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Mr. YATES. Mr. Reporter, show the hearing as coming to order.

This is a hearing on the appropriations for fiscal year 1982, such
as it is, for the National Endowment for the Humanities.

Appearing in support of that stunted appropriation is Mr. Joseph
D. Duffey, Chairman, accompanied by Mr. Litzenburg, Mr. Mar-
shall and Mr. Whitelaw. Then we come to the veteran, Mr. Tash-
dinian, Director of the Office of Planning; Mr. Blessing, Division of
Fellowship Programs; Harold C. Cannon, Director of Research Pro-
grams; Mr. Marty, Education Programs; Mr. Rabin; Ms. Huxley;
Mr. Gibson, Acting Director; Mr. Schurman, General Counsel; and
Mr. Phillips, the liaison.

The biographical statements of Mr. Gibson, Mr. Rabin, and Mr.
Marty will go into the record.

[The biographies follow:]

Donawp Gieson

Mr. Gibson is Acting Director of the Division of State Programs which supports
public humanities programs in each of the fifty states, Puerto Rico, and the District
of Columbia. A member of the Endowment staff for four years, he served previously
as a program officer and Deputy Director of the Division.

Mr. Gibson received his B.A. from Simpson College and his graduate training in
19th and 20th Century European History at the University of Iowa. He also studied
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at the University of Mannheim in West Germany and the Free University of Berlin.
His area of specialization is 20th-Century German History, and he has conducted
research on the educational system of Germany during the Weimar Republic and an
analysis of elections in the City of Bremen from 1912 through 1933.

He taught at Coe College, the University of Iowa, the University of Maryland
(overseas), and the University of Mannheim. He received a Fulbright Award to
study German language and culture and research grants from the German Aca-
demic Exchange Service. Mr. Gibson also served as a legislative aide to Congress-
man Edward Mezvinsky (Iowa) and Governor Harold E. Hughes.

StevE RABIN

Steve Rabin has recently been named Acting Director of the NEH Division of
Public Programs, following seven years as the head of the Endowment's Media
Program. Prior to that he spent 14 years in television and radio production, includ-
ing five years as Director of Programming for the 32 station Eastern Educational
Television Network. Mr. Rabin has worked in all formats and in all areas of
cultural, arts, science, news and sports programming. During this period, he also
served on the faculty of Brooklyn College (CUNY), was adviser to F.A.CS.E.A. of
the French Embassy, and managed professional theatre—The Sharon Playhouse.

MyroN MARTY

Myron Marty is Acting Director in the Division of Education Programs. Prior to
coming to the NEH in May of 1980, he taught at Florissant Valley Community
College in St. Louis. His Ph. D. in American history was awarded by St. Louis
University in 1967. Among his publications are a co-authored handbook for re-
searching and writing family history and a forthcoming volume, Nearby History: A
Guide for Discovering Your Community’s Past.

Mr. YaTes. Mr. Duffey’s statement will go into the record at this
int.

[The statement follows:]
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Statement Submitted for the Record
by
Joseph Duffey
Chairman, National Endowment for the Humanities

Subcommittee on Interior
Committee on Appropriations
U.S. House of Representatives
April 30, 1981

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

The opportunity to appear before this subcommittee, in behalf
of the FY 1982 budget request of the National Endowment for the
Humanities, comes at the conclusion of the 15th year of the
agency's existence. This occasion also follows by nearly six
months the reauthorization of this important program by the
Congress.

This is as well a significant time for the National Endowment
for the Humanities because our nation's economic problems require
us to address questions of priorities and economies in an
unprecedented fashion, and we look at the Endowment today against
this backdrop.

The 1965 creation of the Humanities Endowment was very much a
product of the 1964 Report of the Commission on the Humanities,
headed by the late President Barnaby Keeney of Brown University,
later the first NEH Chairman. "Upon the humanities," the
Commission had declared, "depend the national ethic and morality or
the lack of it, the natiomal aesthetic and beauty or lack of it,
the national use of our environment and our material accomplish-
ments..." The Congress concurred, and voted that the humanities
need and deserve Federal support, as the sciences and technology
had long teceived, lest the nation find itself without that
capacity for critical inquiry and those achievements in "the realm
of ideas and of spirit" which the humanities foster.

The argument for the existence of the Humanities Endowment
has always been fundamentally conservative. Put simply, it calls
for the preservation of something of value. Few have contested the
worth of scholarly work and teaching in the humanities (though some
have criticized contemparary products of such scholarship and
instruction).

The argument for Federal funding of the humanities has been
equally forthright: the humanities are valuable to America; the
humanities need support; the Federal Government should support the
humanities.

Both arguments, however, contained then and contain now two
fundamental limitations on Federal support for the humanities. One
was explicit in the legislation; the other was implicit in the
nature of the humanities.




The act creating the Endowment acknowledged that support for
the arts and the humanities is "primarily a matter for private and
local initiative." The context of this statement, which is
accompanied in the Act by the assertion that such support is
nonetheless" an appropriate matter of concern to the Federal
Goverment," requires that it be viewed, if not as a prohibition, at
least as an effective inhibition on the NEH playing too active a
role in determining the future cultural activity in the United
States. The Endowment therefore always has been reluctant to
shoulder the burden of being the principal supporter of the
humanities even in those few fields where its limited budget might
make that role possible. It is often overlooked that even among
public agencies, NEH's share of the support for the humanities in
America is quite small, far smaller, for example, than the funding
voted by State legislatures for teaching and research in the
humanities at their public universities and colleges.

The implicit limitation on Federal support concerns basic
freedom of expression. Scholarship in the humanities is a form of
intellectual expression peculiarly needful of the protection of the
First Amendment. It would be dangerous and unwise for the Federal
Government to dominate the agenda which determines the areas of
inguiry into philosophy and politics, into history and literature,
into teligion and language--not to mention ethics or the theory of
the arts.

Accordingly, the NEH very early on adopted a competitive
system of peer review of applications for funding. The most
important effect of this system it to protect freedom of ex-
pression, to interpose a barrier between inquiry in the vast domain
of the humanities and its direction by government. The Endowment
in these years has not sought to circumvent this barrier.

The benefits of the peer review process have been reinforced
by the ordinary procedure at NEH from the start, namely, to write
fairly broad guidelines for programs and to invite applicants to
propose particular projects thereunder. The peer review
process--evaluation by specialists in the field under con-
sideration, review of proposals competing for the same category of
funds by panelists drawn from diverse academic, professional, and
public constituencies, the Presidentially appointed National
Council on the Humanities' teviews of the staff's compilations of
reviewer and panelist judgments and the Council's recommendations
to the Chairman--this entire safeguarding process is thereby fed
and refined by initiatives from outside, and not from within,
government.

I believe this system has worked quite well. To be sure, it
has lacked the dramatic excitement of bold policy pronouncements,
task force reports, and crash programs. But the combination of
NEH's broad guidelines and its peer review process, while
fulfilling its function of protecting free expression, has also
allowed for constant evolution and change.
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America is complex. Its cultural life is not "organized"
nationally or regionally, and should not be. Its hierarchies of
wealth ard taste are always subject to attack by newly emergent
expressions of quality. Every current of the world's traditional
wisdom, like every current of the world's blood, flows through our
people. Let us beware, then, of oversimplification and of an
ahistorical sense of ourselves. Nothing is so valuable an antidote
to those errors as witnessing the complexity and diversity of the
cultural creativity which, originating in the thousands of
applications addressed to the Endowment, flows through its review
processes.

With this statement as background, expressing as it does my
own perspective upon the mission of the agency, I am prepared along
with members of our staff who accompany me to address the specific
concerns of the Subcommittee.

Thank you.




Mr. YATes. Mr. Duffey?

OPENING REMARKS

Mr. Durrey. Mr. Chairman, having submitted an opening state-
glr_enft for the record, let me make my remarks at this point very

rief.

The Endowment comes before the Congress for the 1982 appro-
priation at the end of its 15th year.

Mr. YATes. You have fallen on hard times, haven’t you?

Mr. Durrey. Well, not psychologically—not yet.

Mr;? Yates. Do you mean there is hope for a larger appropri-
ation?

Mr. Durrgy. I always have hope, about everything.

Mr. Yates. Otherwise, you wouldn’t be in the humanities.

Mr. DurrEy. Absolutely.

The judgment of the &)ngress for 15 years was that the Federal
Government should play some role, both in terms of its symbolic
support and in terms of genuine social support and encouragement
for learning, in a number of fields which we had begun back in the
1950s to support as a Federal Government.

Mr. YaTes. Are all these people here from the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities?

Mr. Durrey. No, I think some are staff members.

Mr. YaTes. We welcome all of you. Go ahead, Mr. Duffey.

Mr. Durrey. Federal support for learning, education, research, in
the area of sciences, began some years before we determined that it
was also in the national interest to support areas of learning such
as history, philosophy, the study of culture.

The procedure for doing this was the establishment of a national
public foundation, which would administer its grants not as entitle-
ments, but on the basis of competitive review according to guide-
lines established and reviewed by the National Council on the
Humanities.

We come then for this budget first of all at a time of reassess-
ment of the Federal role in that experience of 15 years.

Mr. Yates. Who is doing the reassessing?

Mr. Durrey. The Endowment has been engaged in a good deal of
reassessing over the course of the last couple of years. I think our
previous and current submissions represent our efforts to bring to
you the best that we can learn from the experience we have had of
administering the programs.

Mr. YaTes. What is the nature of the reassessment?

Mr. Durrey. It began three years ago when for the first time the
Endowment set before the Congress goals for its performance. It
continued as some programs were reorganized and moved from
some divisions, and several programs were brought together for the
sake of more effective administration. It continued beyond that
with a more careful examination of our peer review system and the
programs we brought before you a year ago with respect to out-
reach to those institutions in more remote parts of the country
without the capacities and experience in grantsmanship.

It continued in our effort a year ago to bring to very sharp focus
several areas of more immediate concern and essentially new areas
of definition for us, at least in our budget structure.
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One was intercultural scholarship and research, and the other
the question of conservation, pilot and support programs.

Mr. YaTes. May I interrupt at that point?

I don’t like to interrupt you, except when you talk about reas-
sessment. I can understand why this is a time for reassessment. I
would have thought that as a part of that reassessment you would
have included what I consider to be the thrust of this Administra-
tion's direction; that is, did your reassessment include the question
whether or not the Federal Government should subsidize the arts
and the humanities?

Mr. Durrey. I will be delighted to respond to you with my own
opinions.

Mr. Yates. The question is whether or not your reassessment
included that.

Mr. Durrey. I think that it had more to do with what areas were
appropriate for support.

Mr. Yartes. Rather than the fundamental question?

Mr. DUFFEY. Yes.

Mr. Yates. I would like to have your views. Don’t you agree with
me that that is the thrust of this Administration’s direction?

Mr. Durrey. Well, I think some statements from spokesmen for
the Administration indicate that that whole question would be up
in the air. But that has been indicated with respect to higher
education, whether the Federal Government has a role there, as
well as what role it might play in the support of the arts and the
humanities.

I would be delighted to respond to your questions about that in
general.

We operate under the basis of the law created by the Congress
and reauthorized during the past year—the National Foundation
for the Arts and Humanities Act. That anniversary is the first
context.

The second context is the situation of inflation. I think I said the
first time I appeared before this committee, in one of our first
exchanges in 1978, that I thought the Congress could do as much
for us, we could collectively do as much for ourselves, if we could
bring inflation under control at that point, as to increase our
appropriations.

This is an area of American life where inflation has an even
more severe impact than it does in certain other areas because the
humanities are so labor-intensive, and we are talking about institu-
tions that are not in the competitive marketplace.

It is this second problem confronting the society that has moved
the Administration to propose a cutting back of government spend-
ing.

We have a reduced budget before us. The first budget you re-
ceived was prepared—Ilike last year’'s—by probably the most exten-
sive process of consultation, both with our staff and, at this point
now two years running, with our National Council, that has oc-
curred in the history of the Endowment.

For the first time last summer we brought together a special
budget subcommittee which spent a great deal of time preparing
for that meeting. So the first budget you received was prepared
with very careful consultations and deliberations.
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BASIS FOR REDUCTIONS

We now have submitted proposals for reductions, and those pro-
posals again were prepared after extensive consultation with staff
and the National Council. They were difficult judgments to make,
and they were made on the basis of several criteria.

We did not cut simply across the board at the 50 percent rate,
but tried to, first of all, select out those activities given support by
the Endowment which more clearly are direct responsibilities of
the national government or are directly in the national interest
and were least likely to receive private support, either from the
corporate area or from private individuals or foundations.

We had to look at the legislation in our mandate and try as best
we could to respond under a reduced budget to that continued
mandate, which is the support both of research and study, and of
learning by as broad a public as is feasible, so that opportunities
should be made available for everyone who seeks learning in the
humanities.

The Endowment'’s funding for learning in the area of the human-
ities in the United States is very small. It has been said—I don’t
know that the figures are exactly right—that something in the
vicinity of 10 percent of expenditures in the arts is provided by the
Federal Government, a very modest figure.

But the Federal figure for the humanities would be far less
because of the tremendous expenditures made by state govern-
ments and others for libraries and liberal arts divisions of colleges
and universities. So, we are talking about an even more modest
share by the Federal Government.

I would stress again, as I did last year, that the Federal role and
our goal have been to provide what I called in the submissions last
year a margin of possibility to individuals engaged in this activity,
to institutions, and to the public with respect to learning.

Mr. YATes. Should one draw a conclusion from the fact that the
humanities received much greater fiscal assistance from the states
and local governmental agencies that there is no need for Federal
assistance?

Mr. Durrey. No, I don’t think so at all. I think there are a
number of indications in the last 15 years that Federal assistance
can play an extremely important role and is in some areas the
critical margin of possibility, to use my earlier expression.

Mr. YATES. Go ahead and finish your statement.

Mr. Durrey. That is the conclusion of my statement.

FEDERAL SUPPORT OF THE HUMANITIES

Mr. Yates. Let's go back to basics.

Let's go back to the time when—I think the Administration is
really asking us to do this—Congress had under consideration the
question whether Federal support should be given. At that time,
f)};e Commission on the Humanities, in 1964, reported that it should

The sponsors’ forward says this:

Increasingly during the past few years concern has been expressed about the
f’ondition in this country of those fields of intellectual activity generally called the
umanities.
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I would say they are still a subject of concern, wouldn't you?

Mr. Durrey. Yes. As a matter of fact, we have now had a follow-
up on that Commission report just published in the fall, the new
Commission on the Humanities.

Mr. Yates. All right. Then it says:

Responding to that concern, the American Council of Learned Societies, the
Council of Graduate Schools in the United States and the United Chapters of Phi
Beta Kappa decided to join as co-sponsors of the National Commission on the
Humanities.

The commission was asked to consider the state of the humanities in America and
to report its findings and recommendations to the sponsoring organizations. The
commission began its work early in 1963 and delivered its report on April 30, 1964.

In the opinion of the sponsors, the findings of the commission and its recommen-
dation offer guidelines of great potential significance to the progress of the human-
ities in the United States.

The report is, therefore, being widely distributed among persons who can and, it
is hoped, will assist in bringing to actuality the recommendation of the commission.

The report stresses two fundamental points: One, that expansion and improve-
ment of activities in the humanities are in the national interest.

You and I would agree with that, wouldn’t we?

Mr. Durrey. Yes, sir.
Mr. YATES [reading]:

Consequently, they deserve financial support by the Federal Government.

I agree with that. Do you?

Mr. Durrey. I would say encouragement and support. There are
things that can be done even beyond the question of direct support.
I think the very fact that the government creates an Endowment,
that these areas of learning are considered important, carries the

kind of symbolic leadership that is also, perhaps not equally, but
certainly as significant as financial support.

Mr. Yares. You are saying that financial support is one aspect of
the support, and that there are other ways by which the Federal
Government can encourage support for the humanities.

Two, that Federal funds for this purpose should be administered by a new inde-
pendent agency to be known as the National Humanities Foundation.

That was subsequently changed by the Congress to the Endow-
ment for the Humanities, wasn't it?

There was a foundation for both the arts and humanities, I am
aware, but insofar as a single humanities agency was concerned, it
became the National Endowment for the Humanities, correct?

Mr. DurrEy. Yes, sir.

Mr. Yates. Now, we have another question that is coming up.
That is on that second point—and I repeat—that Federal funds for
this purpose should be administered by a new independent agency
to be known as the National Endowment for the Humanities.

The Administration has been floating a trial balloon. I don’t
know whether it has landed in your office yet.

Mr. Durrey. Passed overhead a few times.

Mr. Yates. Then it didn’t land. That looks to the creation of a
new agency. Here we enter the realm of speculation because I have
seen nothing to define what the new agency will be like, except
that in passing reference it was suggested that it might resemble
the Public Broadcasting Corporation.

Is that your understanding, too? What is your understanding of
what the Administration’s proposal is?
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Mr. Durrey. Well, I don’t believe the Administration has a pro-
posal, Mr. Chairman. My understanding is that several individuals,
none holding positions in the government or in the Administration,
interested individuals on the outside, some of whose advice may
have been sought, some of whom I think were offering their advice,
have talked to members of the White House Staff and to reporters
about this proposal in a very vague sense.

It is not my impression that these are people who have studied
either Endowment extensively, or know much about their adminis-
tration. But it has been floated as a proposal.

I think this is a case where the press, as occasionally happens,
has made much more of conversation and speculation than anyone
in the Administration would have wanted at this point, and cer-
tainly it does not reflect any deliberations that I understand are
going on within the Administration.

I also have to preface all that by saying that I am not entirely
privy to everything going on in the Administration. I think there
are conversations with regard to the future of the two Endow-
ments.

Mr. YaTes. Have you talked to Secretary Haig?

Mr. Durrey. Not in recent months, about that. I don’t think that
this is by any means a proposal. I am not even sure it is in the
nature of a trial balloon to test public reaction, but it could be the
case.

Mr. Yares. What would be its purpose, then?

Mr. Durrey. Well, I suppose any Administration begins looking
at these two agencies. They have been the source of some contro-
versy from their very beginning. I think that is in the nature of the
kind of work they have to do.

They work in very sensitive areas of American life. I think they
have performed extremely well, but there have always been ques-
tions about the nature, and always should be, I think, about the
role of the activity, how it is being conducted.

POLITICAL SUPPORT FOR THE ENDOWMENTS

Mr. Yates. I have never really been on the firing line as you
have. I have been Chairman of this committee for some years.
Ordinarily, when Members of Congress are not happy about a
governmental agency, the Chairman of the appropriations commit-
tee for that agency usually hears it.

I must say that in the years I have been Chairman, I have not
had one complaint about the Endowments.

Mr. DurrEy. I think that there has been very strong congression-
al bipartisan support. I am referring to the question of wheth-
er——

Mr. Yates. There is no question, there has been strong biparti-
san support for both Endowments by the Presidents, starting with
John Fitzgerald Kennedy, who brought together the initial commis-
sions, going through Lyndon Johnson, Richard Nixon, and all the
way through the other Presidents.

It is interesting to note in passing that the largest single forward
step financially was taken under the tenure of Richard Nixon.

Mr. Durrey. That is correct.
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Mr. Yartes. For both the Endowments. Then President Ford sup-
ported it; President Carter supported it. Now I have an opinion
that there has been a reverse attitude exhibited by this Adminis-
tration.

Now, the Congresses bipartisanally, if there is such a word, have
supported it through all that time. There have been, on occasion,
complaints as to individual projects, but by and large nobody in the
Congress, that I am aware of, has raised the question as to whether
there ought to be Federal support for the arts and humanities.

Mr. Durrey. 1 don’t think that question has been raised. It
obviously has been debated and discussed in some journals and the
arts sections of some newspapers, but I think any Administration
at its beginning looks at its programs and tries to determine how
they might best be structured.

My impression is, at the moment, that kind of conversation is
going on, as I say, more probably among those who are advising
and may be even kibitzing the Administration, than among repre-
sentatives of the Administration itself.

Mr. Yares. What does ‘“kibitzing the Administration” mean?

Mr. Durrey. Those who offer advice——

Mr. YaTes. Do you mean letters to the New York Times?

Mr. Durrey. No. I think those who are offering, in good faith,
genuine advice about what an Administration ought to do. A new
Administration always gets lots of advice from various sources.

Mr. YaTes. Well—
hMr. DurreEy. Well, my impression is that that is the state of
ihe——

Mr. Yates. The impression I have is that the arts and human-
ities have a low state in this Administration, and the newspapers
show that Mr. Stockman at least considers it among his low prior-
ities.

Mr. Durrey. Mr. Stockman has indicated that, in the context of
the present economic situation, yes. I am told the language in the
blue book you have before you says this is described as a reduction
of a program in the national interest.

Mr. YaTEs. Is it so described?

Mr. TasupINiAN. That is the overall chapter heading, I believe,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Yates. Would you like to find that for me, Mr. Tashdinian?

Mr. TAsHDINIAN. Perhaps it was the first volume which was
submitted.

Mr. Durrey. In any event, Mr. Chairman, I would assume, to
give the benefit of the doubt at the moment to Mr. Stockman, he
has prepared what he acknowledges himself to be something of an
emergency program to restrain the spending of the Federal Gov-
ern;nent. I think a great many people are sympathetic with that
goal.

Mr. Yates. Mr. Stockman says, after a discussion of the National
Endowment for the Arts, National Endowment for the Humanities.
I assume this came out of OMB.

This is a discussion of your history, it says, “Potential range: Reduce the budget
authority of the Arts and the Humanities Endowment by 50 percent. The proposed

savings reflect a 50 percent reduction in funding for the arts and humanities
program beginning in fiscal year 1982. From fiscal year 1984 on for the arts and
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fiscal year 1985 for the Humanities Endowment would be held level at $100 mil-
lion.”

I assume this is a total rather than $100 million each?
Mr. Durrey. Those are the outlay figures, I gather.
Mr. Yates. Would it be $100 million for each?

Mr. Durrey. Right.

Mr. Yates. All right.

Mr. Durrey. In total budget authority for each agency.

PRIVATE SUPPORT FOR THE HUMANITIES
Mr. YATES [reading]:

Reductions of this magnitude are premised on the notion the Administration
should completely revamp Federal policy for the arts and humanities support. For
too long the Endowments have spread Federal financing into an ever wider range of
artistic and literary endeavor, promoting the notion that the Federal Government
should be the financial patron of first resort for both individuals and institutions
engaged in Artistic and literary pursuits.

Have the Endowments done so?

Mr. Durrey. Certainly not in the last four years, Mr. Chairman,
since the Endowments’ growth has hardly matched inflation since
1974,

Mr. Yates. Then Mr. Stockman says:

This policy has resulted in a reduction in the historic role of private individual
and corporate philanthropic support in these key areas.

That is directly contrary to the facts, isn’t it? Do you have to
tread on eggs here?

Mr. Durrey. | am not treading on eggs. I wrote to Mr. Stockman
immediately after that document was published to say that I
thought that the evidence clearly contradicted that statement.

Mr. Yates. Then you agree with my assessment? That this is
directly contrary to the facts?

Mr. Durrey. 1 do agree.

Mr. YaTres. We do know that contributions by the business com-
munity have gone up very significantly over the last few years. If
my memory serves me correctly, the reports of the Business Com-
mittee on the Arts says that support for the arts by the business
community has exceeded $400 million, which is a significant
number.

That is not a turndown. That is an ascending curve of constantly
increasing support. So, if this is the premise upon which Mr. Stock-
man'’s classification of the arts and humanities is based, then his
logic is in error, isn't it?

Mr. Durrey. That premise is demonstrably not the case.

Mr. YaTes. Is his conclusion in error?

Mr. Durrey. Based on that premise, yes.

Mr. YatEs. That is all I asked you.

These reductions would be a first step towards reversing this trend.

Do you think the reductions would be a first step in reversing
that trend?

Mr. Durrey. Since the trend is demonstrably not the trend he

suggested, if it is reversed, it might be reversed in the other direc-
tion.

Mr. YATES. Is your answer yes or no?
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Mr. Durrey. Well, I think that he misreads and misunderstands
the trend. I think the trend has been toward increasing support. I
believe one reason for that is the interest in matching funding that
has come from the Federal Government

For the National Endowment for the Humanities, at least, I
think it has clearly been the funder of last resort and not of first
resort in practically every case I can think of, and has matched
and drawn private funding.

So, I believe the consequences of a cutback in these areas of most
critical concern at least would be to diminish private funding.

Mr. Yates. Which areas of critical concern?

Mr. Durrey. Well, I am thinking of certain particular areas of
Endowment interest. The support for research libraries, the sup-
port for fellowships for younger scholars and teachers in more
remote areas of the country who need an opportunity to keep up
with their discipline, and the support for archival work.

I think we have some indication in the last couple of weeks that
some corporations which can afford to may increase private giving.
I know of two major corporations that have decided to increase
their contributions, in both cases going from 1 percent of profit
before taxes to 2 percent.

One of the problems that I think has not been discussed is that
private support tends to cluster in certain attractive areas where
there is some recognition some areas are more favorable than
others.

No private foundation is going to be able to establish the kind of
thorough peer review system that the two Endowments have used.
So that I think even if there is an increase in private support,
there are, in my judgment, major areas of national concern that
will not be that attractive for the private sector.

So, I would say that there is no indication—my own judgment
would be it would not be the case that private support will fill in
those areas left by the retraction of Endowment support.

Mr. YATES. As a matter of fact, it might fall off.

Mr. Durrey. That is possible.

JUSTIFICATION FOR CARTER BUDGET

Mr. Yates. Here is your submission, your justification for the
Carter budget, and even to the Carter OMB you did not claim the
kind of domination which Mr. Stockman ascribes to you.

I read from page 7. After you have discussed the agency mission,
you say:

This mandate, with its imperatives to advance the state of the humanities
through scholarly research and to disseminate the benefits of the humanities to a
wide audience reflects the importance which the Nation at large and the Congress
in particular places on teaching and learning in this area.

It does not imply that the Endowment should take primary responsibility, even in

times of severe strain for the continuing fiscal health or survival of the Nation's
educational or cultural institutions.

You did not seek to grasp or to take control over this part of its
cultural life?

Mr. Durrey. No, I think that would be unwise. We have always
been very modest.
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Mr. ;L'ATES. So that, too, is contrary to Mr. Stockman’s premise,
isn’t it?

Mr. Durrey. Yes, I believe it is.

Mr. Yates. I get the impression you are moving very cautiously
in response to my questions. Am I treading on eggs with you?

Mr. Durrey. You are not treading on eggs with me. I think I
should always respond cautiously to your questions. I have learned
that over the course of the last few years.

Mr. YaTes. Touché.

I continue with our good friend David Stockman, and he is our
good friend.

Moreover, in those areas where Federal financing does not wholly supplant pri-
vate philanthropic means of support, it constitutes a low priority item.

Would you agree with Mr. Stockman on that conclusion?

Mr. Durrey. No, I don’t, Mr. Chairman. I wrote a letter to Mr.
Stockman, again, immediately after that report was issued, and
suggested that these were indeed matters of some genuine urgency
in our society.

Mr. YatEs. Good for you.

Then he goes on to say:

Given the need for fiscal retrenchment across the full range of human Federal
programs that meet more basic human needs, low priority items must bear a

greater differential burden if fiscal restraint is to be achieved in a balanced and
compassionate way.

So, coming to the wrong conclusion, he uses that as the basis for
another conclusion.

At?any rate, is that your relationship with OMB at the present
time?

Mr. Durrey. Well, that phrase, ‘basic human needs’, I think is a
very tricky one. I would think that identification, self-understand-
ing, placement in civilization and culture, are demonstrated to be
very basic human needs.

This statement seems to suggest that these be pitted against
bread and butter. I think even the sort of understanding of what it
means to be human, how the human animal functions, the function
of learning in the humanities is very much of a basic human need,
an understanding of who we are, where we have come from, of our
heritage, I would certainly dissent from anyone who would suggest
that is not a basic human and social need.

I say that, however, with great——

Mr. Yates. Respect?

Mr. Durrey. No, I say it with some concern for the continuing
problem of poverty in America. That obviously is a more critical
problem and remains a problem with which we have not made a
lot of progress in the last few years, so that we don’t think as much
about it as we once did.

Mr. Yates. Here is Mr. Block of AT&T, Vice President, also
President of the American Council for the Arts. He says in his
statement in an earlier hearing:

I am also Vice President of AT&T. In the latter capacity, I am the officer

responsible for corporate contributions, community relations and cultural support
programs. | would like to make some observations.

He talks about the intent of Congress in the Endowment legisla-
tion.
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I agree with that stated intent of Congress, but I have some difficulty reconciling
it with what appear to be contrary assumptions underlying proposals recommended
by the new Administration.

AT&T is not the smallest company in the country. So, I would
think that the views of one of its vice presidents as to what the
attitude of American business is likely to be, and likely to do in the
future, are of some importance in this respect.

He asks the question:

Is it or isn’t it national policy to continue to encourage the American public in its
growing appreciation and appetite for the arts?

Well, I would substitute the word “humanities” there.

How would you reply? The answer is obvious, isn’t it, as far as
you and I are concerned?

Mr. Durrey. Yes, I think so. There is a difference between the
arts and the humanities. But it is very close to being obvious as far
as we are concerned, yes.

Mr. Yares. Perhaps my premise was wrong in using this state-
ment. Does the American public have a growing appreciation and
appetite for the humanities?

Mr. Durrey. Well, I think there is a growing interest—the word
“appetite” is a troubling word to me. Obviously in the last—two
things have happened——

Mr. Yates. Let’s say then “appreciation”.

Mr. Durrey. And interest in and concern for. I mean, I think——

Mr. Yares. That raises a question as to whether that is impor-
tant. The question is, are the humanities important enough—even
without a growing public support as you find in the arts—to the
national interest and to the national purpose and to the national
goals that it deserves Federal support.

Mr. Durrey. I could not agree with you more. There are some
things the Endowment has funded—I am really glad to say—that
have not necessarily been a response to popular demand but repre-
sent, as you suggest, a critical national interest.

Mr. Yates. I am glad that you answered my earlier question so
cautiously because we have evolved into what is a consensus on
what the role of the humanities should be. It should be one of
establishing a preparation, a foundation for the greatness we hope
our country will achieve some day.

The humanities are an essential element in that purpose. Don’t
you agree?

Mr. Durrey. I believe they are, yes.

Mr. Yates. I go back to 1964. The first paragraph in the state-
ment:

The humanities are the study of that which is most human.

I think we will get to the budget eventually, but it seems to me
that in the atmosphere in which we find ourselves, it is important
to try to understand what you are and what you do, and where you
lt)hir;{k you want to go and where the country should go. Let's go

ack.

Mr. Durrey. That kind of conversation may be one very good
thing to come out of the current experience we are going through. I
agree with you very much.

Mr. YarTEs [reading]:

80-526 0—81—2
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The humanities are the study of that which is most human. Throughout man’s
conscious past they have played an essential role in forming, preserving and trans-
forming the social, moral and aesthetic values of every man in every age.

We agree so far.

One cannot speak of history or culture apart from the humanities. They not only
record our lives; our lives are the very substance they are made of. Their subject is
every man.

We propose, therefore, a program for all our people, a program to meet a need no
less serious than that for national defense.

With all the emphasis in the budget on national defense, that
becomes an important statement, doesn't it?

Mr. Durrey. Yes, it does.

Mr. YaTes. Do we agree with that?

Mr. DurreEy. We agree.

Mr. YATES [reading]:

We speak in truth for what is being defended, our beliefs, our ideals, our highest
achievements.

I wish I could make this whole report a part of the record
because it is so good. As a matter of fact, most of it is probably
paraphrased in your justification anyway.

Mr. Durrey. I hope our justifications are consistent with it.

Mr. YaTes. Let’'s see what else I want to ask you about this.

Mr. Durrey. Much of that language went into the writing of the
act itself, I think.

Mr. YATES. Sure.

I think this is so important. The commission says it conceives of
the humanities not merely as academic disciplines confined to
schools and colleges, but as functional components of society which
affect the lives and well-being of all the population. It regards the
arts as part of the humanities and indeed essential to their exist-
ence.

The arts differ in more ways from the conventional academic
disciplines, but the commission is confident that in any practical
matter affecting the two, these differences will be recognized and
appropriate means devised for supporting each.

This is what I wanted to come to—the commission further considers that science
as a technique and expression of intellect is in fact closely affiliated with the
humanities. Whatever scientists may learn concerning the physical world is, or
should be, of profound interest to the humanities, just as the findings of behavioral
sciences, where they issue in social theories and inspire social actions, merely make
humans understandable, fall within the humanist’s purview.

We are in agreement?

Mr. Durrey. We are in agreement.

Mr. YATES [reading]:

The commission warmly supports the statement relating science to other intellec-

tual activity in the report of the President’s Advisory Committee of November 15,
1960.

Which says this:

While this report centers on the needs of science, we repudiate emphatically any
notion that science research and science education are the only kinds of learning
that matter to America.

That is very important, with all the emphasis on science and
mathematics.
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I remember when we went through that in 1967, when Sputnik
went up, and we had grants to the National Science Foundation.
But we also realized there had to be Federal assistance for educa-
tion in other matters as well.

The responsibility of this committee is limited to scientific matters, but obviously
a high civilization must not limit its efforts to science alone. Even in the interest of
science itself, it is essential to give full support and value to the other great
branches of man’s artistic, literary and scholarly activity. The advancement of
science must not be accomplished by the impoverishment of anything else.

I must say I consider your budget an impoverished budget.

The life of the mind in our society has needs which are not limited by the
particular concerns which belong to the committee and this report.

Science is far more than a tool for adding to our security and comfort. It extends
the boundaries of experience and adds new dimensions to human character.

Even the most gifted individual, whether poet or physicist, will not realize his full
potential or make his fullest contribution to his times unless his imagination has
ﬁeen kindled by the aspirations and accomplishments of those who have gone before

im.

Humanist scholars have therefore a special responsibility in that the past is their
natural domain. They have the privilege and obligation of interpreting the past to
each new generation of men who necessarily must live in one small corner for one
little stretch of time.

They preserve and judge the fruits of humanity’s previous attempts to depict, to
rationalize, and to transcend the world it inhabits.

That is a great phrase.

The arts and letters and the study of them are, therefore, where we look most
directly for enrichment of the individual's experience and his capacity for respond-
ing to it.

Through the humanities we may seek intellectual humility, sensitivity to beauty
and emotional discipline. By them we may come to know the excitement of ideas,
the power of imagination, and the unsuspected energies of the creative spirit.

Over the centuries the humanities have sustained mankind at the deepest level of
being. They prospered in Greece and Rome, in the middle ages, and the renaissance
and in the enlightenment. Architecture, sculpture, poetry and music flourished.

With the growth of colleges and universities, the liberal arts took shape as a body
of cumulative knowledge and wisdom. In the formative years of our own country, it
was a group of statesmen steeped in the humanities who fused their own experience
with that of the past to create the enduring constitution of the republic.

So that is background for the humanities, in trying to show in
some respect their importance. I think even the levity of President
Kennedy bears on it.

You remember when he invited all of the Nobel laureates of
America to lunch at the White House and he said that this was the
greatest collection of brains under the roof of the White House,
except when Thomas Jefferson dined there alone. He gave credit to
Thomas Jefferson, who was one of the great humanists.

At any rate—did you want to say something?

Mr. Durrey. Just that I appreciate your reading that into the
record and am delighted in hearing it again. It does make good
background for our hearing.

Mr. Yates. Well, let’s see what Mr. Duffey has said.

Mr. Durrey. I can hardly wait to hear.

Mr. Yates. All right, steel yourself.

THE ENDOWMENT'S 15TH ANNIVERSARY

This is from the 15th Annual Report—about time it came out.




18

On October 1, 1980, the NEH observed its 15th anniversary. On that occasion,
Chairman Joseph Duffey wrote the following article for the NEH publication “Hu-
manities’’.

Even at NEH, where sensitivity to the passage of time and the changes it works is
one of our highest responsibilities, we can well use occasional reminders of the
value of historical perspective.

The Endowment’s 15th anniversary is an eminently noteworthy occasion. Let us
use it as a reminder and try to put into historical perspective some of the basic
premises, seldom discussed, and always important, which have informed the Endow-
ment's work during those 15 years.

It is worth reminding ourselves at the start of the very different America in
which the NEH was created. The thunder of a distant war was still distant; the
Nation had embarked on the challenge of space and the race to the moon: our
economy was in one of its most expansive periods.

In the Congress, social concerns were paramount. Legislation poured forth, attack-
ing social and economic ills: medical care for the aged, housing, aid to education,
highway beautification, immigration reform, cancer research, air and water pollu-
tion.

But the National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities Act differed significant-
:iy from this other legislation of the period. Many of those measures identified
listres;s and prescribed and administered remedies for social and economic prob-
ems.

This was not the case with the National Endowments. The inauguration of Feder-
al aid to the arts and the humanities recognized their importance to the country.
The prescription was not for an antidote, but for a tonic.

I see Mrs. Tuchman'’s picture here. I remember I asked her at a
dinner what she was working on. She said she was working on a
study she had done some years ago that was entitled “A Treatise
on the Continuation of the Unwisdom of Government.”

Mr. Durrey. “The Manifest Unwisdom of Government.”

Mr. Yates. I think that is what happened in this budget for the
arts and humanities.

Mr. Duffey, we have a little background. Do you want to say
anything else?

r. Durrey. Not at this time.

PRIVATE SECTOR SUPPORT

Mr. Yares. The thesis of Mr. Stockman, and I heard it from
President Reagan himself, was that the cultural institutions of the
country—I assume he may have been limiting his remarks to the
arts, but certainly the cutting action of Mr. Stockman is to both
the arts and humanities—but the President indicated that it was
the private community in the country which had done more for the
cultural institutions than had the governments of any of the other
countries.

He said that for one thing he and Mr. Stockman looked to the
private sector providing whatever deficits may occur in the support
for the arts and the humanities as a result of the reductions in the
budget should the Congress accept their recommendations.

Then we look at the justification. College presidents have written
to me over the last several months, and I have the impression that
many of them are really falling on hard times financially.

There are some who have very great endowments that permit
them to flourish. But by and large, the costs to the students of
going to the colleges are rising dramatically, tuition costs are at
the highest levels they have ever been and continue to go up.

I don’t know how long students can continue to pay those costs,
particularly where they cannot get loans from either the Federal
Government or the banks. But your assistance has been great to
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the colleges of the country for continuation of their cultural pro-
grams and research in the humanities and does help in their
activities.

Mr. Durrey. Yes, I think it has provided a small margin, first of
all, to encourage private money to come to the colleges. In that
area our funding has stimulated more private funding than I think
in any other area; also, to give them what we call that margin of
being able to continue with research, sponsor research, especially
in a society where the recognition and rewards have been mainly
for science and technology.

Mr. YaTes. Well, that is one of the things I thought. .

I read from your justification. I wonder, as I read through these,
whether the private sector will make up the loss of funds from the
Federal Government.

SUPPORT FOR THE SCHOLARLY SECTOR

For instance, on page 8 of your justification you say:

The needs of NEH constituents. To nurture the scholarly and public scrutiny of
humanistic concerns and issues, the NEH encourages and responds to proposals
from a wide array of eligible institutions and individuals from over 3,000 colleges
andhuniversities and the 200,000 scholars and teachers in the humanities who serve
in them.

The loss of your funds would create a great funding gap,
wouldn’t it, for that sector?

Mr. Durrey. With respect to the humanities, which is of course
an area that doesn't require the kind of major funding science
does. But it would be a tremendous loss in that area, even though
it is a modest amount.

Mr. Yates. That is right.

Then you talk about the 16,000 public school districts. I assume,
however, that perhaps state budgets might make up a difference
there, except when I think of my home town of Chicago, and think
of how close the Chicago school district has been to strikes of the
teachers and administrative personnel from time to time for lack of
funds, how programs in the curricula are being cut out, how the
curricula are being cut back, how difficult it is to obtain additional
taxes, and how very hard it is to obtain additional funds from the
state legislatures.

Mr. Durrey. Our funding there, Mr. Chairman, is and would
remain, even with significant increases, very modest in total dol-
lars. I can give you an example of the kind of thing it makes
possible.

There are many communities in this country where parents are
beginning to be concerned about the fact that their children may
not be taught history. They may be taught something called social
studies. If they are taught history, it is often not taught with a
regard for their own heritage, their own community and region.

The most exciting thing happening in American history is re-
search, development of archives to make that possible. it is
possible for a school district to get a very modest grant from us,
$5,000 to $10,000, to enable the development of courses which pro-
vide a much more adequate understanding of areas of history and
literature for the children.
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That kind of pilot work is the only work we fund there. But it is
increasingly significant to parents who care about the way in
which their children are educated.

SUPPORT FOR LIBRARIES, MUSEUMS, AND HISTORICAL ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. Yates. What about the 8,500 public libraries, 6,000 museums
and historical organizations? Would the private sector take up any
gap in relation to those?

Mr. Durrey. Without any question there has been and I hope
would continue to be private support for those institutions. Our
support again is very marginal.

It is that extra funding you need in a local library, for example,
to arrange for a display of materials or some educational programs,
or to put together the collections of a museum in a traveling or
permanent exhibition and interpret them to the people of the
community and the visitors to the museum.

ASSISTANCE TO HUMANITIES EDUCATION

Mr. Yates. Your justification on page 33 says this:

Through its education program, the Endowment provides focused support for
activities which respond to the legislated mandate, to strengthen the teaching
potential of the United States in the humanities.

Then you say:

Endowment support differs from other Federal and private programs assisting
education by an explicit and exclusive concentration on the disciplines and methods
of the humanities.

Endowment grants at all levels of education are distinguished by the common
thread of content in the humanities. This clear and exclusive focus is also the
means whereby the Endowments’ grants remain visible and coherent, even though
the NEH budget for these programs is a very small fraction of the more than $150
billion spent each year in support of education nationwide.

What happens if you don’t make that? Will private sources make
up the difference?

Mr. Durrey. Well, we don’t know, do we? I would be skeptical as
to whether that will happen in some of these areas.

Let me give you an example, if I may, Mr. Chairman, a letter
that I received today.

The Endowment has made a grant to make possible an experi-
mental seminar at the Yale University School of Management this
summer on the problems of ethics in corporate management.

Now, our funding matched some corporate funding. One of the
people involved wrote me today. I would like to read one para-
graph.

In response to the grant made by the Endowment, a major corporate foundation
has provided $20,000 in support of this institute. This development seems significant
because it isolates the unique and particular role of public funding for important
humanities projects.

The support of the Endowment indicated that the project was in the general
public interest, although directed specifically at participants from corporations.
NEH's support reassured corporate benefactors that their support would not seem
simply self-serving of the needs of one sector.

Particularly with regard to management ethics, it is imperative that the work of
this institute be perceived in the wider context of the public good, as well as being

of benefit to the leaders of corporations who will be participating and seeking to
solve problems of responsibility.
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I think what he is saying is that in a sense private giving is both
encouraged and facilitated by the government’s show of interest in
certain areas, even though that may be a very modest part of the
funding available.

Mr. Yartes. I appreciate that. Then we turn to page 9.

In spite of isolated signs of vitality in various areas of the humanities, much of
the nonprofit cultural and educational world served by the Endowment continues to
be seriously affected by financial difficulties.

The endowments of nearly 20 percent of the Nation’s higher education institu-
tions lost money during 1977-78. Between 1974 and 1979, the latest year for which
data are available, endowments’ earnings generally trailed inflation by significant
proportions. It is estimated that when combined with previous years’ developments,
college endowments have lost roughly one-fourth of their purchasing power in the
past five years.

The National Association of College and University Business Officers recently
reported that returns on college and university investments are being “considerably
diminished” by inflation. Sucﬁ difficulties have affected every area of expenditure
at colleges and universities, from personnel compensation to basic research and
development to the elimination of courses (especially in the humanities) that are not
“profitmaking.”

This is exacerbated by the decline in charitable contributions in certain specific
areas. In large part, this may be attributed to the economic conditions of recent
years, which have compelled such organizations as the Ford Foundation to make
severe reductions in their support for the humanities.

Many of these reductions Eave centered on international research. In other areas
of the humanities, however, particularly scholarly research based in the United
States and programs intended for the general public, the level of giving on behalf of
NEH-supported projects remains high. Overall, gifts to NEH have exceeded the
available Treasury matching funds.

GIFTS AND TREASURY MATCHING FUNDS

What do you mean by a gift to NEH?

Mr. Durrey. The law under which we have been operating—and
it has been changed now in the reauthorization act—has required
that when we match a gift with Treasury money, we have to
receive the gift in the government Treasury.

Mr. YaTes. Make sure it is there?

Mr. Durrey. Right. The last part of our Annual Report, which
you have before you, lists the source of funds contributed for those
purposes to the Endowment last year.

Mr. YATES. Are those the only gifts you may receive?

Mr. Durrey. No. We could receive gifts for general operating
support.

Mr. Yartes. Suppose the Ford Foundation wants to give you a
gift? Can you receive it?

Mr. Durrey. Of course we could, yes. We could receive it to
match or to use——

Mr. YAaTes. Have you ever received gifts from outside sources?

Mr. Durrey. Yes, we have occasionally.

Mr. YaTes. Can you tell us how much they are?

Mr. TasupiniaNn. All of the gifts are from outside sources.

Mr. Yates. You get appropriations from the Federal Govern-
ment. The challenge grant returns are now required to come into
your treasury. If the Ford Foundation wants to make a gift to you.
Mr. Duffey says you can accept it.

Mr. Durrey. We have not sought them for general purposes.

Mr. Yares. I know. I wonder whether you are authorized to
receive them.
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Mr. TasupINIAN. Yes, we are.

Mr. YaTes. Have you received any such gifts?

Mr. TasupiniAN. Not many. Normally they would be coming to
the agency in response to matching offers. And it is unlikely that
theie’1 \:irould offer us just a general gift for us to distribute as we
wished.

Mr. YaTes. The reason I ask the question is because I assume
that the trial balloon of which we spoke a few moments ago may
have support in the White House because of the possibility that
were it another political device, outside gifts would be acceptable.
But outside gifts are still acceptable to you, are they not?

Mr. TAsHDINIAN. Yes.

Mr. YaTes. And they may be accepted. So that there is no reason
for that kind of an arrangement, for that reason.

Mr. Durrey. I think there is a strong reason against that kind of
an arrangement. If you were to seek that arrangement, where
corporations would give money to the Government to be adminis-
tered by the Endowment, you would be diminishing the kind of
pluralism of having both public and private support. You would be
giving to the Federal Government a much stronger, more aggres-
sive and determinative role.

I think it would be a very bad idea to ask that corporate money
to pass through—in other words, to be in the business of trying to
raise it and then administer it in behalf of the Government.

It is far better now to have the independent judgments made by
the Endowment which makes a thorough review and then have
gifts made by the private sector. And I can imagine nothing worse
for the future of the humanities than to have the Federal Govern-
ment raising private money and then determining its administra-
tion exclusively.

It seems to me it would lead to a kind of temptation for abuse
that should be avoided.

Mr. YaTEs. Are contributions which are made to the Humanities
tax deductible?

Mr. Durrey. Yes, they are.

Mr. Yartes. One of the outside witnesses who came in to testify
was one of the great American soldiers of World War II, Lt. Gener-
al James Gavin. And his testimony was fascinating.

He said he grew up as an orphan in a foster family in Pennsylva-
nia. His father was a coal miner. He said:

As early as I can remember I worked before school and after school. They had no
library in the town. The only way to get books was to take them out of the

bookstore and get them back before they caught me. I read every book I could get
my hands on. I wanted an education.

He joined the Army, went to a post where they had a library,
and read books continuously.

I owe my being here and motivation to my own ability to get help from our great
society through the library system. I am here as a concerned citizen, as a spokes-
man for an alliance of associations and individuals bound together by the conviction
that a democracy such as ours must promote knowledge in the Humanities as well
as in the sciences.

That is from a great soldier.
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CHALLENGE GRANT PROGRAM

I have the impression that the challenge grant formula is the
most successful device for raising money that the endowments have
utilized. Yet, as I understand your budget, the challenge grant
program takes the largest reduction, 60 percent. :

Why? Why did you submit a budget that would do this?

Mr. Durrey. The Challenge Grant program has been extremely
successful, especially in our use of it. We operate, you may recall,
on a three-year award basis—grants are made for a major fund-
raising campaign for three years.

I think it is not an adequate tool in itself for the support for the
humanities, because in a sense it is one of those situations, as the
Bible says, to those who have, more shall be given. It favors those
institutions with the popularity, the resources, to raise money.

Obviously, we should do that. But there are some deserving cases
that may not be that popular.

Mr. YaTes. You sound a responsive bell in my mind. I had also
heard from small organizations that the challenge grant favors the
larger organization, that the Metropolitan Opera, or the Metropoli-
tan Museum, for example, with a large constituency, had a much
easier task in raising private funds than do the smaller ones.

Mr. Durrey. Well, we have tried, Mr. Chairman, to correct that.
And I think the last couple of years under Mr. Goodell’s adminis-
tration have shown that we can make grants and they can be
successfully used by small institutions.

I think we have a remarkable record of small institutions. Maybe
an award might be only $7,000 or $8,000—in the Challenge Grant
program. We have just gotten to that stage now—institutions that
have never had fund raising before are beginning to use it.

We confronted a very difficult decision. Do we reduce funds in
our definite program budget, that have much more flexibility, and
may be able to go to those projects that don’t have great public
popularity but are extremely important right now, as we said
earlier, at the risk of losing such projects—we had to decide be-
tween these. And the way we made the decision was to get enough
funding to continue our commitments in the Challenge Grants for
the next year, and honor those commitments, but to let a year go
by without making new commitments.

The impact of taking the rest of that funding from between $9.6
and $27 million out of our definite programming would have really
been very severe.

BASIS FOR DETERMINING CUTS

Mr. Yares. How did you decide? Why were you selective rather
than cutting everything 50 percent across the board? What was
your formula for determining how to cut back and how to make
funding available? What was the procedure you went through?

Mr. Durrey. Through a process of talking with our staff, of
taking counsel with the members of our National Council, of going
through several drafts, of proposing responses and getting reactions
until we arrived at a final one. We had to weigh, first of all, the
urgency of some needs. It is probably more critical now, although
not as popular, that we have a more adequate understanding and
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ability to teach about the civilizations of the Middle East than that
we have another major museum exhibit next year, although I
happen to think the museum exhibits are very important. But
those kinds of needs are there.

Then we factored in what private support is most likely to come
for. It is probably most likely to come to public television. I cite the
Washington Post of this morning, acknowledging the splendid doc-
umentary yesterday on Robert Oppenheimer and the atomic bomb,
as indicating a program which received support, by the way, from
the Endowment through one of the State programs.

Mr. Shales says this is the kind of film that demonstrates the
importance of the humanities, that would only be funded by the
NEA and NEH. “We can kiss these kinds of movies goodbye if the
budgets go through. There is just no way that corporations are
going to fund these kinds of films."”

On the other hand, there is some private support coming.

Mr. Yartes. I just want to follow that up. Isn’t that true of public
broadcasting, too? Is it likely that that film would be on a commer-
cial network?

Mr. Durrey. It is not likely.

Mr. Yates. That is why the Public Broadcasting Service network
is so essential. And that is why it must remain firm and strong and
financially sound so that it can be a valid partner with the Endow-
ments in presenting the kind of programming for the American
public that is not likely to be found on the commercial networks.

Mr. Durrey. I agree with you. I would gladly yield a little time
to PBS.

Mr. YAates. Which of us is testifying now?

Mr. Durrey. We had to look at the areas where there might be
some private support.

Then we made the decisions with great difficulty. I don’t think it
would have been responsible to have cut everything 50 percent.
E;rleilything is not equally important if your resources are dimin-
ished.

It was a very difficult set of decisions. But applying those crite-
ria, we tried to make the most responsible judgments we could.

Mr. YaTEs. It is a tough job.

Did the Council approve this budget as submitted?

Mr. DurrEy. The Council did not formally vote on the budget.
First of all, I received the advice of all the members of the Council
and tested with them my overall scheme. Then I distributed to a
select committee of the Council chosen last year copies of my
proposal and received their comments.

Then I revised the proposal on the basis of their comments. So it
is prepared with the advice and consultation of the Council, but it
is not representative of a vote of the Council.

Mr. Yates. Did you by any chance take into consideration views
of your constituency, your possible grantees?

Mr. Durrey. Well, you know, it is very hard to get any consensus
out of those points of view.

Mr. Yartes. I don't know. I am just asking.

Mr. Durrey. We didn’t hold anything like a hearing or solicit
f}hose kinds of comments. We received some comments unsolicited,

owever.
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Mr. YATEs. I am sure that you did.

Mr. DurrEy. But it is a difficult set of decisions. I bear responsi-
bility for the decisions. I would not want to suggest that every
member of the Council or of the staff would agree with me. But
decisions had to be made in a fairly short time span.

Mr. YatEs. I have just finished citing General Gavin’s testimony
in support of a library program, only to find that you have merged
the library program with museums and historical organizations.

Don’t you think as much of libraries as General Gavin does?

Mr. Durrey. We think a great deal of libraries. We don’t support
basic operating costs for libraries, except occasionally through a
Challenge Grant. We support the kind of projects that make it
possible for them to update their collections and make them more
accessible. We will have two programs for which we have put the
funding together, in this proposal. We need to consider—as applica-
tions increase next year—museums and libraries together in
making our basic judgments as to how many projects in each area
that we can fund.

Mr. MurTHA. As what increases?

Mr. Durrey. The number of applications received by the Endow-
ment. At least we project an increase, since it has been increasing
each year.

CONTACT WITH OMB

Mr. YaTes. Was there an appeal from Mr. Stockman’s decision to
cut back your Endowment by 50 percent?

Mr. Durrey. There was a period allowed of, I think, about 48
hours for response. Any new Administration, let me just say
again—to give the benefit of the doubt—a new administration faces
a problem in terms of the timing necessary to look at a budget that
has already been prepared.

When I came to the Endowment in September of 1977, I inherit-
ed a budget prepared by those who had responsibilities before me. I
did not revise that budget because it had been prepared through a
great deal of consultation with the staff in a long process.

In this particular case, again I think on the assumption of an
emergency, the Administration tried to move with dispatch. We did
have an opportunity to respond. But it was pretty much, I think,
after the fact.

Mr. YaTes. How did you respond?

Mr. DurreyY. In writing.

Mr. Yates. Did you speak to anybody?

Mr. Durrey. Both.

Mr. YaTes. Was there a hearing before OMB?

Mr. Durrey. There was a hearing on the previous budget.

Mr. Yates. You mean prior to the reduction?

Mr. DurrEy. Prior to the election there were hearings in the fall.

Mr. Yates. I know that. But I am talking about the 50 percent
reduction.

Mr. Durrey. No, I don’t think there were hearings for any of the
agencies on the reductions.

Mr. Yates. You f'ust received a notice and it said this is it?

Mr. Durrey. Well, we were asked to respond to these figures.

Mr. YATEs. And you responded in writing?
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Mr. Durrey. In writing.

Mr. Yares. Was there somebody who listened to you also or were
you just heard through the written response?

Mr. Durrey. I had a few conversations with individuals. But they
were informal conversations. There was no formal procedure.

Mr. Yates. Were you persuasive?

Mr. DuUFFrEY. Wel{ not persuasive—I did not take the position,
Mr. Chairman, and I wouldn’t now, that the Endowment should be
spared from playing some role in the effort to cut back expendi-
tures of the government.

+ 1\!{11; Yates. What would you think would be a reasonable cut-
ack?

Mr. DurrEy. I suggested in my letter to Mr. Stockman that I
thought something in the vicinity of 20 percent would be difficult
but reasonable given the effort to restrain government spending at
the moment.

Mr. MUrRTHA. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Yates. Mr. Murtha.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

Mr. MurtHA. Mr. Duffey, have you cut any fraud, waste and

abuse?
er. DurreEy. We don’t have a category called “fraud, waste and
abuse.”

Mr. MurtHA. There must be a category like that, as much as I
have heard about it.

Mr. Durrey. We have managed in the course of the last couple of
years to make our procedures for audit and follow-up on grants
more thorough. That is going to be difficult in the future because of
the decline of personnel and resources.

We were on our way, Mr. Whitelaw, to increasing our auditing.

Mr. WaiTELAW. We had five auditors. We lost four in the freeze.
So we are down to one.

Mr. MurTHA. What you have done is not only not thought it
out—I don’t say you are encouraging it, but you have less ability to
check on the programs that you are administering.

Mr. Durrey. Yes, we do. And those are the items that are under
the area of admininstration. Even though the administrative
budget now will not permit us to conduct as thorough a review as
we have been conducting—we have been striving for an ideal.

Mr. YaTtes. What was the nature of your administrative review?

Mr. Durrey. This is a process that we talked about in our previ-
ous hearings, of several tiers of review.

Mr. Yates. Repeat it for the record. What was the nature of that
review, which you obviously now will not be able to undertake if
your auditing staff is reduced 80 percent? You said you have lost
four auditors.

Mr. WHiTELAW. The review you are talking about is the review
by panelists.

Mr. Durrey. We had increased auditing activities up until the
time we lost our staff.

Mr. WaiteELAW. Up until last year we had money in our budget
to hire outside auditor staffs in three major cities in America, to
audit the grants that institutions had from the Endowment.
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Mr. DurrFey. Mr. Murtha, my experience in now 3% years is that
each year we have progressively found more problems in audits
because we have been able to conduct more. Very few of them I
would describe as fraud or abuse. Some are waste, some are misuse
sometimes through poor administration, sometimes there is simply
carelessness, a lack of understanding that these are public funds to
be used in stewardship.

We have, I think, made progress in the area. I don’t think it is a
major problem for us. The supervision of grants and the thorough
review of grants is very important for us.

Mr. MurTHA. | have asked every agency, “Have you cut out any
fraud, waste and abuse,” because the general conception of the
public is that there is an awful lot of waste in the Federal Govern-
ment.

I am sure there is some, there are tools that you need in order to
ferret it out in some cases, and certainly not 50 percent of your
program is in that category.

Mr. DurrEy. It would be more likely, I am sure, much less than
10 percent.

Mr. WarteLaw. We have also improved our ability to get final
reports and financial reports over the last three or four years from
our constituents. And from these we have a better idea of what
they are doing.

DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS

Mr. MURTHA. One concern I have had with the Humanities and
the Arts is that all the big cities get the grants, such as Philadel-
phia, Bryn Mawr, and Pittsburgh.

Mr. YaTes. Is Johnstown a big city?

Mr. MurTHA. I am looking for Johnstown in here. I see a Johns-
town, but it is in another State. Do you just give to the big cities or
to some of the small communities also?

Mr. Durrey. First of all, this is more information than we have
ever provided in the past about where the grants go and the nature
of the grants. We have done much better in the distribution of
those grants.

Let me point out that sometimes those grants made in large
cities affect individuals in the small towns. If you would permit me
justi_to take your own District, because I looked at these figures
earlier.

A young man in Indiana University, in Pennsylvania.

Mr. MUurTHA. That is in my District.

Mr. Durrey. He participated in a seminar in New Haven. This is
a grant we made to Yale University, but it enabled him to spend
time there, at a research library, catching up with his own disci-
pline. Actually there were two teachers from Indiana University.
The second went to Arizona to study the problem of minorities in
the southwest. And a third, from St. Francis College, at the Univer-
sity of Chicago.

while I think the problem of distribution is one we have tried
to work on, we have tried to do it not by quotas, because we don’t
have entitlements, but by saying to an institution, to the large
institutions, that our grants are for national work that benefits
other people.
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I think in almost every case much of that concentration is attrib-
utable to our effort to get those institutions to become more respon-
sive, and indeed to be the kind of national service institutions that
they can be.

This means, however, that we need our staff—and our staff
really, I think, has done a remarkable job— to carefully administer
the programs to reach out, so that people in other areas know
about the opportunities, to encourage them to apply, and, operating
as we do just with one office in Washington, that is not always
easy.

But I think the staff has done a good job.

Mr. MurTHA. Do you remember a couple of years ago the poll I
had taken, when I was not yet enlightened, that 97 percent of the
people wanted to cut the arts and humanities, and foreign aid was
another area. But after I have been enlightened in my District, and
talked a little about the benefits, it is not quite as bad. It is
probably 50-50.

They understand a little bit about the advantages, because the
money has been better distributed and because there has been
more publicity.

Mr. YaTes. Let me ask you a question about that.

Mr. MurTtHA. Yes.

GRANTS TO VARIOUS STATES

Mr. Yares. The summary of awards and grants by states on page
128 of the justification shows New York getting $29 million. The
next highest grant going to California, which is just about half.
And I was impressed as I looked at that.

I would have assumed that New York would have received the
highest number of grants, but not by that differential.

Now, tell me how New York gets so much and California gets
$15 million; and Massachusetts, $14 million, and Pennsylvania only
gets $9 million?

Mr. Durrey. Well, this goes back, first of all, to a question that
was talked about earlier in terms of one of the results of matching
funds. The figures you are looking at on page 128 included the
private gift. So that raises the total to some extent.

On the other hand, national institutions, educational institutions,
libraries, are located in these particular centers.

The New York Public Library, for example, 10 percent of its
business is national. It has to do with the inquiries that come from
corporations, from the government, and other parts of the country
for special archives and materials they have there.

Even here in Washington, for example, there are many things
that the State Department and others look to the New York Public
Library to supply, because they are not even in the Library of
Congress.

Our higher education institutions are often centered in these
areas—California and New York both happen to be large States,
both in population and institutions. The figures—you would have
to look at the number of students from other States and other
districts who come to those areas.

You also have a museum exhibit, like the Shakespeare exhibit,
which is in Pittsburgh this year, and Kansas City, and Atlanta.
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That grant—I am not sure whether in that case the grant went to
New York—but you have major travelling exhibits in which the
grant may go to New York or a museum in California, but it is
redistributed across the country.

Many of the programs in New York are international or national
programs in which the funds are regranted. It is far more efficient
for us to have an institution in New York distribute several million
dollars for a particularly special kind of program to applicants
from across the United States than to create the further bureau-
cratic structure we would need to create.

Mr. YATes. Are you saying the amount of money that goes to
New York doesn’t necessarily go to New York?

Mr. Durrey. Yes.

Mr. MURTHA. It appears that half your money goes to those two
States, New York and Massachusetts. That is just a quick analysis.
That is a lot of money going to those two States.

Mr. Durrey. The New York and Massachusetts figures include
gifts, sometimes $3 for every $1 NEH funds. About $12 million are
gifts that came from the private sector and are included in that
total.

Mr. MurTtHA. Wouldn’t that be true in all the figures, for a
certain number of grants?

Mr. Durrey. Yes. But not to that extent. For example, there are
many States where there are no large contributions.

Mr. MARrsHALL. One statistic would illustrate that. There are in
New York State over 4500 private foundations. There are seven in
Alaska. And under those circumstances, with that kind of disparity
of private response to projects, we get this sort of disproportion.

If we look at the largest grantees, or the largest grants, they are
almost without question projects which are national in scope. For
example, the largest grantee, single grantee, of the Endowment in
1980, was the University of California, Berkeley.

The project included the Bay Area, what is now called the Na-
tional Writing Project, which is housed at Berkeley but which is
conducted at 70 sites in 39 States in the United States.

A second grant was for the scholarly edition of the Works of
Mark Twain. It is being produced there, but it will appear in every
library in the United States.

So the locus of where the grants are made is not necessarily a
reflection of the benefit of the programs.

Mr. YATEs. If this is true, why put out a table like this?

Mr. Durrey. Because it is requested by the Congress.

Mr. YATEs. I don’t know that this is the kind of table that was
requested.

Mr. Durrey. Let me suggest another table. Suppose we break it
down per capita. There obviously are many ways to break it down.
The following States receive more per capita than New York:
Alaska, Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire, North
Dakota, South Dakota, Rhode Island, and others.

So we are a country in which the distribution of population is
very skewed, as well obviously as the capacity to make private
matching gifts.

Mr. Yates. The Congress wanted to know the extent of your
largess to the States. This kind of table does not show that. If it
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contains challenge money, then that is a factor. But shouldn’t we
know how much of this is challenge money?

FORMULA FOR STATE COMMITTEES

We also should know whether your formula is like that of the
National Endowment for the Arts. As I understand the arts formu-
la, the grants are based upon the amount of appropriations by
State legislatures as well as by population.

Now, are those factors in your formulas?

Mr. Durrey. No, it is not a factor in our formula.

Mr. Yares. What are the factors in your formula?

Mr. Durrey. You are talking about the distribution of funds to
the State Committees?

Mr. Yares. Yes. Beyond the set percentage. Do you give 22
percent to each of the States first?

Mr. Durrey. Right.

Mr. Yares. What other grants do States receive?

Mr. Durrey. All other grants are competitive on the basis of
applications that are received. But there are no other grants to
States themselves. They are to institutions or individuals.

Mr. YaTes. Suppose the State legislature appropriates money to
the State Committee on the Humanities. Would that be a factor in
receiving an extra Federal grant?

Mr. DurrEy. It might be under matching, of the funds set aside
for the States. But it would not be a separate——

Mr. YATEs. It is counted as part of the match, I see.

Mr. Durrey. Yes.

Mr. Yates. Okay.

ANNUAL REPORT

Mr. Durrey. One of the things we are able to do now in our
Annual Report is to describe what grants are for, and also to
separate in some categories what we call national organizations,
national grants from local grants.

So I think because of the use of the computer that prepares this,
we are able to give more information about how that breaks down.

I think it is entirely valid for the Congress to be interested in
that distribution. It ought to be watched. What we hope we have
been able to do in the last couple of years is to provide some
explanation as to how this occurs.

Mr. YaTes. The Congress does look at that. The Congress will
10%111 at that table. And the Congress will be misinformed by that
table.

Mr. Durrey. Well, that table——

Mr. Yates. Misinformed in this sense. I first looked at that table
and I looked at the Arts table. And together, according to those
tables, New York gets almost 20 percent of your funds.

But then I am told by way of explanation that at least in the
case of the arts the funds which a State receives are not only those
which every State receives but as well it may receive additional
funds which are based upon, one, population, and; two, the amount
made available for the arts in the State by a legislative grant. Of
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course, New York has the largest legislative grant to the arts in
the country.

Mr. Durrey. We are now talking about State committees. The
grants that are listed here are to individual institutions, or individ-
uals, who compete with everyone else in a particular category.

They are not continuing grants to institutions like the State
committees.

Let me just say, Mr. Chairman, in its wisdom last year, the
Congress changed our legislation so we no longer will have to
receive these funds into the Federal Treasury. We will be able to
report them with a breakdown that I think will be much more
helpful.

But at the moment, the law has required the receiving and the
obligation of the funds so that it appears that way in our records.
We will be able to break that down next year when we begin
operating under the new procedures which don’t require that
money to come through the Treasury.

Mr. Yares. Why shouldn’t you set out separately, as a part. of
that table, the amount of money and the number of organizations
which you consider to be national in scope?

Mr. Durrey. We can provide that information.

Mr. Yares. How would that change the New York figure?

Mr. Durrey. I think it would fairly significantly change it, be-
cause so many national organizations are located there.

Mr. Yates. Half?

Mr. Durrey. I am not sure, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Yartes. Members of Congress do look at the distribution of
funds. Every bill that comes along which provides a formula for the
distribution of the funds throughout the States will achieve its
success or failure possibly as a result of how those funds are
distributed.

Members of Congress are provincial to that extent. And the
tables that Congress requested don’t really tell the story. They
don’t tell about the national organization. For example, in the Arts
table, the District of Columbia receives $9 million.

I was told that the District of Columbia has a tremendous
number of what are called National Arts Organizations, and they
are centered there, just as yours are centered in New York.

Mr. Durrey. Well, I think we would welcome the chance to break
that down. As I have said, providing more detail will help.

Mr. Yares. It will help eradicate what must be an initial feeling
of hostility as a Member of Congress looks at that. I think that
kind of information should be given not only for that reason but as
well to permit others who are interested in the activities of your
organization to explain how you arrived at those tables.

You raised a very good point.

Mr. MurtHA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

RATIONALE FOR THE BUDGET

Mr. YaTes. Mr. Duffey, I read your statement to the committee.

I wonder whether you furnished us with the wrong statement.
This should go to an authorizing committee. There is no reference
to your budget here.

80-526 O—81—3
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Mr. Durrey. As you began to suggest earlier this morning, this is
a good time to raise sort of first principles and general background.
I know we were going to have plenty of opportunity to talk about
the budget.

Mr. Yates. I would be glad to forward this over to Mr. Simon, if
you want me to.

Mr. Durrey. My impression from the hearings I have had with
you is that the background and purpose of the Endowment are
equally important. That is what the budget stands on.

Mr. Yartes. What about the equal consideration of the budget?

Mr. Durrey. The budget derives from a rationale.

Mr. Yates. This is a very good delineation of the purposes of the
Humanities Endowment, but it doesn’t help in the budgeting. Are
you prepared to talk about the budget?

Mr. DurrFEy. I am quite prepared to talk about the budget.

IMPACT OF INFLATION

Mr. YaTes. May I say this was prepared for the Carter OMB. On
page 10 of the justification, you say:

The Endowment continues to adhere rigorously to the goal of holding or reducing
Federal spending and the size of the Federal workforce wherever possible. Thus, the
funding the Endowment is seeking for fiscal year 1982 is considerably below the

amount needed simply to maintain the fiscal year 1980 level of support and to offset
inflation.

I understand that to mean that the amount you requested from
the Carter OMB wasn’t what you consider to be adequate for the
purposes of the Endowment.

Mr. Durrey. Well, it was restrained, as I indicated, because of
the nature of the economic problems that the country confronts.
We have a stake in fighting and controlling inflation as well as
getting appropriations. So we began with some restraint.

I like to feel we have operated for 3% years with an eye on the
need for restraint in government spending.

Mr. Yates. If you are going to maintain in 1982 your budget
level of 1980, how much money would you need?

Mr. Durrey. 1982 for 1980? I would have to do a little calculat-
ing.

Mr. Yartes. Taking inflation into consideration.

Mr. Durrey. Between 1976 and 1981, each dollar was worth
about 30 cents less. If I can get the particular figures that you
asll:ed for—you asked for the relationship between what it would
take——

Mr. Yares. Would it help you if I gave you the book you pre-
pared?

Mr. Durrey. This is administrative only. You are asking for the
whole Endowment.

Let’s see, I think we can do that in a moment.

Mr. TasupinIAN. Unless we have a computer in the room, I think
we will have to provide an exact figure for the record. But it
probably would have been about $30 million more.

Mr. Yates. Your 1980 appropriation was $150 million.

Mr. TasapiNIAN. Right. So it would have to go—by 1982, an
additional two years, taking two years of inflation—I think that
would have to be close to an additional $30 million.
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Mr. YAtes. It would have to go up to $180 million just to be even.

Mr. Durrey. Yes.

Mr. Yates. The request of the Carter OMB was $169 million, is
that right?

Mr. DuFrey. If I might, Mr. Chairman, just point out the context.
The Endowments grew very dramatically in the first 10 to 11 years
of their growth. I think one reason for that obviously is they were
new agencies, and there was some effort to determine the appropri-
ate size.

There were years when the proposals of the Administration—this
is before I arrived—were to double the expenditure. But they
always grew by 25 percent. The first year I arrived at the Endow-
ment, at the end of the first year that budget increased by about 25
percent. It was prepared by the previous Administration.

The growth in the last four years has been substantially less,
with inflation. As you may recall, there were years when our total
increase was $3 million, or $5 million. 1982 was an attempt—the
first budget which would have inched a little ways back to where
we were in 1976. So we have fallen steadily behind.

Obviously, though, everything has fallen further behind. Most
family incomes have fallen further behind. Inflation is a severe
problem.

SIZE OF REDUCTIONS

Mr. Yates. When I asked you the size of the reduction you said
you thought the Endowment could take 20 percent. What figure do
you use as a base for the 20 percent reduction?

Mr. Durrey. The original 1982 request, as in fact——

Mr. Yares. Would it be 20 percent of $169 million?

Mr. Durrey. Yes.

Mr. YaTes. Roughly a $32 million reduction.

Mr. Durrey. Well, I think that would not be easy, but in the
spirit of not being spared, as I don’t think we should be spared, we
should play our role.

Mr. Yates. That would be the maximum reduction that you
thought would be reasonable.

Mr. Durrey. Well, I would rather say it would be an appropriate
reduction in the light of the fiscal—in the light of all the criteria
Mr. Stockman has used, I think it would be appropriate.

We were always talking from the 1982 figure at that point.

Mr. Yares. What will a 20 percent reduction do to your budget?
Would you have to reassess the entire budget? Would you have to
reallocate funds?

You submitted a budget in which you made certain allocations.
Suppose instead of having a budget that cuts 50 percent from the
$169 million, you had a budget that cut 20 percent. How would you
go about allocating the funds? Would you use what you have
submitted to this committee as a base and add to that?

Mr. Durrey. I think I probably would, since with a very strin-
gent cut, that reflects my basic priorities. They may not be the
priorities of my successor, but they represent mine.

I wouldn’t want to make a rash answer. But I think generally
that curve would probably represent the nature of the cuts,

I would want to look at it carefully, however.
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Mr. Yates. YoU have 30 percent more money with which to deal.
You have eliminated certain activities entirely in this budget, have
you not?

Mr. Durrey. Yes.

Mr. Yates. Would you not want to go back and consider putting
some money into those activities? Or would you just build up the
ones that you have by that amount of money?

Mr. Durrey. I would be able to restore some things that have
fallen.

Mr. Yates. What would you want to restore?

Mr. Durrey. I think that there are three areas in which we had
requests for—let me suggest the three areas. The first priority
would be the Challenge Grant program, so that we could make
some new challenge grants in addition to continuing the commit-
ments—it is a proven effective program.

My second priority I suspect would be elementary and secondary
education. Those grants are modest pilot grants. But the very
distinguished Commission on the Humanities singled that out as
the area for most critical attention. They were critical of the En-
dowment’s level of support and urged us to support more. I think
that would be my second priority.

My third priority. At this point I would begin to look at some
restoration in two or three different areas. You are asking for a
sort of quick judgment about a very serious question.

I think the Challenge Grant is the most immediate target obvi-
ously because that is high leverage money.

Mr. MurtHA. How much would you restore to the Challenge
Grant program?

Mr. DurrEy. I would like to bring it back to $27 million. Again, if
I had my druthers, you are asking me——

Mr. YaTes. We are asking you to give us a budget based on 20
percent reduction rather than 50 percent reduction. Let me ask
you this question. Did you submit a budget based on a 20 percent
reduction to OMB?

Mr. DurrFEy. No, Mr. Chairman.

ALTERNATIVE BUDGETS

Mr. YaTes. Suppose we were to take this 50 percent table that
you have given us and give it back to you and told you to give us a
budget that is based on a 20 percent reduction.

Mr. Durrey. We would be responsive.

Mr. Yates. Okay. How many hours would it take you?

Mr. Durrey. I think we could do it in a couple of days.

Mr. YaTes. Do you mean you just happen to have one prepared?

Mr. Durrey. No. But of course in this as in all things we would
try to be responsive to the committee, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Yates. Could you come back tomorrow with one?

Mr. Durrey. Certainly.

Mr. Yares. You could, so fast?

Mr. Durrey. Absolutely. At your disposal.

Mr. Chairman, do I understand there is a request for that?

Mr. Yates. There is such a request. I know you are under con-
straint to defend the OMB budget. I would not want you tossed in
the hoosegow.
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This is a request by the committee.

I have sat in this chair and listened to witnesses squirm when I
have made similar requests. You have not squirmed.

Mr. DuFrey. I began squirming. I am getting more relaxed as the
afternoon goes on.

Mr. YAtes. I asked them about their reduced budget, and some of
them said, “Well, we will have to be smarter, Mr. Chairman, in
administering the program.”

Another one said, “We will just have to streamline.”

I said what does that mean? They have not defined it yet.

Mr. MURrTHA. It means innovative administration, or something
like that.

Mr. YaTEs. Yes.

Let’s ask you to give us that budget. And also to prepare the
rationale for that budget, as to why you think the extra 30 percent
is needed for the program, if indeed it is needed.

Do you think it is needed for the program?

Mr. Durrey. You know——

Mr. Yares. You obviously must think it is needed for the pro-
gram because your first reaction was that the 50 percent cut is too
much, and when I asked you what would be reasonable—is the
word “reasonable” ——

Mr. DurFEY. Appropriate.

APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF SUPPORT

Mr. Yates. When I asked you what you thought was appropriate,
you said a 20 percent reduction. I assume, and correct me if I am
wrong, that that meant that you thought in order for an adminis-
trator of NEH to carry out the responsibilities that Congress has
given to him, that he would need a budget that reflected not less
than 80 percent of the amount of that you originally filed for.

Mr. Durrey. I think I would say——

Mr. YATEs. You are back to squirming.

Mr. Durrey. This is a difficult time. I am very interested in
seeing inflation controlled. We have tried to administer the agency
responsibly, to tighten up our administrative procedures. I think
we have done well. I think the staff, our staff has done remarkably
well. And there are not a lot of incentives in the government for
good management. So we have been working on that problem.

I would say that I believe that a 20 percent cut would—that the
funds there available could be used wisely and prudently by the
Endowment.

You and I agreed earlier, maybe we didn’t agree——

Mr. Yates. I am sure by what you are saying now we didn't
agree.

Mr. Durrey. It is very hard to talk about what are needs in this
area. There are lots of needs but there is not——

Mr. Yares. You are arguing in favor of cutting inflation. Why
don’t you take a budget that is 75 percent of what it was?

Mr. Durrey. You have different responsibilities, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Yates. I know.

Mr. Durrey. We are trying to enforce the law also, which clearly
states some responsibilities.
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Mr. Yates. That is right. But you administer NEH. You have
responsibility of tryilg to carry out the mandate of Congress. If a 50
percent cut does not permit you to do that, you ought to tell this
committee that. I don’t think you ought to be citing the inflation
factor. You ought to say—if I may suggest this—“I have the re-
sponsibility of administering this budget for the Humanities in the
way that I think Congress directed me to do it.”

If you believe that a 50 percent cut will not permit you to do it,
you ought to tell this committee that. Although I am aware of the
fact that OMB requires you to say that you will do your best to
administer under that budget limitation.

However, Congress has the burden of deciding how much money
should be made available under the budget. This committee is
trying to find out what will permit the director of NEH to adminis-
ter his charge as he conceives that charge to be in the Congression-
al mandate. What budget will let you do that?

I understood you to say, a few moments ago, that a budget that
cut it by 20 percent would let you do it. If there were a reduction
beyond that, you didn’t think it would permit you to do it, but you
would try to do your best anyway.

Am I interpreting correctly or misinterpreting?

Mr. Durrey. You have stated the case exactly. I would be happy
to let your statement stand.

Mr. Yates. All right. I may be accused of leading the witness.

At any rate, you are going to prepare a budget that will permit
you to have an appropriate administration of the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities. And if a 20 percent cut is too much, tell
us that, too.

What I am trying to get from you, Mr. Duffey, is the amount you
need for your constituency. You are going to tell me about the
inflation factor again. It is a present fact. And the cutbacks are a
fact of life. I respect that. I respect the position in which you find
yourselves, :

Mr. Durrey. We also have programs that are not entitlement. I
was looking at some multivitamins the other day, and they say of
some of them that no estimate has been made of the adult mini-
mum daily requirement.

I don’t suppose that a scientific estimate is made of the mini-
mum national yearly requirement in terms of knowledge in the
humanities. We know that the society is richer and better for it.
We know there are some goals we have that we cannot achieve
without it. And we do the best we can with the resources available.

Mr. Yates. Right.

Mr. Durrey. The Endowment has survived with much smaller
budgets in the past. I think it has been maturing and emerging in
terms of meeting a full range of responsibilities.

Obviously, all of this is relative to one’s values and goals and
interpretation of the law.

PREVIOUS ENDOWMENT FUNDING

Mr. Yates. Where does the 50 percent cut take us? It takes us
back to a time—how many years ago—when you had $85 million?

Mr. DurrEy. It goes back, Mr. Chairman, to 1976.

Mr. Yates. In 1976 you had $85 million with which to deal.
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Mr. Durrey. That $85 million today would be worth about $55
million. Mr. Whitelaw?

Eighty-five million dollars tlday in constant dollars would be—
$55 million. The last year in whic]Yn there was $85 million was 1976,
which in constant dollars today would be $55 million.

Mr. MurtHA. Where do you go back to in constant dollars?

Mr. Durrey. In constant dollars of $55 million, we go back to
1974, when the budget was $54 million.

Mr. MagrsHALL. The question is where would you go back to get
the equivalent of $85 million in constant dollars.

Mr. DurrEy. The equivalent of 85 in constant dollars is 55. If you
g}c]) tcln{ the 1974 budget, you find 54 million. So it would be 1974, I
think.

Mr. Yates. Without having to go through all this difficulty and
turmoil, why don’t you distribute the funds on the basis of the 1974
budget?

Mr. Durrey. We have learned some things since 1974.

Mr. Yares. What have you learned?

Mr. Durrey. I mean about the actual distribution and adminis-
tration of programs. There are some programs we had then that we
probably haven’t been as successful as other programs. The Endow-
ment has evolved. But you are not suggesting that it be adminis-
tered exactly as it was in 1974.

Mr. Yates. No, I am not. But if you are going to be using the
1974 budget level—

Mr. DurrFey. I am not suggesting the 1974 budget level.

Mr. YaTes. No. The Administration is suggesting that you return
to a level of funding that was prevalent in 1974, as I understand
the Administration’s cutback and your answer.

Is my interpretation wrong?

Mr. DuFFrEY. In terms of constant dollars, no.

Mr. MurTHA. Mr. Chairman, I would hate to see where their
budget would be without your prodding the rest of this committee
over the years.

Mr. Yates. I didn’t prod any committee. The case was made by
the administrator.

Mr. MurTHA. As the result of your strong support this program
has gotten through all these years. I can see you are going to have
to do it again.

Mr. YaTes. Or they are going back to 1974.

Mr. MurTHA. Yes.

APPLICATION LEVEL

Mr. Yares. Will you be receiving the same number of applica-
tions for the next fiscal year?

Mr. Durrey. Mr. Chairman, the applications have increased sub-
stantially the last several years. Four years ago we were receiv-
ing—let me distinguish here while some agencies consider applica-
tions to be inquiries or letters of inquiry, for us an application is a
formally prepared document which submits a budget and a full
proposal.

In 1977, we received 7,800 roughly, and this year we anticipate
9,000 to 10,000. I am not sure what impact the announcement of
reductions would have. But my guess is that it will not diminish
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the number of applications for the following reason—I think Con-
gressman Murtha referred to it earlier. There are many institu-
tions in this country that have learned, due to our efforts in the
last couple of years, about the Endowment and its opportunities,
and consider this activity important.

They have come to understand what it is about. So I would
anticipate we will have no fewer applications in the next year.

SUPPORT FOR RURAL AREAS

Mr. MurTHA. If it is cut back 20 or 25 percent I hope that the
money won't be completely eliminated from the rural areas. I hope
there will still be some distribution throughout the country.

It seems disproportionate to New York and the bigger areas right
now.

Mr. Durrey. Mr. Murtha, I will point out this exchange to my
successor when he arrives this fall.

Mr. YaTtes. Why point it out to your successor? Why not point
out to Congressman Murtha what you do in the rural areas?

Mr. Durrey. I think the Congressman is probably aware of that.

Mr. Yates. I don’t think so. He wants to find out what you do.
He has the impression that all of your goodies go to the cities. And
I don’t believe that is true, is it?

Mr. DurrFEY. Let me indicate several grants.

Mr. Yates. You ought to reply very strongly on this point, be-
cause Mr. Murtha speaks for a great number of Members of Con-
gress who do worry about the fact that rural areas are quite
frequently discriminated against.

Mr. DurreEy. Mr. Murtha, this document I have here, which is a
new statistical summary, and I realize statistics are not all that
useful, but this indicates the number of applications we have re-
ceived, and the number of awards made in various regions of the
country and the percentages.

I notice, for example, that in the Midwest, Illinois, Indiana,
Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin, 39 percent of the applica-
tions, that is across the board, were funded, whereas in certain
urban areas the figure is much lower. One of the most successful
projects the Endowment has funded for the last several years has
been with an organization in Denver, a national farm organization,
which has been working across the country with groups to try to
provide more information, appreciation, and understanding of the
traditional American farm, of rural life, particularly, and through
the last several generations, through exhibits, through a number of
educational programs located at the University of Minnesota, in
Marshall, Minnesota, but taking place all over the country. This is
only one example of the great number of projects the Endowment
has funded benefiting rural areas.

I would say confidently an increasing number of grants in the
{?.fgt several years have paid attention to that aspect of American
ife.

Mr. MurTHA. That doesn’t tell me anything, because Pennsylva-
nia is one of the largest rural States as well as having large
metropolitan areas. I cannot tell by looking at a region or State
where these grants have gone, and what they have gone for.
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For instance, it may be that in New York much of that money
has gone to New York City, and-in Pennsylvania it has all gone to
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh.

Mr. Durrey. I am looking at the Pennsylvania grants. I appreci-
ate that, Mr. Chairman. I see a grant—just looking at the list here
Narberth, in Montgomery County, Chambersburg, Laverock, New-
town, Kingston, Meadyville.

Mr. MurtHA. What page is that?

Mr. Durrey. Page 277, where the Pennsylvania grants begin—
actually, 276. I am only picking out some of the communities.
Swarthmore, Narberth, Chambersburg, Laverock, Newtown.

On the following page, Kingston, Meadville, Easton, Reading,
Elizabethtown. I believe that that represents a concerted effort on
behalf of the Endowment staff. As a matter of fact, I see one here
to a town called Jim Thorpe; also to Reading, West Mifflin, Mon-
roeville, Easton, Annville, Villanova, Glenside, Meadville.

On the following page I notice the towns of Prosperity, Milton,
Lewisburg. We are doing better. We are not doing as well as we
should. We need to continue to work on it, but——

GRANTS TO SMALLER ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. Yates. Let’s see what you said last year. Mr. Murtha asked
you the same question then.

Mr. MURTHA. On the grants, do you have any idea what breakdown would go to
the smaller rural areas. I know one of the problems I have been concerned about is
that the grants seem to go to large organizations in line with what the Chairman
has been asking you. Is there a percentage that goes to the smaller organizations?

Mr. YaTes. You mean like Lord Fairfax College?

Mr. MurTHA. Like St. Francis College——

Mr. DuFrey. In our first year, we tried to get that kind of information. I gave to
the Chairman earlier a breakdown which we just did for six months with regard to
states.

Incidentally, it wasn't submitted to us for the record. It should
have been.

One of our problems is that people in some states are well aware of the opportuni-
ties. They have more institutions and they overwhelm the others.

This shows the number of applicants we have received since the beginning of the
year and then the number of grants and then the percentage paid in the states.

I would be glad to submit for the record details in terms of the number of
applications we get, let's say from the small colleges, our percentages are probably
higher in terms of those that get funded.

Our problem is getting applications, and that is one reason why we have used this
workshop a proac?l, so that people learn something about the Endowment. We only
have one office in Washington. Our staff go to the regions of the country and meet
with people who come and explain the program, and let them talk with people who
have had successful grants.

I think we are doing better, and I think we could do better than we are now.
When we talk about technical assistance, we are talking about precisely the prob-
lem you have raised.

These institutions do very well when they submit applications, and our staff are
ready to work with them. It is a matter of overcoming—sometimes they feel over-
whelmed by the institutional process.

Mr. MurTHA. So the real problem in the rural or smaller institutions is the ability
to know that these things are available?

Mr. Durrey. I believe that is the major problem.

Mr. MurTHA. Once they make an application, they seem to do as well, if not
better, then the larger ones?

Mr. Durrey. That is the pur of our Consultants’ program. [ have a list of the
institutions that received the Consultants’ Grants for the first time. You may want
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to take a look at it. They help the institution to take the first step in getting that
kind of preparation.

Mr. MurtHaA. How much money was involved in these grants, the total?

“Mr. Durrey. Each grant would be four to five thousand dollars, about $500,000
for the whole program. But those were first-fime grantees last year—institutions
that received grants from us during fiscal 1979, which had never received a grant
from the Endowment prior to that time.

Mr. MurTHA. How many would have been turned down in that period?

Mr. Durrey. Many institutions would not be eligible for that program. I suspect
the answer to your question would be not very many. About 90 percent of those are
funded, because it is their first step.

I would make the suggestion that tomorrow you come, if you can,
prepared to tell us what you do do for rural areas. If in fact you did
have that breakdown, and perhaps you ought to submit that report
that you had last year.

Mr. WHITELAW. It is in there.

Mr. Yates. It is important, because one of the most significant
points I was able to make in support for the Endowment for the
Arts was the testimony given by Mr. Wally Richardson of Dunning,
Nebraska, a town of 800 people. He talked about the Arts coming
to the town of Dunning, and the farmers coming around and wit-
nessing this.

Now, in the very nature of things I suppose the Humanities is a
different operation. You cannot see the visual programs, you
cannot see the ballet, and you cannot see the theatre as well.

But judging by the nature of the programs that you fund, you do
duplicate the arts in a tremendous number of cases. If you are
actually doing good work out in rural areas, you ought to tell us
that, so that Mr. Murtha can go back to his farmer constituents
and tell them when they ask him why are you supporting the
humanities, that not only do they serve the cities, as he thinks you
do, but they are serving the less populated areas as well.

I think you have an obligation to do that. I would like to know it,
if you are.

I will give you the opportunity and 1 would appreciate it if you
do come 1n and tell us that.

Mr. Durrey. Let me say, Mr. Murtha, I believe the Annual
Report we have in front of us is more impressive than the ones we
have had in the past, in terms of the communities I mentioned.

SUBMISSIONS FOR THE NEXT HEARING

Mr. Yates. I would suggest that you take your annual report and
use that as the basis for coming in tomorrow and telling Mr.
Murtha what you did. Don’t make him plow through your annual
report. I don’t know how many people are going to read your
annual report besides people on your subcommittee.

Mr. DurrEy. Could I submit now for the record some examples of
grants?

Mr. Yates. I would rather you come back tomorrow. I am giving
you an opportunity to prepare it as adequately as I think you
ought to prepare it.

Mr. Durrey. We will submit it then for the record tomorrow.

Mr. Yates. Okay. I hope you submit something else other than
that for the record tomorrow.

Mr. Durrey. What time are we convening in the morning, Mr.
Chairman?
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Mr. YATEs. Ten o’clock. Would you rather meet at 9:30?

Mr. Durrey. I am sorry.

Mr. Yates. At ten o'clock I not only want your 20 percent
budget—I want a 10 and a 15 percent budget. If you would rather
not meet tomorrow and come back some other time, we can ar-
range that, although that will create a hardship on the committee.

Mr. DurrEy. I think, Mr. Chairman, as you have been aware all
day, I have certain responsibilities. I am here to defend the budget
that has been submitted by the Administration. I believe you are
putting me in something of a bind. I would have to find out
whether materials like that would have to be submitted first to the
Office of Management and Budget.

Mr. Yartes. I don’t think they would be because we are asking
you to prepare that for our information. You are not asking OMB
for approval of that budget.

I am asking you to tell this committee what a 10 percent cut
budget would look like, what a 15 percent and a 20 percent budget
would look like.

I don’t know why that has to go to OMB.

Mr. Durrey. I have a feeling that you and OMB would disagree.
But let’s leave that aside.

Mr. Yares. OMB and I never disagree.

Mr. Durrey. In terms of making a response, we can make—you
can understand—an overnight response will be not as careful and
judicious as a longer response would be.

Mr. Yates. Let’s take a one-minute recess.

Mr. Durrey. Counsel tells me he believes, Mr. Yates, you are
right.

Mr. Yates. Well, thank you, counsel.

What we are going to do, Mr. Duffey, is postpone the hearing
from tomorrow until the 15th. That is still a Friday. And that will
give you time to provide the material for the committee.

Mr. DurrEy. Fine.

Mr. YATes. Is there any misunderstanding between us?

Mr. Durrey. No. Weli, we will be as responsive——

Mr. YaTes. As you possibly can. Just as you would be to the 50
percent cut.

Mr. Durrey. Absolutely.

Mr. YaTes. Thank you very much.

It is pointed out you only had 24 hours to respond to a 50 percent
cut. I would have thought it would have taken you more time for
that than a 20 percent cut.

Mr. Durrey. I know you like lots of documentation.

Mr. Yates. The committee stands in recess.

Fripay, May 15, 1981.

Mr. YATes. The hearing will come to order.

This is a continuation of the hearing on the appropriation for
1982 of the National Endowment for the Humanities and again, we
have our good friend Mr. Duffey appearing as the Chairman of the
Council, National Endowment for Humanities. Mr. Tashdinian, Mr.
Lyman, Mr. Marshall, Mr. Whitelaw, Mr. Blessing, Ms. Berlin-
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court, Mr. Marty, Mr. Rabin, Ms. Huxley, Mr. Gibson, Mr. Schur-
man, and Mr. Phillips.

Mr. Lyman has a statement which will be made a part of the
record. But before he begins, Mr. Duffey, have you a statement you
would like to make?

Mr. Durrey. Not at this meeting, Mr. Chairman. There are two
representatives of the State humanities committees present: Mr.
Gary Holthaus from Alaska and Miss Karen Munro.

Mr. Yates. All right, with that, we will turn to Mr. Lyman. Your
statement may be made a part of the record. We are glad to see
you again. You may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD LYMAN

Mr. LymaN. I am Richard W. Lyman. I have been a member of
the National Council on the Humanities since 1976, and currently
serve as the Vice Chairman, elected by my Council colleagues. I
also served as Chairman of the Commission on the Humanities, a
private body which reported last October on “The Humanities in
American Life.” I am a foundation executive, but my testimony is
that of a private citizen, in that I do not claim to speak for any of
the organizations in which I hold or have held office.

I have scarcely heard anyone attempt to argue that the National
Endowment for the Humanities, or its counterpart for the Arts,
should not incur reductions in budget along with other Federal
agencies in 1982. The issue is whether a 50 percent cut, a consider-
ably deeper cut than most agencies are being asked to undertake,
makes sense and is justified. I believe that it is too severe, and will
do lasting harm to a very promising effort to broaden and deepen
the American people’s cultural opportunities.

Others have spoken about the support given to scholarship by
the Endowment, particularly the work of the Research Division
and of the Fellowships Division. It is crucial to the overall health
of learning in these fields. As a former president of a major re-
search university, I am keenly aware of this. But during my years
on the National Council I have come to appreciate also the many
and various efforts made to extend the reach of the humanities to
the American people, wherever they may live and whatever their
occupations or their educational experiences. It is these efforts that
will bear the brunt of the cuts. They will be cut more than the
more familiar scholarly core of the Endowment’s activities in any
event, even if some money is restored by the Congress to the NEH
budget. But if the full 50 percent cut is sustained, they will be hit
very hard indeed, and some of them will simply not survive.

b%et me give four examples of the kind of thing I am talking
about.

Through the branch of the Endowment called ‘“Program Develop-
ment,” and in cooperation with the private sector, NEH has sup-
ported over the past 4 years a wide range of public education
activities focused on the history and culture of China, U.S.-China
relations, and of Chinese Americans. The work is being directed by
the Asia Society’s China Council, which disseminates material pre-
pared by scholars to the public through news briefings for the film
and print media, monographs, collections of essays, and resource
guides. It also sponsors nonpolitical public forums and interpretive
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exhibits of Chinese art and culture. With strong encouragement
and financial support from the Endowment, the Council, located in
New York, has successfully established 12 regional China Councils
throughout the entire country. Their educational programs include:
newspaper stories, media briefings, public radio discussions, confer-
ences and seminars, art and photography exhibits, and book publi-
cations for the general public. The regional councils respond to
particular needs and interests of local areas. Thus in Colorado,
Georgia, Missouri, and Minnesota projects are under way docu-
menting the Chinese American experience in those States. And in
southern New England an oral history of “old China hands’ is
being developed.

Much has been said about the shortcomings in knowledge and
understanding of the rest of the world from which we Americans,
so long safe and sound on our own huge land mass, tend to suffer.
We and the ChInese mainland were largely cut off from each other
for more than two decades, which made our understanding of that
country, its ancient culture and its people, all the more deficient.
Recent events elsewhere have reminded us forcibly that crises in
foreign affairs can be related to cultural inheritance, and not just
to contemporary political or ideological developments. Whatever
our future relations with the 1 billion people who live in the
People’s Republic of China, an understanding that goes far beyond
a handful of experts is going to be vitally important to us. Obvious-
ly the Endowment’s effort here is not going to produce such under-
standing singlehandedly, but it will help.

Another very different way in which the NEH tries to broaden
people’s understanding of the humanities is through its youth pro-
grams. Youth grants are easy to make fun of; the Federal Govern-
ment giving money to teenagers or very young adults to pursue
humanities research? But the money is in small amounts, the
projects are often fascinating, and the opportunity to reach a
person in his or her formative years with a grasp of what history
or literature or folklore can offer us all is a priceless one. And the
product can reach many others as well, as in the case of a Minneso-
ta undergraduate who was supported by a Youth grant to prepare
an exhibition of Depression-era Farm Security Administration doc-
umentary photographs. This exhibition has toured rural areas in
several States over a 4-year period, while the grantee went on to
obtain a graduate degree in American studies and has become a
curatorial director of a major Ohio historical society. It seems to
me hard to dismiss this as a frivolous use of $3,883.

PROJECTS IN DIVISION OF PUBLIC PROGRAMS

In the Public Programs Division of the NEH, grants are made for
such diverse activities as major television productions, interpretive
exhibits in museums, and programs designed to increase the effec-
tiveness and extend the reach of public libraries. A good example,
though bigger than most such grants, is the grant of about a
quarter of a million dollars to the Mountain Plains Library Associ-
ation to put together a program entitled “Country School Legacy:
Humanities on the Frontier.” The project is designed to enable
MPLA to document the country school experience, to present semi-
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nars and discussions concerning one-room schools and the part
they played in the history of this country.

The programs will be hosted by 188 public and academic libraries
in eight States. A 30-minute film has been produced, exhibits for
each State have been mounted, oral history collections have been
acquired, and booklets, brochures, reading lists, and bibliographies
have been published. The project director is a professor of history.
Other participants include small rural libraries, vast multicounty
systems, academic libraries, and medium-sized public libraries. In
all areas, humanists from local institutions, or those nearby, have
been involved in planning and presenting the programs.

For all of this, the Endowment bore just over half the cost, the
Association the other half.

Finally, let me mention a major television production, “Odyssey
I” and “Odyssey I1.” This series is designed to explore different
cultures over time as they have been revealed and analyzed
through the work of anthropologists and archeologists. The range
has been wide, from inhabitants of this country 1,500 years ago to
the process by which modern scholars learned how to read ancient
Egyptian hieroglyphics.

“Odyssey I’ ran from April through June, 1980, attracting one of
the largest audiences ever to watch a Public Broadcasting spring
program. It reached an estimated 3 million homes each week. The
entire series was aired again between January and March of this
year, and will be repeated at least twice more in the next 2 years.
This kind of thing, in short, is not a one-shot proposition by any
means. The individual programs are currently in distribution to
schools, libraries, and community organizations. It is impossible
even to guess how many people will, as a result of this production,
have a better understanding of where mankind has come from, and
also of how we have learned what we know about our ancestors in
every continent and under all cultures.

It is, of course, possible to argue that material things come first,
and that therefore these contributions to the life of the mind and
the spirit are of secondary importance. If we are a rather special
kind of animal, however, it is because of our capacity to create a
culture, to develop complex and powerful ways of conveying our
meaning to one another, and to reflect on what it means to be
human. Such things must not be the monopoly of a limited class of
people; they are not to be labeled, “for scholars only, no one else
need apply.” The humanities clearly will not die if the National
Endowment is decimated; but neither will the United States budget
be balanced by the few tens of millions proposed to be cut from
these programs. The Endowments should, for symbolic as well as
other reasons, contribute a fair share to the budget-cutting pro-
gram. I do not believe that a 50-percent cut, achieved by such
severe limiting of the scope of activities in the humanities, is a fair
share. It looks like a punitive share, and that is what it will feel
like to many, many people beyond the boundaries of academic life
in America.

Thank you very much for the privilege of presenting this state-
ment to you.

Mr. Yates. Thank you, Dr. Lyman, for an excellent statement.
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FISCAL YEAR 1981 RESCISSION

Rumors are always rife in Washington, and having checked, now
the latest rumor is that the Senate, pursuant—is requiring a cut-
back on 1981 appropriations; the amount we do not know yet. It is
rumored that amount may be in the neighborhood of 10 percent,
and the supplemental appropriations bill in the Senate for fiscal
1981l would reflect such a cut because of a reduced authorization
level.

What would be the effect upon ycur operation if in fact that
came into being?

Mr. Durrey. The action by the subcommittee yesterday caught
us completely by surprise. &Ie had no official word of anything
being planned.

Last evening, Mr. Chairman, I asked that we hold up all new
grant awards while we assess the status of our expenditures. The
effect of that subcommittee’s action, if it were sustained, would
reduce our appropriation to $140 million, $11.3 million less than
what has been appropriated.

We have obligated about $50 million of our Definite funds and
fully committed our Challenge and Treasury funds, and we have
about another $5 million to $10 million in approved awards cur-
rently under negotiation.

Our Council met last week and recommended grants totaling
about $30 million.

So the prospect for us would be this: We have advertised now for
nearly 18 months various categories of competition. These applica-
tions have been prepared in good faith, they have been very care-
fully screened by panels and reviewers, and they will come to the
August Council, in the following categories: elementary and second-
ary; higher education/regional and national; State, local, and re-
gional studies; conferences; publications; remaining State human-
ities committees, and other programs.

Our administrative budget is stretched to the limit. If we had a
rescission we would not have the funds for which grant competition
has been advertised for more than 18 months. Some awards would
be severely reduced; other projects could not be funded. The grants
to State committees would have to be revised downward. The
matching situation would be even worse for us in terms of offers
that are outstanding where organizations and individuals are now
trying to raise money and expect to have it matched. Again, they
are raising the money in good faith. The award was made earlier,
but has not been completed. All of those would be subject to rather
drastic revision.

Mr. Yates. What proportion of your budget is represented by the
Challenge and Treasury grants?

Mr. Durrey. The percentage would be 20 to 25 percent in the
current year.

Mr. Yates. I am talking about 1981.

Mr. Durrey. Right, the current year.

So, what we have done simply as a safety measure is to hold new
awards momentarily, until we get data on how to plan if we have
to face this eventuality. Once we get that information, we will go
right back to proceeding with business. We will be hanging in
limbo until then.
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Mr. YaTes. I assume your constituency will be hanging in limbo.

Mr. DurrEy. Yes, I am afraid they will.

The process of preparing an application as you are aware is a
very elaborate process. It involves tremendous commitment on
behalf of an institution. Many of them will simply be caught quite
unfairly. In fact, if they happened to have come in the last cycle,
they may find themselves confronting this at the end of the year.

Mr. Yates. How difficult would it be to make an across-the-board
cut?

Mr. Durrey. We simply could not do it across the board because
we have already completed awards in many programs this year. So
we would not be able to distribute it equitably in any way.

Mr. YatEs. It does not seem to make much sense to do it with
only 3% months left in the fiscal year when all your commitments
and work for the whole year have been almost completed.

Mr. Durrey. To a large extent it has.

Mr. Lyman. It would be rather demoralizing for all concerned—
applicants, staff, council members—all who think they are operat-
Lng C;m a rational basis. Not to even see 3 months ahead is pretty

ard.

Mr. YaTes. As far as I know, that is just rumor at the moment.
We will just have to wait and see how the ripple effect of this
budget discussion in the Congress impacts, what it hits, how it hits,
when it hits, and what programs it hits.

ALTERNATIVE REDUCTIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1982 BUDGET

The committee thanks you for having prepared the additional
budget based upon reductions of 10, 15, and 20 percent to accompa-
ny the other budgets that were prepared. You have a statement
which is attached to computations for reductions based upon those
cuts. The table shows the 1981 appropriation, the original 1982
request, the Reagan revised request, and in other columns, the
effect of what the council thinks should be done if the budget were
reduced by 10, 15, and 20 percent.

Which of the budgets did you apply the percentage reduction to?
To the 1981? To the 1982? Or to the revised 1982?

Mr. Durrey. The original 1982 request that came up to the
Congress.

Mr. Yates. That may go into the record at this point, together
with the summary of grants by States showing the distribution in
fiscal year 1980.

[The information follows:]
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NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES

WASHINGTON,. D.C. 20308

Rationale for Budget Reductions of
10-15-20 Percent !
FY 1982

The original FY 1982 budget request submitted to the Congress in
January of this year was the product of a lengthy and thorough process
of program review which began in the previous spring with in-depth
assessments with program staff and management of the needs of the
NEH copstituencies, how those needs had evolved over the course of
the past year, and what were the best mechanisms for meeting those
needs. This assessment was followed by elaborate and formal discussion
with the National Council on the Humanities on agency priorities and
relative funding levels. This carefully - structured and deliberate
process ultimately resulted in a budget request seeking an overall
increase in funding for the agency of 12 percent for a broad range
of program offerings responding to the needs of the NEH constituencies
and the mandate given the agency by the Congress. While proposing
relatively higher levels of support for the scholarly side of NEH
programming, in the main. the general program balance reflected
conclusions about the relative efficacy of the agency's programmatic
emphasis over the years,

The attached table, reflecting, as requested by the Committee,
reductions in the agenmcy’s funding of 10 percent, 15 percent, and 20
percent, would basically safeguard the program balance of the original
FY 1982 budget. At up to a 20 percent reduction, in other words,
sufficient resources would still exist to permit the agency to respond
to the wide diversity of important needs outlined in the previous
justifications, and the rationale for the original request would
therefore generally apply to these reduced levels. As will be noted,
each major program area has been reduced across-the-board by 10 percent,
15 percent, and 20 percent, as has funding for Challenge Grants. In
many instances, the funding for specific program lines within these areas
1s also reduced uniformly. In those rare cases where program funding is
not reduced across-the-board, the funding figures reflect new intelligence
and reassessment of constituency needs subsequent to the drafting of the
original FY 1982 request.

Finally, it might be noted that the differences between the Admini-
strative budget required at a 50 percent reduction and at a 20 percent
or even 10 percent reduction are quite slight. There are quite obviously
economies of scale in this area. Thus, while it would cost $11 million
N

80-526 O—81——4
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to administer responsibly $74 million in grant funds (at the 50 percent
reduced level), an additional $1.3 milliom (an increase of 11.8 percent)
in Administrative funds would allow the agency to administer an additional
$66.2 million (an increase of 90 perceant) in grant funds.

Treasury Funds would be reduced slightly more than across-the-board
at the various levels in order to provide extra Definite funds for
outright grants. This funding is necessary in order to permit the
Endowment to provide support for deserving projects in areas of the
country which might not be able to sustain high levels of private
contripution, particularly those areas outside major metropolitan
locations. The House Authorizing Committee report last year cautioned
about too great a use of matching funds because of the burdens placed
on grantees. Considerable matching money would be available, however,
and would be adequate to provide support for major on-going projects as
well as to respond to some new applicatioms.
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ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Mr. Yates. There is an additional statement relating to adminis-

trative expense funds with appropriate tables which may go into
the record at this point.

[The information follows:]
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NEH Administrative Budget Memo Accompanying
Requested Analysis of Impact of Budget Cuts
(From Original 1982 Figures)

Attached are three tables showing administrative costs related
to reductions of 10%, 15%, and 20% in total Budget Authority. These
estimates do not provide funds for staff above the levels set by OMB.

FY 1982 FY 1982 10% 15% 20%
Original Revised Reduction Reduction Reducticn

Total
Approp. $169,483 $85,000 $152,535 $144,061 $135,586

Admin 12,733 11,000 12,300 12,000 11,800

Admin as
Percent of
Total

Approp. 7.5% 12.9% 8.1% 8.3% 8.7%

The percentages above compare favorably with the overhead costs
of other U.S. government grant-making agencies.

Over the years, the Endowment has attempted to relate adminis-
trative costs to program dollars, applications, grants awarded and
active grants. For several reasons this kind of formula budgeting
has not proven accurate. In fact, because of management improvements
initiated during the last four years, administrative costs have
declined while program dollars, applications, grants awarded and
active grants have increased substantially. We therefore use these
only as measures of performance. For example, administrative costs
cannot be directly related to program dollar increases or decreases
without considering other factors such as the number of active grants
to be administered, the effect of program changes on the number and
types of applications received, and the degree of complexity of each
application. Each application and active grant requires a varying
amount of staff effort.

The Endowment achieves accuracy in its estimates by incorporat-
ing documented data carefully analyzed, measured, and costed out.
For example, the previous year's actual costs serve as a base and
current year planning is considered. Estimates are based ucon the
number of panel meetings held by each Division, number of panelists
used, costs incurred for compensation, subsistence and allowance,
and the number of applications considered. This type data analyzed
on a continuing basis enables the Endowment to develop statistics
such as the average cost of each panel meeting for comparison to
previous experience. Such analyses are done for each administrative
activity and are used in determining how much will be needed in
subsequent years. The final test is what we refer to as the "over-
head rate,"” or percentage of the administrative budget in relation
to total appropriations. The Endowment has never experienced an
overhead rate in double digits.

It is my intent, through reinstituting many of the reductions
reflacted in the revised budget submitted in March, to provide my
successor an administrative budget which will permit carrying on the
activities and duties of NEH in a rational and responsible manner.
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While the amounts shown at the various levels of reduction
are not greatly reduced from the original request, neither are
they excessive; $895,263, or 7.8% higher than FY 1980 at the 10%
level, $595,263, or 5.2% higher than the FY 1980 at the 15% level
and $395,263, or 3.5% higher at the 20% level.

The first table relates to a 10% reduction in total budget
authority. It does not alter the perscnnel ceiling established by
the Administration. Funds would provide for 250 consultant days
at $150 each. Overtime is reduced to approximately the FY 1980-81
level. Travel and transportation, an important facet of Endowment
work is restored to a level $8,500 lower than the requested level.
Fourteen trips for invitational travel at $605 each would be
deleted. Increased rent for the 0ld Post Office has been deleted.

The second table relates to a 15% reduction in the total
budget authority. This budget reduces 46 staff visits at $605
each, 43 consultant trips at $605 each and 18 invitational travel
trips at $605 each. Use of long-distance telephone calls will be
limited, requiring advance approval. Some telephone instruments
and lines will have to be removed. Use of telegrams will be cur-
tailed and mailing lists will be reduced, as will Endowment
publications. Audit activity will be reduced 25%. Miscellaneous
contracts will be reduced 33% and planned improvements in the
automated management information system will be deferred.

The final table relates to a 20% reduction in total budget
authority. Staff travel will be further curtailed by 71 trips at
$605 each. Mailing lists and publications will be further reduced.
Audit activity will be reduced 45%. No funds will be available
for employee development training. Contracting will be reduced
39%. Enhancements to the MIS will be eliminated.
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RURAL GRANTS

Mr. Durrey. We are trying to be responsive.

Mr. Yates. You are responsive, and you have also furnished us
with selected NEH fiscal year 1980 grants to individuals and orga-
nizations located in rural areas or small towns.

I had always heard that Selma, Alabama, referred to itself as the
Queen City of the South, but I find you have included it among the
aid to rural areas and small towns. I expect you do not want to
make any comment on that.

These documents may go into the record in order to comply with
the request of Congressman Murtha for information respecting
your grants to his constituency.

[The information follows:]
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Selected FY'80 NEH Grants to Individuals and
Organizations located in‘Rural Areas or Small Towns

ALABAMA

Selma University Selma

Henry O. Dixon = 28,840
To support a youth project to assess the emergence and course of the civil
rights movement in Selma, Alabama in 1965. The activities will include inter-
viewing, researching, and collecting information and materials for the devel-
opment of a brochure, archive, and a book on civil rights history in the area.

Tuskegee Institute Tuskegee Inst

William A. Clark ; 5,000
To support a pilot project in which high school youth, predominately Black and
poor, will research and produce a calendar showing historical contributions of
rural Black citizens in education, religion, arts, humanities, law, politics,
medicine, and business in Bullock, Russell, Macon, and Lowndes Counties, AL.

Amos J. Wright Auburn 1,318
To support research and writing on the activities of Texas outlaw John
wesley Hardin in Florida and Alabama between 1874-1877, a little explored
period in his career in a rarely examined Southern wilderness culture.

ARIZONA

College of Ganado Ganado

W. Mathias Bildhaver 5,000
To support consultant help in developing a Southwestern studies program for
adults.

Hopi Cultural Center Board Second Mesa ’

Michael Kabotie 17,470
To support planning by Hopi and humanities consultants for programs related
to Hopi history, language, archaeology, art, social systems, and other
aspects of the culture.

Hopi Organization for Progress, Inc. Oraibi

Eugene Sekaguaptewa 100,000
To support oral history research for a bilingual book on the Hopi Indian
pueblo village of Old Oraibi, the oldest continually inhabited settlement in
the 0.S. ;

Northland Pioneer College Holbrook
Eugene C. Luke '

To support consultant help in developing a humanities program for Native
Americans.

5,000




ARIZONA

Yavapai College Prescott

Michael A. Topper 5,000
To support consultant help in strengthening the humanities and in developing a
women's studies program. -

ARKANSAS

East Arkansas Regional Mental Health Center Helena

Walter A. Darnell 5,000

To support a pilot project in which youth will research the contributions of
Blacks in the Phillips County, AR area and will write, produce, perform, and
videotape a skit based on their findings.

Joint Educational Consortium Arkadelphia

Ray Thornton 137,730
To support the development of a Rural Studies Center to analyze, study and

disseminate information about the cultural heritage of the rural south and

southwestern regions of the United States.

Ouachita Baptist University Arkadelphia
Everett Slavens . 5,000
To support consultant help in strengthening the humanities program.

CALTFORNTA

Cabrillo College Aptos ;

Bette G. Hirsch * 5,800
.'To support consultant help in strengthening foreign language instruction and

curriculum development.

Flower of the Dragon, Inc. Santa Rosa

Peter T. Cameron 25,000
To support planning for a project to preserve historical records of the
Vietnam war by collecting the personal papers, organizational records,
newsletters, photographs, and oral histories of Vietnam veterans,

Palomar Community College San Marcos

Michael W. King . 5,000
To support consultant help in strengthening the African studies program,
United American Indian Involvement, Inc. Mt. Baldy

Joann Morris ; 5,000

To support a pifoh project sponsoring a humanities conference at which Los
Angeles County Native American youth will participate in lectures and discus-
sions with major Native American speakers and will form ongoing research
groups. Proceedings will be video- and audiotaped for wider dissemination.

B0-526 0O—81 5




CALIFORNIA

Deborah A. Schlenker Lodi
To support preparation of articles and a slide show on historic
sites and landmarks of San Joaquin County, California.

COLORADO

Arapahoe Camunity College Littleton

Sally L. Perisho 5,000
To support a consultancy for developing programs involving humanities and the
art gallery.

Fort Lewis College Durango
Larry W. Gasser 5,000
To support consultant help in the overall strengthening of the humanities.

Fort Morgan Museum Ft. Morgan
Stafford Crossland 6,000*
To establish an endowment fund and to furnish a new building.

North Fork Valley Public Radio, Inc. Paonia

Linda J. Lindsey 9,995
To support development by public radio station RVNF-FM of a long range plan
for humanities programming and an assessment of community needs and resources
in the humanities.

Southern Ute Indian Tribe Ignacio

Tom Givon 118,000
To support a study of oral, naturally-produced traditional tests of the Ute
Indian language as spoken in Southwest Colorado to interpret the tribe's cul-
tural traditions through its folklore.

CONNECTICUT

Eent Library Association Eent

Marsden Epworth 4,913

To support planning for a public library discussion program. Participants will
read books, essays, and articles and view contemporaneous films on major
issues of each decade from 1930-1980. Lecturers will introduce each of the
discussion sessions. N

Quinebaug Valley Conmunity College Danielson
John J. Geary 5,000

To support consdltant help in developing a general humanities curriculum.

*Amount includes gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds.




CONNECTICUT

Scoville Memorial Library Salisbury
Sara B. O'Connor 287,500*

To support renovation; provide access to senior citizens the handicapped;
and for needed additions. . »

DELAWARE

Frankford Public Library Frankford
Eunice Holloway 40,000
To support renovation and to increase the library's humanities collections.

FLORIDA

Florida Atlantic University Boca Raton
John F. Schwaller 5,000
To support consultant help in developing a Latin American studies program.

Serge A. Zenkovsky DeLand 13,000

To support translation of the "Nikonian Codex", the latest "official™ Muscovite
chronicle dealing with eight centuries of Russian history from its earliest
begimnings to 1568. It is the main source dealing with Russian history in Mist
of the 16th century

GECRGIA

. Coastal Georgia Historical Scciety St. Simons Is

Anne Shelander 35,000
To create an endowment fund; hire professional staff; and enable the society
to reach a larger audience; and to offer programs encouraging scholarship in
Coastal Georgia history and culture; support educational and acquisitions
programs,

Georgia Agrirama Development Authority Tifton

Arthur J. Lawton 69,936
To support a research effort to determine effective ways of exhibiting and
interpreting rural life in Georgia, with particular attention given to agri-
cultural systems, technological imovations, the Agrar ian-Populist movement,
and the roles of wamen, blacks, and immigrant, ethnic groups.

*Amount includeg gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds.




GEORGIA

Georgia Association for Retarded Citizens College Park

Michael Morris 2,500

To support planning for a project involving youth in research and dissemina-
tion of information on the historical, literary and philosophical background
of mental retardation and how it has been regarded in our society.

Ocmulgee Regional Library Eastman

Guy D. Chappell, II 5,000
To support a pilot project in which Eastman, GA area youth, ages 14-17, will
conduct field research and interviews to discover and document sites of his-
torical importance in five counties. Findings will be presented to a larger
youth audience and senior citizens through exhibits and workshops.

HAWAIT

Seabury Hall Makawao

Leilani Bronson 9,319
To support collection on slides and tape representative examples of Palauan
and Yapese traditional crafts and skills. A slide/tape presentation and an
accompanying manual will result.

Waioli Mission House & Grove Farm Museum Lihue

Margaret R. O'Leary 10,800
To support preparation and printing of a descriptive record of the papers of
Elsie H. Wilcox (1878-1954) and Mabel I. Wilcox (1882-1978) to supplement the
archives of the Grove Farm Plantation in Hawaii, owned and operated by a sin-
gle Yankee family since the mid-19th century.

ILLINOIS

College of DuPage Glen Ellyn

John A. Harkins 5,000
To support consultant help in developing a basic skills program.

Illinois Eastern Community Colleges Robinson

Stanley W. DeJarnett 5,000
To support consultant help in developing an interdisciplinary program.
MacMurray College Jacksonville

Richard McGuire 50,000 °

To support consultant help in strengthening the role of humanities in career
programs. =




ILLINOIS

Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville Edwardsville
John Barker 5,000
To support consultant help in strengthening the general education program.

INDIANA

Battle Ground Historical Corporation Battle Ground

D. Clarke Evans 46,428
To support implementation and testing of a pilot exhibit at Tippecance Battle-
field on the history of Native American people in the 0ld Northwest and to
illustrate Ahe cultural changes resulting from their contact with Eurcpeans,
and the resistance led by Tecumseh.

Midwest Museum of American Art Elkhart

Mark J. Meister 2,500
To support a pilot project involving Elkhart, IN area high school students,
incloding minorities and the underprivileged, in educational experiences and
museum activities relating art history to American history and culture.

Florence A. Fowler Frankfort 1,085
To support preparation of an annotated record and a slide/tape program

on the life and work of Harlan Hubbard, a painter of the landscapes and
life of the OGhio River Valley.

IOWA

Cornell College : Mount Vernon

Richard W. Potter 554,000*
"To be used for renovation; to support faculty endowments in the humanities;
support endowment of library purchases in the humanities; and to endow the
humanities portion of a lecture series.

Indian Hills Community College Ottumwa

David G. Harris 44,487

To support a pilot project entitled "Humanistic Studies in Technology® that

will include team-taught elective modules coverilng history, philosophy, art
literature as viewed from a technological reference point.

Westmar College LeMars
Harold E. Kamm 125,000
To be used to eliminate debt and to endow a chair.

*Amount included gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds.




EANSAS

Pittsburg State University Pittsburg

Jennings M. Blackmon 5,541
To support consultant help in developing a hummities progran for business
students.

St. Mary of the Plains College Dodge City

Larry J. Kramer 300,000
To be used for an endowed chair and for a general humanities endowment to
meet the costs of new lay faculty.

Cynthia J. Mines McPherson 2,175
To support production of written and visual materials on the labor and
cultural h:.story of Mexicans in Kansas, with special attention to the

role of the railroad in their migration.

EKENTUCKY

Appalshop, Inc. Whitesburg

Helen Lewis 98,795
To support the development of a seven part television series on the history of
the Appalachian region and scripting of a pilot dealing with the history of
images of the region in the minds of Americans.

**Cpuncil of the Southern Mountains Bookstore Berea (Renewal)
George R. Brosi 50,000
To provide supplementary support for a program about the heritage of the
Appalachian region.

Eastern Kentucky University Richmond

_Jane M. Hogg 50,000
To support planning for a permanent exhibit on the culture of the Adena people
who inhabited Kentucky from 500 B.C.-A.D. 600. 4

Grayson County Board of Education Leitchfield

Imogene M. Belcher 10,000
To support exploration of ways to increase the effectiveness of teachers in
the humanities through consultant assistance and in-service teacher training.

**pporoved in FYB0: Funding expected in FYBL
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LOUISIANA

Northwestern State University Natchitoches

Mark D. Cottrell 9,900
To support the preparation of a film concerning the role four women—Kate
Chopin, Clementine Hunter, Cammie Henry, and Marie Theérese Coin-Coin—have had
on Natchitoches Parish, IA.

St. Bernard Parish Police Jury Chalmette

Frank M. Fernandez, Jr. 4 13,298
To support arranging, microfilming, and indexing of the late 18th- and 19th-
century manuscripts of the Clerk of Court's Office of St. Bernard Parish. The
collection details the history of this Louisiana parish which served as a post
in the colpnial era.

MAINE

Bates College . Lewiston

David L. Gassman 5,000
To support consultant help in integrating classical and medieval studies.
Penobscot Nation : Indian Island

Frank T. Siebert . 112,500*

To support the compilation and publication of a complete lexicon of the Peno-
bscot (an Eastern Algonquian) language with an English-Penobscot index. The
publication will provide scholars with a better understanding of the language
and culture.

YWCA Intervention Program Auburn :

Sherman Smith = 5,000
To suppart a pilot project in which youth, ages 11-18, from Lewiston and
-Auburm, Maine will learn historical research and interviewing techniques in
order to investigate and develop a slide/tape presentation on Franco-American
cultural influences on the community.

Diane A. Dupuis Biddeford 2,495
To support preparation of a written and photographic essay on the traditions,
folklore, and daily customs of Maine fishermen and their commmities.

*Amount includes gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds,




MARYLAND

St. Mary's City Cammission St Mary's Cty

Robert A. Shaw 1,684
To support research and development of an interpretive progrm for regional
schools on the adaptation by southern Maryland Indian cultures to the pre-
colonial environment.

Wor-Wic Tech Commmity College Salisbury

Lynn Tolbert g 5,000
To support consultant help in evalvating the humanities curriculum at a
technical college.

Jack E. Kollman, Jr. Cambr idge 12,000
To support an annotated translation of the "Stoglav," the proceedings of
the Moscow Church Council of 1551 in response to 69 guestions submitted

to the council in the name of Tsar Ivan IV, ("the Terrible").

MASSACHUSETTS

DeCordova Museum Lincoln

Lana L. Branton 2,500
To support a pilot project in which Boston area teenage Scouts and 4-H Club
members will prepare a youth-oriented catalogue and give youth tours of the
upcoming DeCordova Museum exhibit "350 Years of New England Crafts.”

Greater Lawrence YWCA Lawrence :

Carletta Nevers 5,000
To support a pilot project in which Lawrence and North Andover, MA English-
speaking youth will explore Spanish language and culture through activities

by area Hispanic youth.

Westfield State College Westfield
Martin Kaufman 5,800
To support consultant help in developing a Massachusetts studies program.

Edward L. Bell G. Barrington 2,491
To support research and publication of a preliminary archaeological assess-
ment of historic housing foundations in Monroe, New York. The project will
include local archival research, a transit survey, a study of artifacts,
and photographs of the sites.
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MICHIGAN

Alma College i Alma

Ronald O. Kapp 629,000*
To support the fund-raising campaign; for library acquisitions; language labs
and andio-visual equipment; and for an endowment for increased program costs.

Rockford Area Historical Museum Rockford

Katherine B. Mancell 3,000
To make year-round activities possible; for building additions for exhibits
and demonstrations; and to construct an access ramp for the elderly and
handicapped.

Siena Heights College Adrian

Spencer C. Bennett 50,000
To support a pilot project in humanities core curriculum development to train
a 12-person humanities faculty in basic skills needed to design and teach an
interdisciplinary basic course on Western Civilization. The six-hour course
would provide the foundation for a new 12-hour humanities core.

Suomi College Hancock

Charles K. Piehl 200,000*
To be used to increase annual gift income to reduce debt and to increase
endowment for humanities programs.

Penny A. Linderoth Sau.Ste.Marie 2,434
To support production of a slide/tape presentation for classroom use on
the 300-year history of Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan.

MINNESOTA

_Bemidji State University Bemidji

Judy L. McDonald 61,371

To support eight public programs resulting in the production of slide-tape pro-
grams which will be available at branch libraries. Topics on regional history
will include folklife, family history and Ojibwe art.

College of Saint Benedict St. Joseph
Robert L. Baker 350,000
To raise funds for renovation; endowment for faculty salaries; library needs;

and faculty development and scholarships for upper division students in the
humanities. h

Otter Tail County Historical Society Fergus Falls

Carol J. Swenson 112,500*
To help build ag addition and modify current facilities; for general
operating support; and to establish an endowment fund.

*Amount includes gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds.
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MINNESOTA

Winona County Historical Society Winona

John S. Wozniak 48,885
To support development of 3 research reports on State Historical Society Task
Force recammendations for the Upper Mississippi River Interpretative Center to
deal with the three task force themes: River Transportation, Lifestyles, Com-
merce and Industry. An exhibit design will follow report preparations.

MISSISSIFPI

Delta Ministry Greenville

Gail Pearson 5,000
To support a pilot project in which Black youth in the Mississippi Delta will
learn basic historical research techniques by examining Black cultural prac—
tices in the region, especially the variety of uses for indigenous plants,
herbs, and animals.

Mississippi Valley State University Itta Bena

Robert E. Young 2,500
To support planning for a project in which youth from eight U.S. cities will
conduct historical research and oral history interviews on the influence and
contributions of Black schools in the lives of urban Blacks ,who migrated from
Mississippi.

Rust College 4 Holly Springs

Benedict C. Njoku 125,000
To build an endowment to be used for increasing faculty salaries; faculty re—
leased time; and library acquisitions.

MISSOURL

Hannibal Arts Council Hannibal

Christine J. Vincent 14,562
To support planning for the development of an exhibition entitled "Hannibal as

History," a presentation of Hannibal's historic buildings as tangible records
of its people, events, customs and commerce.

01d Mines Area Historical Society Cadet

Rosemary H. Thomas T 30,000
To support four consultants and continuing linguistic interviews and
community sessions for the collection and interpretation of data on

the French language and culture of southeastern Missouri.
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MONTANA

Institute of the Rockies Missoula

John Badgley 150,000*
To build an endowment to secure a permanent administrative staff capability.
Northern Montana College Havre

Mary R. Blew - 43,719

To support planning, implementation, and evaluation a multi-disciplinary
freshman course sequence, "Change and Values," emphasizing the humanistic
dimensions of a technological society. /

Judith M. Fouhy Peerless 1,901
To support production of resource materials on the historical development
of Peerless, Montana, a rural community typical of many in the Northern
Great Plains,

NEERASKA

Adams County Historical Society Hastings

Barbara J. Minshall 24,480
To support a project in which up to 3,000 12-16 year olds will receive an
introduction to the Dust Bowl era by Great Plains historians and instruction
in specific oral history techniques. Students will then tape interviews with
people who lived through the era for inclusion in local archives.

**Stuhr Museum of the Prairie Pioneer Grand Island
Jack A. Learned 17,920
To provide supplementary support for a senior historian and a research o
assistant who will establish the data base for future Sturh Museum inter- °
pretive programs on the Great Plains picneer era. .

NEVADA

Western Nevada Cammunity College Carson City
Faun M. Dixon 5,800
To support consultant help in strengthening the humanities.

*Amount includes gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds.
**Approved in FYB80: Funding expected in FYBl -




NEW HAMPSHIRE

Colby-Sawyer College New London
Wallace K. Ewing 5,000
To support consultant help in strengthening humanities general education.

Dublin Seminar for New England Folklife Dublin (Renewal)
Peter Benes - 26,582
To support an exhibit and conference on the folk process of "landscape -
naming-making™ as it evolved from 1500-1850 and was reflected in pericd maps
and landscape representations. Participating institutions include Boston
University, Currier Gallery of Art, Dublin School, and Dublin Seminar.

New Hampshire Farm Museum, Inc. Milton

W. Ross Fullam . 26,320
To support a planning project to enable the New Hampshire Farm Museum and the
Farm and Forest Museum to obtain expert guidance in developing and conducting
programs and interpretive exhibitions which will most effectively communicate
important insights and understandings to a general audience.

NEW JERSEY

Aberdeen-Matawan Public Library Matawan -

Dolores I. McKeough 5,000
To stimulate community support through fundraising activities for the internal
improvements of an expanded library facility.

Morris County Park Commission Morristown
Joseph R. Hovance 19,235

To support development of an interpretative program master plan for recreation
of an 1880-1900 living historic farm. 3

Wheaton Historical Association Millville

Donald C. Pettifer 10,500
To support a self-study designed to appraise the present activities, programs
and facilities of Wheaton Village as an interpretive living-history and museum
facility. The Village has an important collection representing a broad
chronological survey of American glassmaking.




NEW MEXICO

Northern New Mexico Community College El Rito

Enrique Lamadrid } 5,000
To support consultant help in developing an area studies program at a

- vocational institute. ; .

Pueblo of Zuni o Zuni

Mary J. Young 19,420
To support continuation of a project to record and interpret rock art at Zuni
Pueblo, N.M.

Ramah Navajo School Board, Inc Pine Hill

Lonna L. Schafer 4,630
To support development of a book containing biographies of five early Ramah
Navajo tribal leaders and the social history of the Ramah community from
1850-1910. The book will be used by Navajo students and others interested
in Native American history.

NEW YORK

Fulton Montgomery Community College Johnstown

Jean Morris b 5,000
To support consultant help in developing humanities programs for non—
traditional students,

Hanford Mills Museum Bast Meredith (Renewal)
Beth M. Parkhurst 5,000
To support a pilot project in which youth, ages 12-20, from Delaware and

Otsego Counties, NY will investigate and interpret the social and econcmic
history of their conmunities at workshops and group meetings. Participants

will prepare articles and presentations and create a youth resource center.

Ontario County Historical Society Canandaigua

Donald Muller 5,000
To support a pilot project to develop after school and weekend local history
programs at the Children's Museum for youth, ages 5-15, and family groups
primarily from Ontario County, NY.

Amy Rashap New Hartford 4,745
To support preparation of slide programs, radio shows, and articles on the
history of the Ithaca - Erie Canal and the personal- narratives of the
canal workers, "




NORTH CAROLINA

Alamance County Schools Graham

Kaye C. Richards 2,500
To support enrichment of the current eighth grade language arts and

United States/North Carolina history curriculum with a regional studies
program.

Northampton County Community Schools Jackson

Helene G. Smith 5,000
To support a pilot project involving youth in Morthampton County, NC in
collecting, interpreting, and performing traditional Black religious folk-
songs.

Piedmont Téchnical College Roxboro
Mike Kerwin
To support consultant help in developing a writing program.

Pitt County Community Schools Greenville

Meredith S. Foltz 2,500
To support a pilot project in which Pitt County, NC youth will gather, or-

ganize, and make accessible a beginning oral history of this rural county.

William L. Bamberger Bahama 2,485
To support production of a visual history and written account of a typical
southern, tobacco-growing commmity, Bahama, North Carolina. The study
will focus on the effects of social change on three families representative
of distinct rural subcultures.

Samuel D. Smith Bolivia 2,500
To support development of resource materials through oral history research on
the lives of commercial fishermen in Brunswick County, North Carolina.

NORTH DAKOTA

Fort Berthold Community College New Town

Donald Z. Rush 5,000
To support a pilot project in which youth from the Fort Berthold Indian
Reservation, ND will conduct oral history interviews with tribal elders and
prepare an exhibit and workshop on the environmental, cultural, and social
impacts of the flooding of the reservation's most fertile land.

University of North Dakota Grand Forks (Renewal)
Demetrius J. Georgacas 225,000*

To support continuing composition of entries and preparation of typescript for
a camprehensive;and authoritative Modern Greek-English dictionary.

*Amount includes gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds.




GHIO

Ashland College Ashland
Duncan R. Jamieson 6,009
To support consultant help in strengthening the liberal arts reguirements.

Bolivar-Zoar Youth Center, Inc. Bolivar °

John R. Skelley-Watts 2,500
To support a pilot project in which youth, ages 12-18, from Ohio's rural
Tuscarawas Valley School District will learn proper methods of excavating and
cataloging findings at an archaeological site. Participants will prepare a
slide program for presentation to a larger youth audience.

Clermont County Youth Services Batavia

Tam S. Long, 5,000
To support a pilot project in which young people, ages 12-18, will research,
prepare, and participate in public programs, videotapes, and brochures for
younger children and adults on the cultural and historical background of the
Appalachian region in Clermont County, CH.

OKLAHOMA

Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma Tahlequah

Ron Pitman - m;m
To support exploration of ways to introduce Cherokee Indian culture to elemen—
tary school children in the Tahlequah, OK area.

Otoe-Missouria Tribe Red Rock

Wallace E. Coffey 25,000
To support a lasting record in book form of oral history materials collected
over several years from Indian elders on the experiences and philosophies of
the Otoe-Missouria Tribe.

émﬂmstem Oklahoma State University Weather ford
Robin N. Montgomery 5,800
To support consultant help in developing a regional studies program.
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OREGON

Oregon High Desert Museum Bend

Donald M. Kerr 95,443
To support the implementation of 12 permanent Orientation Exhibits on the
cultural traditions and related natural phencmena of the desert regions of the
Pacific Northwest in prehistoric, historic and contemporary times.

PENNSYLVANIA

Bucks County Cammunity College Newtown

Lyle L. Rosenberger 2,500
To support a pilot project in which Bucks County, PA youth, ages 12-21, will
learn about techniques and objectives of archaeology through the excavation of
a pottery kiln foundation which dates to 1825 and about the social and econo-
mic factors which made Quakertown a major pottery center.

Dimmick Memorial Library Jim Thorpe

Bruce E. Conrad 300, 000*
To support restoration and building additions.

Elizabethtown College Elizabethtown

Linda J. Williams-Langsett 250,000

To support four endowed chairs; a general endowment for sdnlazshlps, faculty
salaries; and library acquisitions,

Hoyt Library Kingston

Mar ybeth Evans 2,500
To support a pilot project in which youth, ages 15-21, fram the Wyoming Valley
region of Pennsylvania will participate in a survey of historically and
architecturally significant buildings in the area.

Lafayette College Easton

Richard E. Sharpless 5,800
To support consultant help in developing a Northeastern Pennsylvania regional
studies program.

Lebanon Valley College Annville

Diane M. Iglesias 5,000
To support consultant help in strengthening the foreign language program.
Meadville Public Library Meadville

Cynthia K. Woodruff 2,500

To support a pilot summer program for Crawford County, PA children in grades
3-6, many of them from low income families, on the historical and socio-
economic evolution of family life in the county.

*Amount includes gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds.




PENNSYLVANIA

Dinty Moore Chambersburg 9,222
To support research and production of a film on the tradition of auctions
in Franklin County, Pennsylvania, from colonial days to the present,

RHODE ISLAND

Bryant College Smithfield
Stanley J. Kozikowski 5,442
To support consultant help in developing programs for business students.

Roger Williams College Bristol

John L. Christina 17,500
To support planning, research, and the campiling of bibliographical materials
relating to the Portuguese experience in America, with special focus on the
concentration of Portuguese-Americans in southeastern New England.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Dorchester County Assn. for Retarded Citizens Summerville

Linda H. A. Karges B 2,500
To support a pilot project in which special education students, ages 11-17,
from Dorchester County, SC will learn about the historical background of
Charleston, Black history, and local folklore and will share this information
with the community through presentations and discussions.

Lander College Greenwood
Marvin Cann . 2,500

To support planning for a program which will allow youth, ages 14-20, from
Beaufort, Charleston, Columbia, Greenwood, Abbeville, McCormick, Greenville,
and Spartanburg counties, SC to gain an appreciation of the historic and con-
tinuing relationship between their state and France.

Voorhees College Denmark

Robert L. Satcher 270,000
To be used to consolidate humanities offerings in the renovated Booker T,
Naahuj:-gtm Building and to increase the endowment for a chair in the
bumanities,

Winthrop College Rock Hill
Edward W. Clark 5,000

To support consultant help in developing a humanities program for blue collar
workers.

80-526 0—81——¢
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SOUTH DAFOTA

Dakota Wesleyan University Mitchell

David L. Putman 310,000
To be used for two endowed chairs; general humanities endowment; library reno—
vation acquisitions and endowment; and for endowment of scholarships.

Mount Marty College Yankton

Rhoda Foecke 3,649
To support consultant help in strengthening the humanities program.
Northern State College Aberdeen

John W. Proctor 5,000

. To support consultant help in developing communication skills.

South Dakota School of Mines and Technology Rapid City

Leland R. Luckhart 5,800
To support consultant help in developing curricular review and evaluation for
the liberal arts department.

TENNESSEE

Morristown College Morristown

Raymon E. White 5,000
To support consultant help in strengthening the humanities program.

Rocky Mount Historical Association °  Piney Flats

Liz M. Johnson 2,500

To support a pilot project in which high school age youth from the rural
Appalachian Overmountain area of Tennessee will research and produce a 15-min—
ute film on the history of the area, with Rocky Mount as the focal point. The
_film will be viewed by a larger youth audience as well as the general public.

Tennessee Technological University Cookeville
Homer D. Remp 5,800
To support consultant help in developing a regional studies program.

Johnnye M. Fye Greeneville 2,495
To support preparation of a manuscript and an audio tape on the personal
experiences and remuectims of Black residents of Greene County, Tennessee,
as they relate to the development of the nlack community there from the
Reconstruction era to the present.




TEXAS

Carson County Square House Museum Panhandle

John R. Hogge 50,000*
Toe:parﬂerkhamtsoaatomrumecustofapaiddirecmra:ﬂtofmﬂ
other professional staff members in the future. - .

Cooke County Heritage Society, Inc Gainesville

Margaret P. Hays 36,000
To support professional staff; to offset costs of building repairs and main-
tenance; to fund conservation work; and to support general operations and
programs.

-Panhandle-Plains Historical Museum Canyon

Bobby D. Weaver 16,439
To support a planning project for development of a temporary traveling exhibit
on the lives of German, Russian, Polish and other European immigrants who es-
tablished "folk islands” in northwest Texas and to research the history of
each group.

Chester Dunning Coll. Stat, 3,143
To support an annotated translation and the first critical edition of Jacques
Margeret's "State of the Russian Empire®. This work was commissioned
byxingﬂenriwinlswmishasedupmthecarefulobservatimof

one of the first Frenchmen to visit Russia. :

UTRH

Southern Utah State College Cedar City

Eugene T. Woolf . 49,944

To support a pilot project to establish a humanities program designed to pro-
it hours of humanities instruction in four separate courses of a

. multidisciplinary nature.

Ute Indian Tribe Ft. Duchesne

Venita K.’ Taveapont 5,000
To support a pilot project to expose native American youth, ages 13-20, to the
. traditions, culture, and values of the Ote tribe.

*Amount includes gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds.,




VERMONT

Fairbanks Museum and Planetarium St. Johnsbury

William G. Brown 41,805
To support planning to interpret the Museum's significant regional collections
in the context of Vermont's resources, geophysical characteristics, values and
aspirations.

Norwich Universit.f Northfiled
Edward L. Richards, Jr. 5,000
To support consultant help in restructuring the humanities core curriculum.

Rutland Free Library Rutland

Patricia L. Bates 110,835
To support two reading/discussion projects — "Women in Literature" amd "Myths
in Marriage® — and a poetry and lecture program — "Vermont Authors® — in
20-25 Vermont public libraries. The project will be designed to serve non—
traditional library users.

VIRGINIA

Central Rappahannock Regicnal Library Fredericksbrg
Betty G. Kohler . 30,000
To fund structural improvements; installation of equipment; and renovation.

Friends of the Handley Library Winchester

Melvin R. Rhodes 2,500
To support planning for a project in which local youth will conduct oral his-
tory and archival research on the personal accomplishments and cultural con—
tributions of the Black community in Winchester, VA. Findings will be dis-
seminated through exhibits, workshops, plays and multimedia presentations.

Lord Pairfax Community College Middletown

Jerome J. Friga 24,769
To support a three-part project on ethical considerations in public issues:
1) a sequence of three college courses; 2) open class sessions and a forum
for the community; 3) formation of a community advisory committee for the
college's humanities programs.

Mary Baldwin College Staunton

Alice C. Hogsett 5,000
To support consultant help in developing an International dimension in the
curriculum.




WASHINGION

Eastern Washington University Cheney

Elizabeth L. Cook 20,000
To support the planning of approximately 10 half-hour television programs to
inform the scholarly community, American Indian communities and the public of
the American Indian viewpoint on issues and problems,

Edmonds Community College Lynnwood

Barbara Morgridge 6,156
To support consultant help in designing humanities programs for vocational
students,

Spokane Trjibe of Indians Wellpinit -

Pauline P. Flett 17,500
To support summer workshops to teach 20 fluent speakers of the Spokane Indian
Language (Salish dialect) to read and write the language using the Phonetic
Writing System, as part of an effort to preserve the language.

Yakima Indian Nation Toppenish

Gary Young 430,026
To support a National Museum of the Yakimas designed to interpret the story of
the Yakimas for themselves, their neighbors, and visitors to Washington.

-

WEST VIRGINIA

Bethany College Bethany

Larry E. Grimes 5,866
To support consultant help in evaluating the humanities program.

Karl Fezer Athens :
.Karl D. Fezer 3 12,000

To support interdisciplinary research on the relationships among the ethics
and values of scientific thought, other public systems of thought and private
beliefs. -

Southern West Virginia Community College Williamson

Robert E. Carlson 5,000
To support consultant help in developing an interdisciplinary studies program.
West Virginia Wesleyan College Buckhannon

Eenneth B. Welliver - 800, 000*

To be used for endowment for general operating expenses; and for endowment for
library acquisitions, microfilm conversion, and preservation of rare books.

*Amount includeg gift monies, matched or to be matched with federal funds.




WISORSIN

River Falls Area Schools River Falls

Carol L. LeBreck 5,000
To support a pilot project involving River Falls, WI high school students in
field study, archival research, oral history interviews, and seminars on local
and regional historical events and sites in the St. Paul/Minneapolis area.
They will present findings to elementary students, peers, and senior citizens.

Sokaogon Chippewa Community . Crandon

Robert P. W. Gough i 48,194
To support the establishment of a tribal archive for the Sokaogon Chippewa
community in Wisconsin to build a collection of primary and secondary source
materials relating to the tribe's history and cultural identity.

St. Croix Tribal Council Webster

Eugene P. Connor 2,500
To support planning for a program designed to broaden the knowledge of St.
Croix Reservation, WI youth, ages 13-17, in the areas of oral history, litera-
ture, cultural anthropology, and archaeclogy as they relate to the St. Croix
Chippewa/American Indian culture.

Helen L. Dickas Super ior 1,765
To support preparation of a slide show and written articles on the oral
history of the native-born Scandinavian population of northwestern
Wisconsin.

Matthew S. Gallmann Ashland 3,472
To support preparation of a scholarly paper and a radio program on the
historical and contemporary function of music in rural Finnish conmmnities
in northern Michigan.

 WYOMING

Sheridan County Fulmer Public Library Sheridan

Nola F. Lutz 5,000
To support a pilot project in which high school youth in Sheridan, WY will
assist in teaching children in special education classes the rudiments of

photography, oral history, and writing for the preparation of a manuscript to
be entitled "A Pictorial History of Sheridan, Wyoming, 1980."
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RURAL-RELATED GRANTS

Mr. YATes. You have a list of selected NEH grants for nonrural
projects, serving rural areas. You have a series of grants for fiscal
years 1979, 1980, and 1981. I have not had a chance to analyze
these yet, but they may go into the record so that everybody may
analyze them.

[The information follows:]
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SELECTED NER GRANTS
10 -RURAL PROJECTS SCRVING RURAL AREAS
Fiscal Years 1979, 1980, 1981

Tortal Grant % of Grant
1979 Amount to Rural Areas
The Amalgamated Clothing & Textile Workers $317,316 16% -- § 50,77

Union, New York, “NY
"THREADS, A Humanities Program for ACTWU
Members™

The ACTWU has developed a curriculum for use in
ics labor education programs concentrating on
the themes of "Work", "Family", and "Communicy".
The materials have been tested in six different
sites, one of which is Erwin, North Caroclina,

a rural area.

American Association of Community and Junior 360,000 OR  66% -- 435,60
Colleges, Washington, DC 300,000 GM

"Energy and the Way We Live: A National Issues
Foruc"

"Energy and the Way We Live" was a series of forums

which examined energy questions through humanistic .

perspectives. Ten coordinating community colleges

were chosen in states and regions throughout the

country to assure that the series of community

forums took place in as many communities as possible.

Two thirds of the.audience has been in communities or -
rural areas from the following states: Massachusetts,

New York, Florida, Minnesota, Illinois, Montana,

Oklahoma, Colorado, Washington, Califormia.

American Association for State and Local History, 400,000 75% -- 337,50
Nashville, TN

AASLH has three Program Development grants. One
has been used to produce independent study courses
in four major interpretive areas of musuem and
historical society work. The two others provide
seminars for local historical society directors
and staff. Approximately 75% of the participants
in these projects have been from small museums

or historical organizations in rural areas.




Toral Grant
inued Amount

iational Council on the Aging, Washington, DC §760,000
"Senior Center Humanities Program"

This program was designed to enhance the
lives and to increase the involvement of
older Americans in the humanities. By
conducting discussipn groups on the basis

of a series of study units and supplementary
materials prepared by the project, and by
encouraging ourtside projects in relared
fields, the program provided participants
with opportunities for self-discovery and
personal growth. The program was offered at
more than 1200 service centers for older
Americans, including senior centers, nutrition
sites, day care programs, and nursing homes.
Approximately 50% of these sites were in
rural areas or cities under 50,000.

data, including names of specific communities,
Is attached.

National Farmers Union, Denver CO 199,500
"The American Farm: Roots, Values, Challenges"

The project's objectives have been to establish

a permanent dialogue between the professional
humanities community and rural America; to train

a core of young farm couples to bring humanities
programs on the project's 4 chosen themes (The Land,
Rural Image, Rural Community and Economics) to a
wider rural audience, and to develop humanities
perspectives and humanities materials.

data, including names of specific communities

where these programs took place, is attached.

198

Foreign Policy Association, New York, NY 300,000 OR

"The Humanities and Foreign Policy: A Program 100,000 GM
of Study and Discussion

FPA has been developing a series of publications
and media programs which focus on foreign policy
issues through the perspectives of the humanities.
The publications are used by hundreds of discussion
groups throughout the country, approximately 40%
of which are rural. Additional data is attached.

% of Grant
Lo Rural Areas,

50% -- $380,00¢

90% --

40% --

179,55C

160,00cC




Total Grant % of Grant
980, Continued Amount to Rural Areas
ndiana University, Bloomington, IN § 77,331 OR 607 -- $106,398
‘Assisting Community Projects in 100,000 GM
Indiana Folklore and Oral History"

“he project was designed to initiate

coperation between ‘Indiana University

ind community libraties, historical

ocieties, museums,*ethnic associations,

nd other interested groups, to provide

ndiana residents with a better understanding
f folklore and oral history and their use

n local projects. Of the total project, G0%
f the activities and presentations are planned
or rural Indiana communities.

oundation for Promotion of State Heritage, 36,100 66% -- 23,826
Providence, RI
Rhode Island Folklife Project™

his project proposes to engage in a specialized
olklife study of three representative communities
n the state of Rhode Island. Through & combina--
ion of field study and workshops aimed at both
he comminities studied and numerous state agencies,
he project hopes to reach a broad range of the
tate's citizenry to the benefits of incorporating
folklife component in programs oriented towards
ommunity awareness and for public policymaking.
ne of t{le three studied communities is a ruraf
rea, and another is a small maritime community.

281

oward University, Washington, DC 300,000 75% -- 225,000
Voices of the Civil Rights Movement:

National Dissemination Phase"

issemination of major exhibitions, video and

adio programs on the culture of the Civil

ights movement. Special emphasis will be given

o small, southern commmities where the

avement originated.

iyey University College, Cayey, PR 26,803 100% -- 26,803
sthical, Artistic ang Historical Aspects

of Modern Puerto Rico"

1is grant will support the planning and preparation
: conferences, media presentations, and seminars

yr communities in the central mountain region

: Puerto Rico on a variety of topics relating

ye humanities to local history and culture.




Tocal Grant

% of Grant
to Rural Areas

31, Continued Amount

Texas Historical Commission, Austin, TX $ 28,117
"Interpretation of History in Museums"

This grant was made to support two ten-day
seminars on administration, conservation, fund-
raising, and interpretive humanites programs for
szall to medium-sized museums in six southern
and southwestern states -- Texas, New Mexico,
Arizona, Arkansas, ahd Louisiana.

Center for Southern Folklore, Memphis, TN
"Mid-South Folklife Festival"

The objective of this program is to plan and
execute a comprehensive folklife festival in the
Mid-South that will celebrate and interpret through
the humanities the region's traditional folklife
and ethnic diversity. Followup workshops will
feature a humanities scfplar meeting with artists
in their owm cclmm.niti!!"

The Film Fund, New York, NY
"The Ella Baker Documentary Film Education
Projecc"

To support dissemination and study of the NEH-
supported film "Fundi," the story of Ella Baker,
a leader in the Civil Rights movement, and the
black racial equality struggle for the last

50 years. 1t is planned to be presented in 751
rural sites.

Chatfield College, Saint Martin, OH 48,747
"The History of a Community Through the
Interaction of Humanists and the Elderly”

This projects will develop two series of six-
week mini courses for the elderly on local
-social and arts history -- one for urban
Cincinnati and the other for rural Brown County,
Ohio. The project is expected to serve as a
model for other regions and will be publicized
nationally,

75% -- § 21,088

44,625




90

SENIOR CENTER HUMANITIES PROGRAM
THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING

Introduction

The Senior Center Humanities Program (SCHP), developed
by the Natienal Council on the Aging in 1976, has reached
over 60,000 .older Americans. With current course offerings
at approximately 1,200 sites, in both rural and urban loca-
tions, the SCHP has grown dramatically in recent years. - -

Distribution of Sites by Size of Community: % of Total Sites

1. Large metropolitan area (population
greater than 500,000) 21.4%

Metropolitan area (population 50,000
to 500,000) 26.9%

Non-metropolitan commumity (population
less than 50,000 within 50 miles of
metropolitan area 30.3%

Rural community (population less tham ,
50,000) more than 50 miles from a
metropolitan area

5.- No response

Quotes from Site Directors' Questionnaire

Mass. Senior Center

The Humanities program has offered us enrichment through
guided discussions which would otherwise never have occurred.
To my amazement, interest in the series has continued which
definitely indicated participants need and want this kind of
mental stimulation. Without colleges or even a movie theater
in town, our resources are definitely limited. Furthermore,
the price of materials is wonderful as well as being of good
quality. Thank you for making this possible. We hope our
good fortune will continue and that your program grows soO that
all matured adults will have access to - 3
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NY Nursing Home

This has been an outstanding program at our institution.
The patients look forward to the weekly sessions. The group
has developed an identity. They interact as individuals both
as group members as well as now moving on out to relate to
members outside of the group. They no longer rely on support
Systems to get them to the meeting - they negotiate the ele-
vators by themselves or arrange their own assistance. They
tell us that they look forward to "their" Wednesdays. It's
the best part of the week.

PA Senior Center

We have been successful in conducting Humanities programs
using retired teachers and qualified Seniors (as volunteers) to
teach the programs. Some o? the classes we held are: French,
Local History and the Steel Titan - Charles Schwab. We also
took a field trip to the Schwab Estate in Loretto, Pa. and there
we had a tour of the grounds. We hope to get into American
Literature and English Grammar in the future.

IN Senior Center

Being a rural agency we have started using .the SCHP units
with our isolated elderly who participate in the homebound day
activities. This is done by a program aide or volunteer work-
ing with the isolated person on a one-to-one basis. It has
been very well received by those who have participated in this
use of the -units. Also, being a small rural county, funding
is limited for us and being able to use the units and tapes
of the Humanities program enabled us to start discussion groups
and the homebound study program.




NEBRASKA

West Point
Neligh
Milford
Norfolk
Stanton
Pilger
Cearmey
Elgin
Clarks
Hemingsford
Walthill

e

MICHIGAN

Portage Lake
Northland
Iron Mountain

OHIO

Toledo

St. Martin
Hillsboro
Georgetown
Willmington

Belle Fontaine

Mt. Orab
West Union
Ganeville

SOUTH DAKOTA

Langlord
Britton
Watertown
Ft. Sisseton
Kidder

COLORADO

Agate
Simla
Matheson
Limon
Hugo
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AR PROJECT

COLORADO (continued)

Bailey
Genoa
Trinidad
Lamar
Walsenburg
Kiowa
Rocky Ford

North Dakota

Valley City
Mandan
Montpelier
Velva

Wing

Rock Lake
Ruso

Minat
Langdon
Donnybrook
Osnabrook
Binford
Turtle Lake
Jamestown
Garrison
Powers Lake
Enderlin
Carpio
Whitmen
Oberon
Lorimore
Whapeton
Kenmore
Lamoure
Glenburn
Bismark
Max
Maddock
Hannah
Fessendeu

INDIANA

Walcott
Brookston
Mortinsville
Star City




OREGON

Athena
Pendelton

MINNESOTA

Wheaton

Marshall
Clarkfield
Balaton

Thief River Falls

NEW MEXICO

Tucumeca
Clovis i
Carlsbad
Portales
LasCruces

IOWA

Toledo
Oelwein
Clutier

PENNSYLVANI&

Fannetsburg
0il City
Clarion

MONTANA

Big Sandy
Ft. Benton
Great Falls
Haure
Inverness
Rudyard

TEXAS

Midland
Odessa
Tulia

Big Spring

UTAH & IDAHO

Hooper

Ray ,

Agden

Logan

Idaho Falls, ID

OKLAHOMA

Tecumseh

WISCONSIN

Verona
Mondovi
Independence
Stevens Point
Eauclaire
Tomah
Menomonie
Wausaw

Rice Lake
Black River Falls
Durand

New Richmond
Baraboo -
Glenwood City
Chippewa Falls
Biroqua
Marshfield
Platteville
Reedsburg

KANSAS

Garden City
Kinsley
Great Bend
Belleville
Strong City
Larned
Hayes

Onaga
McPherson
Burdett
Smita Center
Greensburg
Mankota




ALASKA
Anchorage
ARIZONA

Casa Grande
Glendale
Sedona

Sun City
Tucson

ARKANSAS

Cherckee Village
Gurdon
Harrisburg

Hot Springs
Little Rock
Magnolia

Warren

CALIFORNIA

Berkeley
Bolinas
Burlingame
Calimesa
Davis

El Cerrito
Fallbrook
Foster City
Friant
Xensington
King City
Laguna Hills
Long Beach
Loomis

Los Angeles
Modesto
Fasadena
Pinedale
Fomona

FPa Navional A fairs qﬂ-u.-

1800 K Street, N.W ., Washingion. D.C. 20006

(2021 833-8595
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Foreign rolicy Association

CALIFORKIA (continued)

Riverside

San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francisco
Santa Barbara
Santa Monica
Santa Rosa
Saratoga
Sonoma
Thousand Caks
Walnut Creek
Whittier

COLORADO

Boulder
Colorade Springs
Denver

Ft. Collins
Longmont

USAF Academy

CORKECTICUT

Bridgeport
Greenwich
Guilford
New Canaan
New Milford
Horoton
Riverside
Southbury
Southport
Stamford

DELAWARE
Wilmington
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Washington

FLORIDA

Clearwater
Deland

Delray Beach
Dunedin

Fort Myers
Gainesville
Highland Beach
Largo

New Port Richey
Orlando

5t. Petersburg
St. Petersburg Beach
Seminole

West Palm Beach
Winter Garden
Winter Park

GEORGIA

Atlanta
Coomerce
Decatur
Forsyth

IDAHO
Boise
ILLINOIS

Aurora
Batavia
Brentwood
Carbondale
Chicago
Glencoe
Glenview
Granite City
Highland Park
Homewood
Lake Forest
Morton Grove
Palatine
Pekin

Skokie
Winnetka

P4 Headguariers:

F
205 Lexingion Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10016

(212) 481-8450




INDIANA

Bloomington
Clarksville
Ft. Wayne
Granger
Indianapolis
Muncie
Plainfield
Terre Haute

I0WA

Davenport
Des Moines
Monticello
Muscatine

FANSAS

Abilene

Garden City
Overland Park
Shawnee Mission

K_EHI[)(‘K_:I'

Frankfort
Louisville
Richmond

MAINE

Ellsworth
Kingfield
Moody
Wells

MARYLAND

Annapolis
Baltimore
Catonsville
Chevy Chase
Cockeysville
Columbia
Gaithersburg
Kensington
Pasadena
Salisbury
Silver Spring
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MASSACHUSETTS

East Weymouth
Framingham
Mill River
Quincy
Springfield
Wellesley
Westwood

MICHIGAN
Bloomfield Hills
Detroit

East Jordan
Grand Rapids
Midland
MIRNESOTA
Cannon Falls
Cloguet
Hibbing
Minneapolis
MISSISSIPP1

Columbus
Hattiesburg

MISSOURI
Brentwood
Chesterfield
Lee's Summit
St. Louis
MONTANA
Hamilton
NEVADA

Reno

NEW HAMPSHIRE

New London
Wolfeboro

NEW JERSEY

Berkeley Heights
Demarest
Jamesburg
Kenvil

Medford
Montclair
Mountain Lakes
New Providence
Saddle River
Summit

Upper Montclair

NEW MEXICO
Los Alamos
NEW YORK

AFPD New York
Albany

Armonk
Bronxville
Brooklyn
College Point
Corona
Forest Hills
Geneva

Ithaca
Mahopac
Mount Kisco
New York City
Oyster Bay
Penfield
Rochester
Roosevelt Island
Saratoga Springs
Scarsdale
Shenorock
Sparkill
Syosett
Syracuse
Yonkers

NORTH CAROLINA

Asheville
Elack Mountain
Burlington
Chapel Hill
Charlotte




BORTH CAR A (continued)
srham

Fletcher

Foxfire Village

Fugquay-Varina

Hendersonville

Raleigh

Waynesville

Wilmington

O

Ashtabula
Boardman
Cincinnati
Euclid
Granville
Hiram

OKLANOMA

Duncan
Tulsa

OREGON

Ashland
Corvallis
Gleneden Beach
Neotsu

Otter Rock
FPortland
Salem

Vale

Allentown

Bryn Mawr

Carlisle Barracks

Coraopolis

Hatboro

Xane

Kannett Sguare

HMerion

Murraysville
Narberth

Philadelphia
ittsburgh
Stroudsburg

RHODE ISLAND

Cranston
Kingston

SOUTH CAROLINA

Florence
TENNESSEE

Knoxville
Memphis

EXAS

Dallas
Eclato
Houston
Richardson
San Antonio
NT
Brattleboro
Middlebury
Montpelier

Alexandria
Arlington
Charlottasville
Manassas
Roancke
Williamsburg

Davenport
Port Townsend
Tacoma

WISC
Hales Corners
Milwaukee

Neenah
Shorewood

9/27/80




GRANTS WITH RURAL OUTREACH

National Histdbry Day - Cleveland, Ohio

NEH Funding to Date:

1976:,%$,17,500 planning grant

1977: $160,000 OR

1978: $118,977 OR; $:44,602 G & M

1979: $254,141 “OR; “$506,716 G -& M '~ .
1981: $186,000° OR:to May Council

Number of Youth Participants:

Through 1980, 21,663 young people have participated
Anticipated 1980: 40,000
Total: 61,663

Brief Description:

National History Day encourages secondary school students

to research and prepare historical papers, projects and
performances around an annual theme. These efforts are
entered into contests, judged by history professionals and
rewarded for academic excellence. Contests are held at
district and state levels as well as a national contest

and thus involve large numbers of young people in rural areas.




98

The Museum - Michigan State University - East Lansing, MI

NEH Funding to Date:

1979: $2500 planning grant
1980: $78,000 OR
1981: $65,000 ®R

Number of Youth Participants: ‘5200

Brief Description:

Folkpatternsiis-a.cooperative effort-of the Museum at Michigan
State University and-the-Michigan 4-H Youth "Program” to explore -
local community traditional cultural patterns in relationship to
historical and contemporary trends. Michigan 4-H draws its
membership from all 83 counties in the state.
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Northwest Projects Office for Education Services - Portland, Oregon

NEH Funding to Date:

1978: - 2,Sdb.planning grant
1979: $21,380
1981: $34,481

Number of Youth Participants: 10,000 to date

Brief Description:  --.

Production and dissemination of youth activity packages on the
multicultural heritage of the Northwest region. Materials are
used by youth leaders throughout that:area.
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YWCA of Oklahoma City - Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

NEH Funding to Date:

1980: $23,/33T

Number of Youth Participants: 660

Brief Descriptiod: .. _---v...

Teen women from a largely rural population “investigate women's
contributions to the professions and w§ll create a slide presenta-
tion and project manual to be distributed to 50 YWCA's throughout
the country. Additional youth will be reached through program
fairs in Oklahoma City.
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Mr. Durrey. Many of these are similar to the projects Dr. Lyman
mentioned in his presentation; they serve a wide public through a
national program.

Mr. Yares. They are national and serve all communities in the
country.

Tell me how you happened to select these. These are referred to
as selected grants. Who selected them and how, and what stand-
ards did you use?

Mr. Durrey. We asked the members of our various divisions to
pick grants that were typical of grants made—in this particular
case—to an institution in an urban area which essentially had a
large rural constituency or in which the project had to do with the
theme of rural life—the American farm, for example.

The effort was to find grants that were representative, because
we were covering here 3 fiscal years.

We looked for some geographical representation and some repre-
sentation of types of projects.

Mr. Yares. T looked at your budget and at first glance, it appears
that what you have done in preparing the three columns relating
to a 10 percent, 15 percent, and 20 percent cut is to take the 1982
request and just reduce it by a percentage cut.

Mr. Durrey. Generally that is the case, down to about 20 per-
cent—that is not the case in every example, but down to 20 percent
it is possible to do that without having severe administrative impli-
cations. It is below that point that we have to ask whether some
programs are being reduced to the point where it is simply admin-
1stratively not reasonable to keep them.

Geoff, would you like to say a word about this?

DEVELOPMENT OF REDUCED BUDGET LEVELS

Mr. MArsHALL. We applied that percentage reduction to the total
budget, but within the budgets for the separate divisions staff were
asked to take a second look at their programs to see if they should
be reduced across-the-board. That did not take place uniformly.

In the Education Division, for example, the total amount is re.
duced systematically, 10, 15, and 20 percent, but the amount of
that budget which goes to elementary and secondary education is
higher than if it had been derived from a simple mathematical
reduction, As the Chairman mentioned at our last hearing, it is
one of the areas we would like to sustain at a higher level.

Mr. Yares. Tell the committee why. I keep thinking of the large
funding that goes to elementary and secondary education from the
Department of Education. Why then do you feel you have to sup-
plement it to that extent?

r. MARSHALL. Our money is very different from that used in
the Department of Education. It provides, as you see, this amount
of $5 million a year. There are 170,000 school districts in the
Nation. And formula use of that money would not be coherent. Our
funds are designed to concentrate just on disciplines of the human-
ities, such as, history, literature, and languages, and make availa-
ble to teachers improved course materials or new knowledge. Most
schools are going to have the same teachers for a good period of
time; the population of students is not growing and teachers who
are now in the classroom will be in the classroom for a while. As
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new knowledge is developed in the United States, it is important
for them to come to that new knowledge so they can use it in the
classroom effectively. We have a series of institutes in the summer
where teachers come together to learn, for instance, local history.
There are some grants relating to the teaching of foreign lan-
guages, and so on. So, this amount of money is targeted specifically
to bring new information into the classroom in the disciplines
primarily of history, language——

Mr. DurrEy. Dr. Lyman chaired a committee that looked at some
models to help meet this need. There was a rather surprising
outcome from the report after the deliberations. We were specifi-
cally asked——

Mr. Yates. The committee would be interested in seeing the
report if you would make that available to us.

We have already read this. I did not know you were referring to
this one [indicating].

Mr. LymAN. One of the main things we had to say about the
Endowment is that in the past maybe it has underestimated its
impact in the schools. The fact that the amount is small is an
obvious indicator that the Endowment will not be supporting the
schools as such.

Mr. YaTEs. Dr. Lyman, what role will your Humanities play? Are
you in the nature of an oversight group for the American public
education system?

Mr. LyMaN. Are you referring to the Commission or the Endow-
ment?

Mr. Yares. I am referring to the Commission and the Endow-
ment.

Mr. LymaN. The Commission disbanded after publishing its
report.

Mr. Yates. I meant the Endowment. Is the Endowment’s func-
tion going to be an oversight function?

Mr. Lyman. I would think less that than a stimulating function.
I think Geoff Marshall has put very succinctly the kind of thing
Endowment money can do to keep humanities matters in the cur-
riculum where they tend to get downgraded at times by driver ed
and the like.

Mr. Yates. I am going to have trouble with this; I do not know
where the Department of Education’s line needs to be drawn. I
have had trouble before trying to determine where the line is to be
drawn between arts and humanities. Now I am having difficulty
determining where humanities are in education. I suppose that is
true of every activity in which we engage that has some education-
al force. What was determined as the result of the legislation
passed by Congress? Was it to be an activity of this kind?

Mr. Durrey. The Department of Education exists in response to
certain national goals, and administers activities that are essential-
ly entitlement programs.

Mr. Yartes. Under standards originally created by the States?

Mr. DurrEey. Yes, and it is called the Department.

The Endowments should be compared to national public founda-
tions created to stimulate learning on the basis of competition, no
entitlements involved, no ongoing projects, in the same way the
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National Science Foundation tries to stimulate certain other as-
pects of learning.

Mr. Yares. You are emulating the National Science Foundation
in its activities in science?

Mr. Durrey. Oversight is a word that troubles me—we think of
the agency’s function in terms of competition and encouragement.

Mr. Yates. Why do you find objection to oversight, because you
are looking at what they do and deciding perhaps there are areas
that need strenfthening‘

Mr. Durrey. In that context, I will accept oversight.

Mr. Yares. As opposed to congressional oversight, maybe that is
what you had in mind.

At any rate, we have your views on what the effect would be on
your various divisions. What do your Division Chiefs think about
f,}(‘,iS? They are more intimately connected with it, I think, than the

Sses. .

Mr. Durrey. Would you like to pick any of the divisions?

Mr. YaTes. Which is anxious to go first?

IMPACT OF 1982 REVISION ON PUBLIC PROGRAMS

How about the Public Programs, for example. Mr, Rabin, tell us
what the effects of the various cuts would be. First of all you are
faced with a 50 percent cut.

Mr. RaBIN. Sixty.

Mr. Yartes. I would just assume nobody would get more than 50

percent. Why is it you are the least liked of all of them?

Mr. RaBIN. As the Chairman explained a week and a half ago at
the last hearings, there are certain costs in the agency which
cannot be reduced neatly in half. Therefore, some of the programs
of the Endowment have to take a little more of a reduction.

Mr. YaTes. Let me find out first, what do you take your 60
percent reduction from? From the 1981 appropriation or from the
Carter 1982 appropriation?

Mr. RaBiN. From the 1981 budget, it is a 60-percent reduction;
from the Carter budget, a 64-percent reduction.

Mr. Yares. All right, go ahead. Tell us how this would help you.

Mr. RABIN. Let me start with the consequences of the largest cut.
In the Division as a whole, cumulatively, it would have a rather
dramatic effect on approximately 215 grants that currently exist in
a planning stage across the division in media, museums, public
library work, particularly the early initial work, which then goes
on to seek additional funding from the Endowment and other
sources.

Mr. Yates. You have three basic programs—the media, muse-
ums, and libraries. What would be the effect on the media?

Mr. RaBiN. The media program——

Mr. Yares. For 1981, we see an estimated number of 273 grants
for the public, and under media, there would be 78 grants.

Mr. RaBiN. That is correct.

Mr. Yates. These are 28 percent funded for this fiscal year,
correct?

Mr. RaBiN. Twenty-eight percent of all applications.

I;f[zr Yares. Now 1982, the effect of that would be to reduce the 78
to 42.
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Mr. Rasin. That is correct.

Mr. Yates. This would be 13 percent.

Now what are we talking about? What is this in tangible pro-
graming? Media, are these the public broadcasting television pro-
grams?

Mr. RaBIN. Mr. Chairman, all our grants through media are
offered free of charge by condition of the grant to public television
or public radio as a noncost further means of distribution.

In the media program, at the current budget that is before you,
$8.4 million in the Division, there would be no production support
for future major television series such as Odyssey.

Mr. Yares. Nova?

Mr. RaBiN. Nova had received support, Odyssey, Hard Choices,
which covered biomedical concerns, moral questioning; American
Short Stories, not that it is in as a proposal, but if it were to come
in next year, it would be impossible to support it. There are a
number of single important programs, a program that screened last
night at the National Archives called “Image before My Eyes,” it
would have difficulty.

Mr. YaTes. This is on people in Poland before the Holocaust?

Mr. RaBiN. That is right.

An important work by two women who live in Missoula, Mon-
tana, received a grant for a production called Heartland about
ranch life in Montana and Wyoming. That program would not be
made if it came in as an application in the next year.

No television series would be able to be supported. We would be
able to provide some limited support to some single programs.

In radio it is possible no major series, such as the F. Scott
Fitzgerald program and some on Twentieth Century Theater,
would be funded; they would be unlikely to receive anything other
than symbolic support.

Mr. YaTes. What would be produced?

Mr. RaBIN. There would be funding for some individual, shorter
documentary specials of approximately 1 hour in length. There
would perhaps be a contribution toward 10 or 12 of those. There
would be some very limited support for a few planning grants in
areas yet underexposed in the humanities, such as philosophy and
linguistics.

Mr. Yates. These kinds of programs are expensive.

Mr. RaBin. They cost more to make, but they have a life and a
use that makes them a very cost-effective type of work. The initial
outlay is more expensive than some other kinds of projects.

Mr. Yates. But probably most effective. More people see these
programs.

Mr. RaBiN. Almost all the projects we have been able to help
have a life of at least 10 to 20 years, at least.

MUSEUMS AND HISTORICAL ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. Yates. Let us talk about museums, now. You have 151
grants which reflects 39 percent of the applications and for 1982
that would be reduced from 151 to 73, or 16 percent.

Now what does this mean in terms of museum programs?

Mr. RaBIN. It means that some of the major and new areas of
support for museum work would take a nosedive.
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Mr. YATEs. Give us examples.

Mr. RaBiN. There would be a very sharp reduction in interpre-
tive exhibitions. I will give you an example of a type of grant that
would be hard to make in the future. The Field Museum in Chica-
go is able to present an exhibit on Eskimo life and culture with our
temporary support. It is a very expensive type of work. It is unlike-
ly that that kind of project, though it has a lasting value, would be
made.

Mr. Yates. Did you support The Great Bronze Age of China?

Mr. RaBin. Yes.

Mr. Yares. Would that be possible?

Mr. RaBIN. At a reduced level, because it has a traveling ele-
ment. The temporary interpretive exhibitions that do not travel—
they are at one site, local or small would be hard to sustain and it
would be hard to support very many of them.

Mr. Yates. Did Humanities also provide funding for the Egyp-
tian show?

Mr. RABIN. Yes.

Mr. Yates. That show was probably the most popular show ever
held in any public museum in the country, was it not?

Mr. RaBiN. We were one of, or the principal supporter of——

Mr. YaTes. Could that show be shown now?

Mr. RaBin. No. Some very small parts of that might.

Mr. YaTes. What would the Council do with limited funding and
faced with a series of shows such as The Great Bronze Age at the
same time as they had the Egyptian show? Does it make sense to
have one show a year and use all your funds for one show? What
happens to the other museums if you do something like that?

Mr. RaBIN. That is always the question, does it make sense to
support one major exhibition with a national potential? Does it
make sense to fund one major television series and use up your
funds in that way? I would think not.

Mr. Yates. I think there is a difference. The museums are a
permanent constituency which live on funding from year to year. |
can understand why you would have to provide funds to support
them from year to year, whereas choosing a television show or not
is not a matter of life or death, whereas funding for museums
might make the difference as to whether they are open for a full
week or not.

Is that a correct interpretation?

Mr. RaBiN. It is of a kind, since our work is to develop certain
ideas by those who make radio and television programs. It is clear
if there is no money, then one could hypothetically say, those ideas
can just wait. In the same sense that it is not possible, to put it a
little more harshly, it is not possible for the public to know about a
range of areas at this time through NEH-supported projects. Per-
haps 5 years from now, it will be important.

Mr. YATes. What else shall we say about museums that we have
not said?

Mr. RABIN. A great deal of the basic planning for particular
ideas and self-study—self-study of the holdings of museums so they
can get on with other kinds of interpretive work without calling on
us—would have to be canceled.

Mr. Yates. Give us an example.
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Mr. RaBIN. May I ask Cheryl McClenney, Assistant Director for
the museum program to speak to that.

Ms. McCLENNEY. We gave 23 grants to State historical societies a
couple of years ago, because we felt the State historical societies,
given the opportunity to take a look at their public humanities
program, would be able to strengthen the programs they delivered
to the public. These are very modest grants of $15,000 to $20,000,
and they have made a tremendous difference in the directions that
those institutions have taken. They have developed very aggressive
public humanities programing since then. These are the kinds of
grants we simply would not be able to give. It has a rippling effect
in turn of taking away from the public the kinds of strong public
prgﬁraming that these types of State institutions can deliver.

r. YATES. Can you give us an example of what you mean?

Ms. McCLennEY. The New Jersey Historical Society is located in
Newark. By its own admission it was an insulated and isolated
historical society in an urban setting. The community was not
aware of that historical society nor was it interested in the work it
was doing. In turn, the historical society was not interacting with
its own community. What it decided to do through a self-study was
to take a look at its role with the community. As a result of this, it
set up genealogical programs, it began to make its facility available
to the public. It now has very aggressive public programing where-
by the public gets access to its facilities, its archives, its libraries; it
has set up programs more related to the community in which it is
located. As a result, the New Jersey Historical Society has an
entirely different reputation in Newark.

Mr. YaTes. Do you mean good?

Ms. McCLENNEY. Very good.

Mr. Durrey. I have one more thing as to media and museum
projects.

The Chinese Bronze show received the largest corporation sup-
port, from Coca-Cola Co. In each case, the bringing of the concept
to the point where it was a viable project, all the basic background
work, was supported by the Endowment. I would be prepared to
say that corﬁorations should not be required to do the early work.
They have shared with the funding of implementing these plans in
a major way on these projects, but the projects would not get off
the ground without Endowment support.

PRIVATE SUPPORT OF THE HUMANITIES

Mr. Yates. I am glad you brought this up. I was thinking of this
problem yesterday as I reviewed some material. It seems to me
what we have in connection with the proposed reduction in the
funding of the arts and the humanities and the rationale of the
Administration in proposing such a drastic reduction is establish-
ing what in many minds seems to be a confrontation between
public giving and nonpublic giving. I do not think that is the case
at all. T think what you have here is really a very fine partnership
in existence as a result of the public programs under which the
Government establishes what can only be described as a minimum
initial concept to which the corporate and the business community
rallies around and provides the kind of funding necessary to bring
a particular project into being.
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Mr. DurFFEy. A few years ago the question was raised as to ethnic
studies in the United States, about whether it is possible to bring
the best scholars in the country to work on that particular subject.
The Rockefeller Foundation made a relatively small grant and
demonstrated there was interest that the project could be con-
ceived. It would be unrealistic for the Rockefeller Foundation to
have been expected to carry the whole project. The Endowment
carried it from that point and produced the Encyclopedia of Ethnic
Groups, which was awarded a scholarship prize last year. The
interesting thing about it is that it has received a great deal of
popular attention and within a year or two will be a standard
reference book in high schools and public libraries all over the
United States.

That was a case, in a sense, where the Government played the
other role. So, I think it works both ways.

Mr. YaTes. Let us take a look at a program in which you have
participated called “It’s Your Business” dated April 25-26, put on
by the Chamber of Commerce of the United States. Among the
participants is Mr. Schmerz of Mobil, Mr. E. G. Marshall, the actor,
then Dr. Lesher of the Chamber and you, Mr. Duffey. You are
talking about the budget cuts, and Mr. Schmerz said:

Well, first of all, we gained something tremendous, and that's getting the govern-
ment out of the business of funding the arts. I just don’t think that that’s an
appropriate role for the government, and I would favor an ultimate phase out of the
entire government role.

Secondly, I think that vast amounts of this money now go to the arts bureaucracy,
and don’t go to artists. We have an arts bureaucracy in government, we have an
arts bureaucracy in all the big museums, and performing groups. They spend all

their time filling out forms to get government grants—so that there is an enormous
opportunity just to save money without affecting actual artwork at all,

How do you get a business grant? Do you not fill out a form? Can
you tell me?

Mr. RaBIN. It depends on whetheb it is small business or not.

Mr. Yartes. Somebody has to ask or to fill out a form, or make a
phone call. At some level, somebody who works for a business has
to pass that on to a higher level and say this is what is passing. I
do not understand this business about filling out more forms to get
more grants as though the grants came like manna from heaven.

Then he says:

Thirdly, I think that with 90 percent of the money coming from the private
sector, there's really no great problem in continuing the great tradition of private
support for the arts in this country.

Mr. MarsuaLL. Well, when you say ‘government involvement,” you don’t mean
that government is controlling what sort of programs are being funded. Now, I'm a
trustee of the Westchester Arts Council, and we have a capitation funding basis—50
cents per head. And we have, through out local communities and on the county
level, started art galleries, children's theaters, chamber orchestras, dances, things
for senior citizens—we have done that on the local level. No one is dictating to us
what we do with that money.

Mr. ScumerTz. But your colleague, Mr. Duffey, to some extent, is making artistic
decisions as to what he will support on behalf of the government and what he won't
support on behalf of the government.

Somebody in business has to do that in business, do they not, Mr.
Duffey?

Mr. DurrEy. I tried to point that out.

Mr. YAaTes [reading).
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Secondly, the money that is coming from Mr. Duffey and its sister agencies is

going in to organizations that are providing opportunity for people who can well
afford the tickets to go to those activities.

How many millions did you get for the Egyptian exhibit?

Mr. RaBIN. About 7 million people.

Mr. DurreEy. There were great numbers of school children. At
some of the museums there was no charge at all, and at others the
charge had to do with the cost of security.

Mr. Yates. Then Mr. Schmerz continues:

My thesis is that arts groups, just like everybody else, ought to make it in the

marketplace. If there's not a market out there for them, I don't think they should
be funded by the government.

I keep thinking of William Faulkner, whose early novels were
rejected at the marketplace.

IMPORTANCE OF FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR HUMANITIES

Then Mr. Duffey says:

1 think what you say about the role of the Endowments is absolutely right—but is
it safer to have this completely in the role of the corporations? I think that what we
need is kind of a partnership. Corporations are just as liable as individuals to abuse
that opportunity as the government.

Mr. Yates. And Mr. Schmerz should have said, “touche,” at that
point, should he not? It was Mr. Schmerz or someone in Mobil who
tried to persuade the Public Broadcasting Service not to show
“Death of a Princess” and to its everlasting credit, the PBS said,
“No, we are committed to show it even though Mobil happens to be
one of the largest contributors to PBS.

Mr. Duffey says.

We need a check—at least I have to answer before Congress and the public for the
fairness and equity of my decisions, and I have to consult the wide community on it.

I suppose I will leave this for another time, but at the same time,
Ehe;;e is this partnership, and I agree with you, there is a role for

oth.

Mr. Durrgy. I think, Mr. Chairman, as we brought out in our
last hearing, the most dangerous aspect of the corporation, even a
governmental corporation, as I understand it, is the theory that
this quasi-corporation will be gathering in the money from the
private sources and then determining how it will be spent. It seems
to me that concentrates authority in a way that is dangerous.
Whereas now with the pluralism, there has to be a kind of match-
ing or response from two or three sectors before a project, major
project gets off the ground and that, it seems to me, is a kind of
safety check on the Endowment in terms of arbitrary behavior, and
on the corporation as well.

What troubles me about the idea being floated around by the
corporations is that we are talking about concentrating all that
decision-making and having it administered by—it seems to me
what Mr. Schmerz may be arguing for is corporate culture, an
overview by business as to what it considers to be proper in the
field of arts and humanities. I think that is inappropriate. A corpo-
ration has a primary responsibility to its stockholders rather than
to the public, and I think the courts have taken that position as
well. I think there is room for both, for participation by the Gov-
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ern{nent and by the community, and I think it is working out very
well.

Mr. Yates. In the corporation that has funded the programs on
the PBS. Do you break into the commercial networks at all? I
never see any reference to you on the commercial networks. Is that
because you do not choose to go on commercial networks, or that
you feel the programing should not?

Mr. RaBin, We would love to see that programing brought up on
the commercial networks. The network circumstance is different.
On principle, they are loath to involve themselves in anything that
has Federal support, irrespective of the quality of the program. The
same is not true of local commercial stations.

Mr. YATES. As a matter of fact, that is one of the prime reasons
the networks and the commercial establishments support the con-
cept of National Public Radio and Public Broadcasting Service.
There is an outlet for programing which they do not think their
stockholders would like to be shown, and it is unfortunate that
PBS has had its funding cutback, because it is an important outlet
for the kind of programing that has graced it.

Have we finished with museums?

Mr. RaBIN. Yes.

Mr. YATEs. Are we in agreement that a partnership between the
Federal Government and the business sector is desirable?

Mr. RaBiN. Unquestionably.

Mr. Yates. All right, we have an agreement.

The next category is libraries; 50 percent funding——

Mr. RaBiN. They are much smaller grants.

Mr. Yares. For 1982, a reduction to 20 grants, which represents
13 percent of the applications submitted. There are too many fig-
ures here; you get lost.

What will happen to the libraries under the revised budgeting—
as though those figures did not speak for themselves.

Mr. RABIN. Any large grants to carry out actual projects——

Mr. YaTes. What is a large project?

Mr. RaBiN. The kind Dr. Lyman read for the record. The library
project which focused on the use of the single-room schoolhouse
which went through 18 States is a large regional library project.
That would be considered a large library project, with many parts
of the country sharing. It would be hard to make more than two of
those under the present planned budget.

Planning work by libraries to look at their budgets to see if they
can find ways of attracting others would be held down. Local
projects would be very hard to support, at least with other than
what I call symbolic funding.

Mr. Yares. I ought to put into the record the data that Mr.
Rabin has been discussing. That may go into the record at this
point.

[The information follows:)
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Mr. Yates. Thank you very much.

IMPACT OF 1982 REVISION ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Education is next.

Mr. DurrFey. Mr. Marshall had responsibility for that Division
before his change of position.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Marty is in charge now, but he is in Wash-
ington State.

Mr. YATES. Let me proceed. It shows that in 1981 you gave 75
grants, a percentage of 26 of those that applied under that appro-
priation. Under the revised funding in 1982, that would be reduced
to 49 grants, which would be 16 percent. Twelve percent of the
requested amounts were funded in 1981 and 9.5 percent would be
funded in 1982. Is that correct?

Mr. MARSHALL. On the elementary and secondary program, it is
divided between large projects which are national in scope and
small projects with a primary focus in an individual school district.
The obvious choice is to cut back on the large projects. We do not
have before us a list of those at the moment, because we do not
know what will come to us in 1982. But I can illustrate the kind of
project that would be difficult for us to fund in elementary and
secondary education.

The Bay Area Writing Project, which is now called the National
Writing Project, is one that the Endowment began to support sev-
eral years ago. What we have supported is the spread of that idea
and method of training teachers in improved methods of teaching
composition.

The National Writing Project is now in 80 sites in 37 States, so
that in the summer, primarily elementary and secondary school
teachers will come together to learn the new methods of teaching
composition.

That is very attractive to us because it is a national investment.

The amount involved is $170,000 to $200,000, and we will have to
make fewer grants of that size. I do not think this project will come
to us again. We would like to make others like this, but we may
not be able to afford to.
* We will halve, perhaps, the large projects that we can support.
We will try to sustain, however, on the other side of this coin, two
kinds of activities. One is extended teacher institute in which
teachers come together from a region or throughout the Nation to
learn more about a new subject, and at the same time plan curricu-
lum which they take back to their schools. It is a program to
design curriculum for implementation in the classroom.

The other thing we are beginning to experiment with and we
will try to sustain are practitioner grants not to exceed $10,000 for
activities in particular schools.

That is the contrast of the impact in elementary and secondary
schools.

Mr. Yares. Here you have pilot grants. In 1981, it shows 56
grants approved, 28 percent of the applications, and 27 percent of
requested funding; 1982, that would be 46 g-ants approved, funded,
for a 23 percent figure. That does not seem to be hurt very much.

Mr. MARSHALL. It is another we will try to sustain. The reduction
of each individual grant represents one less opportunity.
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Mr. Yares. Implementation shows 22 grants in 1981, 49 percent
funded, for 42 percent of the amount; and 1982, you would have 45
applications, 30 percent approved, with 21 percent of requested
funding approved.

What does implementation mean?

Mr. MagrsHALL. Those are the largest awards that the division
programs make to individual institutions. Those are for programs
to make substantial redesign or development of new curriculum in
the humanities.

I can give two quick examples: Syracuse University is redesign-
ing its general undergraduate requirements. Since that component
of education is largely in the fields of the humanities, we have
made a major implementation grant to support it.

In contrast, yesterday 1 was at MIT, where we have made a
grant. No new-faculty are involved; there is no change in material
needs. The grant is for a new subject area called “language and
mind” involving psychology, linguistics, and so on.

Mr. Yates. Under Higher Education, Regional and National, you
have 128 applications, out of which you approved 45, which 35
percent were funded.

Mr. MagrsHALL. This program is analogous to the elementary and
secondary program in some sense but for higher education. We
have the same quandary and same solution.

Mr. Yates. What do you mean by higher education?

Mr. MARrsHALL. There is no distinction, except we do not fund
proprietary schools.

IMPACT OF 1982 REVISION ON FELLOWSHIP PROGRAMS

Mr. Yates. Then we have fellowships.

In 1982 you anticipate even more applications than previously,
1,400. You will be able to approve 133 for 9.5 percent of the fund-
irlag. Give us an example of what that means, although it is pretty
clear.

Are these graduate students or beyond?

Mr. BLESSING. These are generally either distinguished or very
highly regarded younger scholars doing important original work in
humanities. In this program, we have attempted over the years to
fund just the very highest and more important work, and it has
run at about 10 percent of the applications received. Our objective
:n t}ﬁs program is to try to be able to continue funding at that
evel.

Mr. YaTes. What happens if you are cut?

Mr. BLessiNG. It is a situation where we would try to cut as little
as possible.

Mr. Yares. What would be the effect?

Mr. BressiNGg. The number of people supported would fall.

Mr. YaTes. What is the effect on scholarships? It is just that you
will not fund as many capable people or highly trained people in
carrying out research in their expertise?

Mr. BLessING. Yes; and that is true as well for other programs in
the division.

College teachers—this is in the record so I won’t reread them—
summer seminars and centers.
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Mr. MarsHALL. Excuse me, there is one thing. In this division at
the 50 percent level that you are reading, some programs disappear
entirely. I was afraid we might get past that.

Mr. Yares. Which one are you talking about?

Mr. MagsHALL. In Fellowships in order to sustain at a high level
the program Mr. Blessing was describing, some programs have
been taken out altogether at the 50 percent level. Two lines disap-
pear entirely.

Mr. Yates. Which lines disappear?

Mr. BressiNG. Fellowships and seminars for the non-teaching
professions and Residential Fellowships for teachers in smaller
colleges.

Mr. Yates. I have here a letter from Mr. Peter D. Shamonscy,
Director of the summer session at Columbia University, dated
April 8, addressed to Congressman Whitten, urging suppert in
opposing reduction in the budget for humanities.

My specific concern is the program of summer seminars for
college teachers which is part of NEH’s Division of Fellowship
since Columbia is one of the major institutions providing service
within this program.

One paragraph reads:

Most of the teachers who participate in the program work during the year in

extreme intellectual isolation in situations where personal study and interaction
with colleges of similar interest is virtually impossible.

For many the summer seminar is a program lifeline which re-
stores intellectual vigor and renews confidence in the common
enterprise of learning.

Mr. Yates. What else is there to say about the program other
than it won't be available for the people to this same extent.

Mr. Lyman. This is one academic program that has received a
major cut. It is a program that is very important. It is the one
program that we can cut back considerably without absolutely
compromising the achievement of the program’s objectives.

What will disappear is our ability to offer support outside of the
academic teaching profession itself,

The National Endowment'’s post-doctoral fellowship program is
very important and there isn’t any realistic likelihood for private
func}s to support this area of the humanities at the post-doctoral
evel.

The Guggenheim Foundation provides significant numbers but
the stipends are getting quite unrealistic in relation to cost of
living, and they have no way of raising money. They are an endow-
ment and they have to live with what they have.

There is a fellowship program in my Foundation that runs to 40
awards a year but we will not be able to increase that. There are
too many other demands on us, all of which are increasing due to
what is happening in the budget. So the Endowment fellowships
will not be picked up. No corporation is going to mount a program
and advance money to these fellowships. There is not enough in it
for them.

Mr. Yares. They might provide funds for science research and
fellowships out of which they might possibly receive what might be
described as a tangible benefit. I suppose you can argue that the
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humanities are tangible too but somehow they seem to be more
intangible as far as corporate purposes are concerned.

Mr. BLEsSING. Too indirect in their view, I think.

Mr. Yares. Thank you, Mr. Blessing.

IMPACT OF 1982 REVISION ON RESEARCH PROGRAMS

Let’s take a look at the first item of basic research. I remember
when we funded the National Science Foundation and funded some
of the government agencies, everything was basic research.

Now we find you engaged in basic research too. What is the
nature of basic research on the humanities?

Ms. BERLINCOURT. In basic research we support long-range col-
laborative research in all fields of the humanities, that has a
specific product in view. Usually these are publications.

Mr. Yates. Let us see what happens here. In 1981, you had 190
applications. You approved 55. You funded 25 percent of them for
10 percent in money.

In 1982, you expect to receive the same number. You expect to
approve 45 of them or 23 percent.

Ms. BerLINCOURT. There are several areas that will be hit. In
collaborative research we have been supporting programs bringing
scholars in from other universities. For example, at the Universit;
of Wisconsin—we have a program in American legal history whic
combines people from the law faculty and American historians,
and each summer scholars come from other institutions to work
together reassessing the major problems in American legal history.

That is an expensive project and it will no longer be able to be
supported.

An area that will be hit severely is our support of archeology.
We support about 20 projects in overseas archeology. All of that is
dependent upon NEH matching funds. They are made only on a
matching basis.

So with the reduction proposed for next year we would be able to
continue supporting only some of the ongoing projects and would
be undertaking no new projects.

Mr. YaTes. Are these editions on the Middle East and so forth?

Ms. BERLINCOURT. The Mediterranean and the Americas.

Mr. Durrey. Let me give two examples.

The Endowment has provided funding for the Cambridge History
of China. There are certain parts of the history of China which are
now being rewritten because we now have access to new materials
and, in fact, we have a new perspective on certain parts of the
history. Those kinds of projects would simply not take place.

. . _We have had in the United States a lot of scholarship about the
Middle East but until very recently it has been shaped by a kind of
missionary point of view. The only places it was taught until 20
years ago were places that had what we might call a missionary
orientation.

Now that we have a more accurate understanding of those soci-
eties in their own terms, with access to literally new pieces of
material with which to rewrite those histories and bring them into
clearer perspective, this kind of funding has an absolutely current
necessity.
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Mr. Yates. Dr. Berlincourt, you talked about the lawyers’
courses.

Ms. BERLINCOURT. A combination of law professors and American
historians.

Mr. Yates. You have a course to teach doctors humanities too,
don’t you?

Ms. BERLINCOURT. That is in the Fellowship Division.

Mr. MagrsHALL. That will not be offered.

Mr. Yates. So the doctors will go back to being inhumane. I
would hope the American Medical Association would take that one

up.

Let’s talk about intercultural now.

Ms. BeruincourT. The intercultural program of grants to the
national organizations to send American scholars abroad to pursue
their research.

We support the American Council of Learned Societies, the Com-
mittee on Scholarly Communication with the People’s Republic of
China, the humanities research undertaken by Social Science Re-
sBearch Council and the International Research and Exchange

oard.

Mr. Yates. For fiscal 1981 you have approved every application,
that being seven, at 76 percent of the amount requested. II)n 1982, it
is proposed of the same number of applications to approve all of
them at only 48 percent of the amount requested.

Ms. BErLINCOURT. What that means is that we are going to try to
maintain the activities but at a significantly reduced level. The
further ramification is that we will be unable to undertake any
new activities.

We had hoped to increase our exchanges to the African nations,
to the Latin American nations, and to China. That simply will not
be possible.

Mr. Yates. Is there a chance of business making up the differ-
ence?

Ms. BeruincourT. These grants have always been, in the past
made on a matching basis. Since 1976, the support from the private
foundations has been withdrawn and increasingly the Endowment
has had to provide outright funding.

In all of our awards we continue to make the combination of
outright and matching, in order to try to stimulate matching from
the private sector.

Mr. Yates. I read to you from your justification. Tell me whether
this is still true.

These programs have depended in the past to a great degree on private founda-
tion support. Increasingly, however, private foundations have reduced their support
in this area.

As a result, the number of requests to NEH for outright funds has grown rapidly
in recent years and is expected to increase as the private foundations retreat even
further from their past support to these organizations. While continuing to urge
support by the private sector, NEH feels compelled by this situation to be a main-
stay against dwindling support pather than permit the decline of a scholarly appa-

ratus and essential scholarship resources which are critical to the Nation's under-
standing of foreign cultures and traditions.

That is what you said before and that is what you are saying
now.

Ms. BerLiNcOURT. That is right.
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STATE, LOCAL, AND REGIONAL STUDIES

Mr. Yares. Let’s talk about State, Local and Regional Studies.

Ms. BerLINCOURT. This program will have a 57 percent cut. This
means we will not be able to accept applications from individuals,
only from organizations.

W‘;e will have to eliminate one application cycle per year and 1
think the effect of the awards will Ee that they will be concentrat-
ed in the established areas in the northeast and California where
there is a long history of work in State, local and regional studies.

This program has had in the past a remarkable record of grants
across the country. Let me give you as an example a grant to the
Southern Ute Trgge, in Southern Utah, for linguistics study, reach-
ing 1200 members of the tribe. So, we see that the less established
organizations are going to suffer in the competition.

Mr. YATEs. Are you talking about the rural areas?

Ms. BERLINCOURT. Rural, yes.

Mr. Yares. Too bad Mr. Murtha isn’t here to hear you say that.

What about Conferences?

Ms. BerLiNcourT. The Conference program is our most flexible.
We have in the past had three deadlines and this is for support of
scholarly conferences that are not ongoing, that are in the initial
stages of collaborative research.

The awards do not exceed $10,000. We will have to eliminate one
apﬁiication cycle and the rigor of the competition will be increased.

r. YATES. I notice you expect more applications; you will fund
fewer at a lesser percentage of money.

Ms. BERLINCOURT. That is correct.

Mr. YaTEs. What are Tools?

Ms. BerLINCOURT. This is research tools and reference works.
This will be encyclopedias, dictionaries, atlases, handbooks, such as
the Assyrian Dictionary, and the Harvard Encyclopedia of Ameri-
can Ethnic Groups the Chairman referred to earlier.

The effect in this program will be—we are supporting a great
many ongoing projects. You can’t stop a dictionary at the letter
“m,” so that our emphasis will have to be on trying to continue the
support to the ongoing projects and thus, support for any new
projects starting will be diminished very severely.

Mr. Yates. During President Teddy Roosevelt's reign, Congress
did not support sending the great white fleet around the world. But
he had enough money to send it to China and Congress had to put
up the money to bring it back.

I don’t know if that is an appropriate comparison.

What about Editions?

Ms. BerLINCOURT. These are scholarly editions. We are support-
ing the Mark Twain edition, for example, as well as editions of the
writings of Samuel Gompers and Frederick Douglass.

Mr. Yares. He is already published. These are works that al-
ready are in existence. Are these special editions?

Mr. Durrey. The Frederick Douglass papers have never been
published, nor been available.

Mr. Yares. I am sorry. I heard her say Mark Twain.

Mr. DurrEy. In fact, there has never been an accurate annotated
edition of all the selected works of Mark Twain. There are many
things out of print. Some things were published in journals and
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magazines that have never been recovered so the complete work,
Erepared as accurately as possible according to the way he wrote,
as simply not been available.

It is amazing, but that is the case, just as the papers, of course, of
a number of important American figures like Marcus Garvey and
even some of the Founding Fathers have not yet been finished.

Ms. BErLiNCOURT. Another example is Daniel Webster.

Mr. YaTes. Is all this in Editions?

Ms. BERLINCOURT. Yes.

Mr. Yates. All these would fall into this category?

Ms. BeErLincoURT. That is correct.

Mr. Durrey. They are long-term projects. We have been provid-
ing some support. I just recently 11300 ed at the Henry Laurens
papers, a very important figure from South Carolina during the
Continental Congress and Revolutionary period.

A great number of papers, not all of which will finally be in the
edited volume, have simply not been available in libraries in the
original; so that only scholars could get to them—and only a few
scholars.

Ms. BerLincouRT. I wanted in all our programs to point out that
we do in our long-range projects request that the applicants raise
funds from the private sector. Over the last three years the Divi-
sion has matched anywhere from five to seven million dollars
annually in gifts for all our projects.

Mr. YATEs. Publications.

Ms. Berrincourt. This is a title subsidy program to enable our
not-for-profit press to break even in the publication of a work that
is judged to be significant for the humanities.

In fact, the effect in this program will be—we have had just two
deadlines. It will mean that the smaller presses we are just begin-
ning to reach will not be able to survive in the competition.

Mr. Yates. What type of publication are you talking about?

Ms. BErrincouURrrT. Title subsidy.

Mr. Yates. What is a title subsidy?

Ms. BerLiNncourT. A publisher submits an application with a
projection of his costs OIP publication and his anticipated revenue.
These are usually print runs of around 1500. He applies for the
amount of money that will enable him to break even, It cannot
exceed $10,000 per publication. It amounts to about $5,000 on aver-
age.

TRANSLATION PROGRAM

Mr. YaTes. And Translations?

Ms. BErLINCOURT. This program is halved. We support the trans-
lation of significant works in foreign languages. These are intended
to bring these works to the general public.

Mr. YaTes. Give us an example.

Ms. BerLINcOURT. There is a recent translation of the Shiite
legal texts of the Moslems that is under way. We are also translat-
ing—from the Russian—the Alaskan historical records.

Mr. Durrey. Probably the major classic work of China is Journey
to the West, which is sometimes called The Monkey, a three-volume
work. It would be as hard to understand, I am told by China
scholars, the civilization of China without having some grasp of
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that work, as it would be to understand British history without
some sense of Shakespeare.

Yet, that is only now being finished.

Mr. YaTes. What is being finished?

Mr. Durrey. The translation into English. It was done many,
many years ago in French and the languages of Europe but the
English translation was just finished last year by a professor at
Chicago.

These are basic and in some cases very basic classic texts.

You may recall a conversation we had a few years ago when I
had some impossible names of Middle Eastern texts. You asked me
what does that one mean?

Mr. Yates. I didn't ask you like that.

Mr. Durrey. I remember turning to Mr. Cannon who said, “You
could say that is the Paradise Lost and the John Milton of Islamic
society.”

It had never been made available in English.

This project tries to make those materials available so we have a
more accurate understanding of certain parts of the world in Eng-
lish.

Ms. BERLINCOURT. It means that with the proposed reduction we
will have to set certain language areas each year that can apply.
We will not be able to accept applications from all languages.

We have had applications from 94 different languages and have
funded projects in 58. There is a translation currently of Islamic
peoples in Central Asia, a work that has never been in English.

Mr. Yares. Is this also the equivalent of Paradise Lost?

Ms. BerLINCOURT. This is more historical in nature.

RESEARCH RESOURCES PROGRAM

Mr. Yates. Next is the Resources program.

Ms. BerLINCOURT. Resources. That has two components. It sup-
ports the organization of research collections at research libraries
and historical organizations. It also has been supporting projects in
conservation and preservation. With the proposed reduction in the
budget we will have to virtually eliminate conservation and preser-
gia\tifgn, since we expect there would be only about $200,000 availa-

e for it.

Mr. Yates. Doesn’t the Library of Congress have a very extensive
program in this?

Ms. BERLINCOURT. It is not very extensive. They have one system,
as 1 understand it, but you have to take the volumes to that
particular piece of equipment that they have. There is no Federal
program.

Mr. Yates. Let's read from the budget justification.

If NEH funds were not available the special collections which are of particular
interest to students, teachers and scholars in humanities would simply not be
available.

Is that Resources?

Ms. BERLINCOURT. Yes.

Mr. Yates. I was told that tremendous numbers of German
records are molding and mildewing over in Archives and nobody is
doing anything about them and they are slowly being destroyed.
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Mr. Durrey. I have a problem of conscience in this regard, Mr.
Chairman.

Several years ago, before we made this presentation, you remem-
ber we came to you with an initiative in this area for a very
modest program.

1 went to a number of major foundations. One with some interest
in the area, the Mellon Foundation, was quite responsive.

On the basis of our willingness to make matching grants they set
aside some of their funds so that together we might address and
encourage more people to come into this area.

They have made their commitment and I am afraid that having
led them down the primrose path we will not be able to fulfill our
side of it.

Mr. Yates. Can you get the grant from the Rockefeller Founda-
tion?

Mr. Durrey. I know there will be sympathy there. I don’t know
whether there will be resources. It is a case of having carefully
planned both in the public and private sectors to at least make a
response.

Columbia, for example, under the urging of this concern, has just
established a training center in the United States where scholars
or librarians can get training in conservation.

It literally is a primitive field and one of desperate need.

Mr. Yates. Does this area also include the preservation of film?

Ms. BERLINCOURT. Yes, if it would be microfilm.

Mr. YaTeEs. Why only microfilm?

Mr. MagrsHALL. I think motion picture support is provided to
some extent under other auspices.

Mr. Yates. I didn’t know this was the same kind of category.
Quite frequently I find the humanities activities overlap the arts.
Haven't you discovered that?

Mr. MarsHALL. Yes, but I don’t think we are all preserving the
same objects in this case.

Mr. Durrey. Thanks to your prodding I would say there is far
less touching and overlapping than there was four years ago.
Indeed, I believe there is very little today.

Mr. Yates. Do you want his statement stricken from the record?

Mr. Durrey. We have discussed that around the table for some
time and I think we have made tremendous progress in the last
four years.

Mr. YaTes. The question of preservation of film is a very critical
one and there are so many good things on film, such as conversa-
tions with scholars. I saw a magnificent one with Professor Ein-
stein. Yet, that film is going to fade in time. There is no way of
preserving it.

I don’t know whether they put it on microfilm or whether micro-
film can be preserved indefinitely. Is that your function?

Ms. BerLINCOURT. No, our function is to preserve records for
research.

Mr. Durrey. While that is expensive it is a much easier process
because you can run the film through a machine at a very fast
speed and make a copy. When you have a book made with high
acid content such as the ones we looked at last year, that are
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crumbling, to open every page and microfilm it is very expensive
given the rising costs of silver particularly.

There are methods of taking some of those documents and leach-
ing out the acids so the paper does not deteriorate at such a rapid
rate,

Mr. Yates. Do you look for methods of better preservation?

Ms. BerLINCOURT. What we have been concentrating on is train-
ing programs.

Mr. Yares. Training the people who will be able to do this?

Ms. BeruNCOURT. Yes, and also to help archives and libraries
develop disaster plans in case of floods or fires.

Mr. Durrey. In the report of the Heritage Foundation a question
was raised as to whether we should be involved in this kind of
activity since it is scientific and technical.

Many of our grants go to enable scholars to determine what
ought to be saved, because we can’t save everything.

That job of making the decision of what is most critical to save is
essentially a question of scholarly judgment and much of our sup-
port in this area goes to that kind of thing.

Mr. Yates. Thank you.

IMPACT OF 1982 REVISION ON SPECIAL PROGRAMS

The first category of Special Projects is Youth which sounds very
attractive. What does that mean?

Ms. Huxrey. This is another one of the divisions where one of
the programs simply doesn’t show any more because it has been
eliminated entirely from the 1982 budget. That is Special Projects.

In the Division of Special Programs, that particular program was
called Special Projects.

Mr. YaTes. Give us an example of what has been eliminated.

Ms. HuxLEy. Special Projects was the program which enabled us
to respond to a project that cut across or fell outside other divi-
sions’ guidelines; if you will pardon the expression, it was the
safety net for the endowment.

While it has a very impressive record of achievement, we shall
have to sacrifice the unique in this instance to save basic support
for basic activities.

Some projects can be pulled apart and their various components
sent to other divisions for support. This may harm the integrity of
the project and the timing of the written proposals—instead of one
proposal. But they can be funded.

Other projects simply would have to be declared ineligible. A
project like that would be the Recording for the Blind project
which we have supported over the last several years. This program,
which is supported on a matching basis, involves the recording of
basic texts in the humanities for undergraduates across the coun-
try who are sight-impaired and also provides a cataloging system
that is accessible to them, so that someone who can't see can do
history or English or anthropology on an almost equal footing with
his sighted colleagues, at least at the undergraduate level.

That project is not eligible anywhere else at the Endowment and
we would not be able to support it without Special Projects.

These are one-of-a-kind projects—like the International Sympo-
sia—and we have had to let those go.
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Mr. YaTtEs. I notice in your justification you say Special Projects
supports the Jefferson Lecture. Does that mean hereafter the Jef-
ferson Lecture will come out of the Woodrow Wilson Institute?

Ms. Huxiey. I am not sure where that money will come from. It
will not come from that program.

Mr. DurrFey. Much of the funding from Jefferson Lecture is
raised privately but the basic stipend and some of the expenditures
come from this program.

Mr. YATES. Are you going to eliminate the Jefferson Lecture?

Ms. DurrEy. I hope not. That will be up to my successor. It was
such a success this year that I would think we would be even more
fzncouraged to continue it. We don’t have to have 50 percent of the
ecture.

We even picked the lecturer for next year.

Mr. Yates. Have you really? Is it confidential?

Mr. Durrey. Yes. The Council has made a selection.

Mr. YatEs. Science, Technology, and Human Values.

Ms. HuxiLey. That program is for collaborative work between
scientists and scholars in the humanities, to look at the ethical——

Mr. Yates. Including physicians.

Ms. HuxLey. We do deal with biomedical ethics very much. The
Encyclopedia of Bioethics was supported by the Endowment and
that has had a printing of 11,000.

Mr. YaTes. I interrupted you.

Ms. HuxLey. This program is a signal of the priority the Endow-
ment places on this area. I think Gerald Holton expressed it very
well the other night. Talking about the fact that 50 percent of all
the public policy decisions now deal in some way with science and
technology and yet on the one hand there is a scientific illiteracy
in the general public and, on the other hand, the expertise in
philosophical sorts of insights that would help to clarify the values,
the issues, the ethical issues, are also not there.

This program is an attempt to bridge that gap to create scholar-
ship which will help us to have a context for considering these
issues.

Mr. Yates. The Endowment'’s efforts in this area both separately
and in conjunction with the National Science Foundation have
been among the most comprehensive and consistent sources of
support for reflection on science and human values.

The Foundation has been cut back. Is this one of the casualities
of their program?

Ms. HuxLEY. Less so in their case.

Mr. Yates. If they fund it will their funding be adequate to keep
the program going?

Ms. Huxrey. Not with the humanities component there. I hope
the National Science Foundation and NEH have taught each other
something in the course of this program.

Mr. Yates. If they haven’t we need more humanities.

Ms. HuxLey. But there are two new programs which the Endow-
ment will not participate in next year because we don’t have any
evaluation. They were planned new programs. So while they show
great potential we won’t be able to continue them.

One is the Interdisciplinary Incentive Awards. This is to allow
scholars in the humanities, historians of science, philosophers, to
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gain enough scientific technological expertise to be able to provide
really useful insights into those issues.

The Sustained Developments Awards help people established in
the field to spread the word to new institutions and new programs.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Yares. What about Program Development?

Ms. HuxiLey. Program Development is the area that Mr. Lyman
mentioned earlier. At this level this program is designed to reach
new groups of the population to test new kinds of humanities
activities, to put resources together that haven’t been together.

We are going to have to pull back and support what comes to us
in a limited way from those institutions and organizations that
have enough resources to carry it forward.

A lot of the people we deal with now are groups that have the
network for the humanities but not the resources, or groups with
the resources and not the network. We help to get them put
together.

The fund-raising capacities of these groups are a real question
mark.

The National Council on Aging has had a project with us in
Senior Centers across the country. This is one of the things they
have produced.

[Booklet handed to the Chairman.]

Ms. Huxrey. You will notice the big type which I think is very
helpful.

Mr. Yates. Oh, it is big.

Ms. HuxLEy. These are courses for older Americans. They are in
nursing homes and in nutrition centers across the country but the
National Council on Aging does not have the resources of its own
to continue this, and fund-raising for this in the private sector has
not been that successful so far because the needs in this area for
older Americans are so myriad, particularly in medical research. It
is hard to raise money for this kind of educational humanities
programs.

That sort of project will probably be gone and also those within a
single State, as well as some of the large urban projects we have
funded. A project to explore the Italian-American experience in
Chicago will probably not be able to be funded.

Mr. Yares. That takes care of your category, doesn’t it?

YOUTH PROGRAMS

Ms. Huxiey. I don’t think I told you about Youth Programs.

Mr. Yartes. I thought you had.

Ms. HuxLEey. No.

That program concerns me particularly. We are trying to main-
tain both aspects of the programs: Youth grants, which are grants
directly to young people for independent work which Mr. Lyman
talked about and NEH Youth Projects, which work through muse-
ums, libraries, colleges, and universities.

Mr. Yares. Is this program about children?
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Ms. Huxirey. For children. It is training for them, getting them
to use the resources of the community in the humanities to do
extra curricular humanities projects.

Mr. YatEs. Give us an example of one of these.

Ms. Huxrey. I happen to have some more material here.

Mr. Yates. Good. I hope it is as interesting as your material for
the elderly.

Ms. Huxiey. This is a documentation history exhibition and
finally a film which was supported by private funds in San
Francisco on the history of the fishing families, the fishing commu-
nity in Santa Cruz.

A group of young people did this in conjunction with the Univer-
sity of California at Santa Cruz. This is a publication that they
produced.

Mr. Yates. What did it cost them to put this out?

Ms. Huxirey. This project cost us $8,400.

Mr. YaTes. How many young people participated?

Ms. Huxrey. Five young people did the project. It was for the
whole community.

Mr. Yates. How young were the young people?

Ms. HuxrLey. Nineteen to 23.

Mr. YaTEes. Are these the young people?

Ms. HuxLey. No.

Mr. Yates. Now they have finished this project, what will they
do? They did a good job. Are they still together?

Ms. Huxiey. I guess they are at the University of California
together.

Mr. YaTEs. Is that better than Stanford?

Ms. Huxirey. To do a Day on the Bay it is better to be in Santa
Cruz itself; because the project was in Santa Cruz.

Mr. Yartes. It is a very good-looking paper.

Ms. HuxiLey. It is an investment the Endowment is making in
future scholarship, giving these young people the opportunity to
really dig their teeth into some substantial work and to put it
together in a professional way.

Mr. Yates. I notice advertising in this publication. Where did the
money go?

Ms. HuxiLeEy. Toward the publication and towards the program.

Mr. Yares. What happens if your young people write a book and
that book proves to be a money-maker and even the movies want to
pick it up and want to pay $1 million for the movie rights. Tell me
what happens to the million dollars in movie rights. Do you get
any part of it?

Ms. HuxLey. We are waiting for that.

Mr. Durrey. We have written into many grants we make, Mr.
Chairman, certain royalty and profit provisions which Mr. White-
law can describe. These have been revised in the last few years.
The Endowment receives a return from any revenues a project
accrues beyond the initial costs.

ROYALTIES FROM NEH-SUPPORTED PROJECTS

Mr. Yates. What do you mean when you say you receive a
return?
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Mr. DurrEy. In the case of Encyclopedia of Bioethics we invested
about $600,000. I don't know that we have received all that money
back but we are probably on our way at the moment.

Mr. Yares. How do you receive it back?

Mr. Durrey. It comes back as a portion of the royalties.

Mr. Yares. Do you share the royalties with the authors? How
does it work?

Mr. DurrEy. There are different procedures.

Mr. SHURMAN. Sir, not every grant has royalty provisions in it.
Many of them do. I am not sure in particular about the Youth
Programs, but when we have royalty provisions they typically pro-
vide that 50 percent of the royalties will be retained by the grantee
for use in the humanities and 50 percent will be returned to the
government and paid into the Treasury up to the amount of the
grant; in this case, $8,400.

Ms. HuxLey. More often the money in Youth Programs stimu-
lates something that produces work later on. A young man, David
Lipset, was interested in doing a biography of Gregory Bateson. He
started the work under a Youth grant of $4,000. Three years later
he produced what we expected, which was an article, but he went
on with that and three years later published a book on Bateson
which was favorably reviewed and is now in circulation.

But that is not really the main purpose of Youth grants. It is to
get them started in understanding, to create the motive, the excite-
ment of doing real research, and to give them the responsibility to
share this in some kind of way through a community program.

We are investing in the future in this program.

Mr. YaTes. Who wrote your book for the elderly?

Ms. HuxLey. There is a group of scholars that edited that. Those
are articles, essays, poems, all kinds of writing dealing with a
particular subject taken from established authors.

Mr. Yares. Why do you draw a distinction? In the case of the
youth you let the youth do it. Why don’t you do the same in the
case of the elderly?

Ms. HuxLey. We do. Those readings are the beginning and there
are activities and work, further research which they are engaged to
do through a discussion guide for the leaders for the encourage-
ment of additional activities which the elderly can pursue.

Mr. YatEs. So well remembered.

In my day in college the young people used to put out a college
a}rllng,al, newspaper and a magazine and so forth. Don'’t they still do
that?

Ms. HuxLEy. Yes, they do.

Mr. Yates. Is that too limited?

Ms. HuxLEy. Those are not humanities projects. What we are
talking about is research and dissemination of humanities—histo-
ry, philosophy, and so on. Newspapers and yearbooks don’t qualify.
It may teach them better writing, which is also important.

Mr. YaTes. Which is a humanities project.

Where do you draw the line when youth becomes middle-aged?

Ms. Huxwey. That is a delicate question. Most youth grantees,
have been about 16 to 24, but we have had projects from young
people up to 30 years old.

Mr. Yartes. The line is drawn at 30?
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Ms. Huxtey. It has been .

Mr. Yares. Here you have one on page 92 which has a youth
project enabling young people between the ages of 12 and 16 to
record the dust bowl history through the supervision of the Adams
County Historical Society.

Ms. Huxcrey. That is a Youth Project. The Youth Projects don’t
go to the young people directly. They go to a cultural institution to
work with young people in developing a project; and the group
there is younger—elementary and secondary schools are typically
the beneficiaries.

Mr. Yates. This is like the YCC program using the mind instead
of the body.

Ms. HuxLEy. I guess so. One of the very large projects we won i 7
be able to sustain is something like the National Science fairs but
in the humanities. Kids locally put together projects working with
their teachers and with the libraries and historical societies or
whatever. It can be on any subject and the range is wonderful
when you see the national finals.

Mr. Yares. Is this like a 4-H program?

Ms. HuxreEy. The University of Michigan has 4-H involvement.
The museum at the University and 4-H are collaborating to doing
projects all around the State.

The opportunity to pursue it is very exciting, so the clubs come
up with their own projects, the museum helps them and they put
on the exhibits.

Mr. YaTes. Now, that completes the competitive grant program
section.

NONCOMPETITIVE PROGRAMS

Now we have the noncompetitive with Consultant and State
program.

Mr. MarsHALL. This is one of the Education Division’s programs,
Mr. Yates.

Mr. YaTes. Tell us about it.

Mr. MagrsHALL. The reason it is put here is that our intention in
this program is to make every eligible grant; so the success ratio
here is above 90 percent in most rounds; sometimes it gets a little
under.

In that sense it is noncompetitive.

The impact, I think, is obvious from the chart. We will be able to
make far fewer grants and they will suddenly become competitive.
We will have to develop a review process of a kind we have not
used before. These are small grants averaging around $6,000. No
new ones could be made.

Mr. YaTes. In 1982?

Mr. MarsHALL. Yes, sir.

M}:’\ :{ATES. What about the State programs? Who wants to talk
to that’

Mr. Gisson. If I may, with your permission I would like to speak
briefly about the nature and objectives of the State programs. The
State programs exist to serve primarily the Congressionally-man-
dated goal of fostering increased public understanding of the hu-
manities.
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It accomplishes that primarily by trying to bring the scholar and
the public together in discussion groups or discussions on films or
other kinds of small projects.

One of the primary goals is reaching hard-to-reach constituen-
cies, that is, those citizens, groups or individuals, who do not have
ready access to the institutions of humanistic learning, be it muse-
ums, universities, colleges, or libraries.

Mr. YATes. Do you mean people in jails?

Mr. GiesoN. Yes. There have been a number of projects that

"have occurred in prisons and we have even had a humanist in
residence in a prison.

Mr. Yates. Can the humanist in residence move in and out of
the jails?

Mr. Gisson. That is a condition of the grant—that they may
move in and out.

States are expected to analyze the needs and resources of their
State.

Mr. Yares. What is the nature of the grant in question?

Mr. GiBsoN. Primarily, literature appreciation and book reading.
A literary scholar went in and conducted that. In one case in
Colorado, through the study of some literature, the inmates actual-
ly produced a play as a result of the project.

Mr. Durrey. These grants were made by local State organiza-
tions in the States, not by the National Endowment directly. They
received the funds and provided regrants.

Mr. GiBson. They are expected to analyze the needs and re-
sources of their State, to draft guidelines consistent with that and
apply to the Endowment for a two-year award based on that analy-
sis. They state: here are our goals and objectives and here is how
we intend to pursue them.

In the current year, the State program involves regrants num-
bering approximately 5,000, at an average cost of approximately
$4,000, so we are dealing with very small projects that involve
citizens directly in cooperation with scholars.

Our best estimate is that there were 15,000 scholars who were
involved in public humanities programs funded by State commit-
tees during the last year.

In terms of the impact of the 50 percent reduction in funds, one
first should address the allocation formula contained in the 1980
amendments to the Endowment’s authorizing legislation.

That allocation formula would mean that with a 50 percent
reduction, the more populous States, such as California, Illinois,
and New York, would receive reductions of 65 to 75 percent. Cali-
fornia, for example, would go from slightly over a million to ap-
proximately $280,000.

A similar kind of reduction would be true for Pennsylvania,
Illinois, New York, Michigan, and so forth.

Mr. Yates. It couldn’t be a similar reduction for New York. New
York would probably get a much greater reduction because they
probably get much greater grants.

Mr. GiBsoN. No. The reduction I am speaking of, if we speak of it
totally in terms of the population formula that is entailed in the
allocation formula adopted by Congress——

Mr. Yates. I see.

80-526 O—B81——9
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Mr. GiBsoN. There is a formula which is somewhat detailed
which permits the Chairman of the agency a 34 percent discretion
after several other chunks of money have been allocated.

At a 50 percent reduction the degree of that discretion is reduced
to such a degree that we have very little power to respond to the
States having larger populations.

It is our best estimate that the number of regrants projects
would drop to the area of 3,000.

We also believe that program development and technical assist-
ance efforts to those hard-to-reach constituents, to smaller muse-
ums, less established libraries, and other groups, would have to be
sharply curtailed.

They simply would not have the administrators or program or
technical assistance resources to carry that out.

We believe that the types of institutions that would receive
regrants from State committees that would be most affected would
be the small museums and the small libraries and other such types
of institutions.

It is very expensive to undertake the kind of technical assistance
needed to acquaint those institutions and groups with humanities
programing and to carry them through the grant writing process.

We assume further that the types of projects would probably be
significantly altered. Since, as I have stated, those smaller projects
are administratively expensive even though they may involve citi-
zens in direct dialogue with scholars, it is still so expensive, we
assume that many of the State committees would feel obligated to
turn toward larger prepackaged projects in the sense that they
would tie in with a project funded directly by NEH and simply
travel it around or move into more passive ways of relating with
the adult public.

That can be traveling museums or exhibits that can be developed
in one place and sent throughout the State, or larger media pro-
jects in which they will reach more people. But these changes come
at the expense of the program format that has been intrinsic in the
State program in the nine- or ten-year history.

Finally, the viability of these institutions, which have only in the
last few years begun to establish an identity and gain the accept-
ance of the community, will be called into question.

Can one conduct for slightly over $200,000 a program that is
expected to serve 11 million people with the kind of public pro-
graming that does entail a significant degree of administrative
expense in order to attract those kinds of projects?

Mr. Yates. Thank you very much.

LETTER FROM M. G. LORBERG

I have a letter here that we have received from Mr. M. G.
Lorberg, Jr., Chairperson, Missouri Committee for the Humanities,
addressed to the subcommittee.

Gentlemen:

I am writing you pertaining to the 50 percent budget cut proposed for the
National Endowment for the Humanities.

While 1 am supportive of the Administration’s efforts to reduce Federal spending
it does seem that to single out the National Endowment for a cut of this depth could
be an error of judgment.
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When one considers the pur of the humanities and their vital contributions to
the strength of the Nation tl!:ne amount of money expended to support their pro-
Erams seems indeed quite modest. Particularly this seems to be true with the State-

ased programs which in the last few years have brought the humanities in contact
with millions of citizens who had had, indeed, very limited previous contact.

Various educational programs, media humanities programs, museum and histori-
cal organizations programs have been among the many popular among the State-
based programs.

Indeed, I would suggest that our current interests in our historical heritage and
historical preservation has been due in part to humanities projects from State-based
humanities organizations.

I personally believe it would be to all of our advantage to see at least some of the
proposed cut eliminated. If this action cannot be taken, however, it would be highly
desirable for funds to be redistributed within the National Endowment to permit a
higher percentage of the budget to go to State-based organizations.

Unfortunately, the National Endowment is not planning such action in that they
are planning to cut State-based organizations 50 percent.

My position is simply this. I do not criticize any action of the National Endow-
ment.

However, the type of grants made by the National Endowment are more costly
and are more limited in terms of people served.

In Missouri this last year the Missouri Committee for the Humanities provided
funds for 32 large proposals, median grant $5,359.00, for 52 mini-proposals, all
$2,000.00 or less, and for four proposal development awards, the largest $250.00.

All of the projects were well attended and in most instances by adult citizens not
in school. Comnpare these grants to a grant by the National Endowment in excess of
$54,000.00 to support the cataloging of rare books on microfilm at the Vatican Film
Library or a grant also by the National Endowment of up to $25,000.00 to support
the putting together of a bibliography by or about Richard Crashaw, a poet of the
17th century.

Again, let me point out that I am not particularly critical of these kinds of grants.
They serve a different purpose. It is just that with finite resources State-type grants
that cost less and reach more people should have priority.

Would you like to comment, Mr. Duffey?

Mr. Durrey. Perhaps Dr. Lyman would also like to comment.

Mr. YatEs. People are saying in light of the cuts more money
should go to the States.

RESTRUCTURING OF PROGRAM

Mr. Durrey. Let’s take the final conclusion of the author of the
letter. The criteria from my point of view toward discharging my
responsibilities cannot be simply the reaching of the most people
for the size of the grant. The importance of the project and its
significance also have to be reasons for using Federal funds for the
project.

In fact, more people are reached by the bibliographical projects
he describes than any of the projects funded in the State of Missou-
ri because they became available all over the country for years for
the use of scholars and others and they enable people to build upon
them in a sense and to do further work.

We should never make our judgment on the basis of only the
number of people reached. That is an important criterion but we
are not in that business. We are in the business of trying to do the
most basic things that support this kind of learning in the most
responsible way.

In the best of worlds we have both kinds of activity. We
shouldn’t have to choose one or the other and we shouldn’t have to
pit one against the other.

I think the concept of having all the work done by States or even
a significant amount more would be contradictory to the idea that
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we are funding national projects of national importance and fund-
ing them not on the basis of entitlement but on the basis of merit.

You simply can’t judge in one State the significance of many
projects—I think a lot of international projects would simply go by
the board.

Mr. Lyman. It is a difficult problem because this is one of the
cases where you are trying to compare things that are quite differ-
ent, but I would support entirely what Mr. Duffey has just been
saying about it.

I regret that the Chairman of the Missouri Council thinks it is
possib%re to make that sort of comparison. It seems to me the letter
is really simplistic.

Mr. Yates. I know this is a hard decision, The States are press-
ing for it.

Mr. Durrey. I can understand it. The legislation requires 20

rcent: We fund something like 22.48 percent and we propose to

eep that percentage in fiscal year 1982. I think many of our State
programs are just getting started. Some of them have developed
t}alxce(iient staffs and are administering good programs. On the other
and——

Mr. Yartes. I guess criticism is directed more to the arts than the
humanities. Their State programs have been in existence longer.

Mr. Durrey. Yes. It is very difficult. I think the States are
among those that will confront the most wrenching administrative
problems under the 50 percent cut, just at a time when they are
really getting their programs moving.

Mr. Gibson pointed out that the terms of the law would make it
impossible for us to respond with equity to the States as well.

CHALLENGE GRANTS

Mr. Yates. Let’s look at challenge grants and programs discon-
tinued in 1982.

In 1981, you had 285 applications for new awards and you al-
lowed 122. You granted 43 percent, 32 percent funding. There will
be no new Challenge Grants in 1982. All there will be are those
that are multiyear and already in existence.

Mr. Durrey. We will extend them for another year. They are
three-year grants and we will honor our commitments but more
slowly, and let next year go by without new ones in order to honor
the previous commitments.

Mr. YaTes. As I sense it, the Congress finds the challenge grants
a very good medium for raising private funds.

Mr. DuFFEY. An excellent program.

Mr. Yartes. It is unfortunate it has to be eliminated.

Mr. DurrEey. It is very unfortunate.

Mr. YaTes. Then, programs discontinued in 1982. You have resi-
dential fellowships down for no funding and the professions down
for no funding. What do you mean by the professions?

Mr. Durrey. These were fellowship opportunities on a highly
competitive basis for those who work in areas other than the
academic area—journalists who may have an opportunity under
these programs at two centers in the United States to work in
fields of history, in language or philosophy to enhance their skills
and background for their jobs; teachers in law schools who have an
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opportunity to study history or disciplines in the humanities, and
in medical schools—programs that have become well established
and are important but we simply do not have the funds available
and they will have to be discontinued.

Mr. Yartes. I propose to close the hearings unless you have some-
thing in addition to say. I think we have covered all of your
programs under various kinds of circumstances.

The committee will consider all the possible kinds of cutting
after the legislative committees have finished with their reconsid-
eration, if any.

Thank you for giving us the additional material.

FEDERAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS AND HUMANITIES

One of the things we have to consider is the future of the Federal
Council. Do you have any ideas on what the Federal Council ought
to be doing?

Mr. Durrey. I think the Federal Council has moved in the last
four years from in a sense only administering the Indemnity pro-
gram to beginning to function as an instrument of coordination,
and has made progress.

The future is suspended now until the Administration makes a
decision as to a new Chairman. I believe the Council has demon-
strated its usefulness and probably it will be even more important
the next few years as programs are cut or limited that some
agencies look to for the continuation of very important works.

We had a little conversation earlier about these editing of papers
of the Founding Fathers or other figures in American history.

One program, the National Historical Publications and Records
Commission, is simply gong out of existence. Those projects are
going to collapse. I think there is a very critical national need in
this area.

I would hope something like the Council will be there to identify
and coordinate between the agencies. That decision rests with the
Administration at the moment, Mr. Chairman.

(Ml:; YarEs. Does the Council have funds to continue beyond fiscal
19817 :

Mr. DurrEy. No.

Mr. Yates. Who will take care of the Indemnity?

Mr. Durrey. Such work as is necessary can still be done on
delegation by the Endowments. There was no formal budget prior
to 3 years ago and——

Mr. Yates. Did the Endowments take care of it?

Mr. Durrey. Yes we did, together with the Arts Endowment.

Mr. Yares. When you were last here did we discuss the proposal
by the Administration respecting the Task Force and a new organi-
zation? Do you have any comments on that?

Mr. DurrEy. I think what they are asking themselves to do is to
appraise what the Endowments have done and are doing and
whether what the Endowments were created for by Congress could
be done better by another kind of organization?

Mr. YaTes. Do you have any comment?

Mr. DuFrey. I think after 15 years the soundness of the Endow-
ment structure is well established. I don’t believe there is a struc-
ture that would be more appropriate.
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There are, and I suppose there will always be, policies that need
to be reexamined—trends that get established, constituencies that
get built,

As you know, it is very hard to uncouple a program that gets a
constituency. My impression is both Endowments did grow very
yap{ildly and that there are some programs that need to be reexam-
ined.

We have been working at that as we have been working at the
problems of administration.

I think what needs to be done is an examination within the
current structure. I cannot conceive at the moment, frankly, basic
changes in the structure that would substantially improve the
oiJeration of the Endowments. That is not to say there are not
always things that need to be done because of a reexamination of
the Endowment itself.

The questions we have to ask are the questions of need and
national responsibility. You remember in the early part of this
hearing we tried to talk about that.

In a sense we are not just responding to a number of people who
want something; we are responding to a sense we all have that
certain kinds of learning, certain resources for learning, are impor-
tant in a society like ours.

I think more thought needs to be given to those needs and then
to what the Federal Government appropriately can do to provide
some leadership for the private sector, some stimulation for the
States and local areas and to provide the support appropriate for

those things that simply will not survive in an open marketplace.
Not everything in life that is worthwhile is commercial or thrives
in the market.

As much as I respect the market system, culture does not always
do well in the market system—nor does education.

APPRAISAL OF NEH

Mr. Yates. I suppose the reason for my question is obvious. You
have been there for four years now and the nature of our govern-
ment being as it is and the nature of political circumstances being
as it is, I suspect this may be the last time you appear to advance a
budget before the committee and I would like to get your appraisal
of how the Endowments have worked.

From what you have told this committee and from what I sense
!;h};'oughout the humanities community, you have done a first-rate
job.
It is unfortunate that both you and Mr. Biddle have to consider
leaving. I assume the Administration may have others in mind it
would like to see fill these positions. That is why, as you leave this
committee, I ask you to tell us what you think the Endowment
ought to do or whether changes should be made. Perhaps you
might want to put that in the record. We don’t like to see you go.

Mr. DurreEy. The Administration has the prerogative of changing
leadership and that is probably a healthy thing to have happen
from time to time in any institution.

I have not begun to think about singing swan songs because I
have a few more months, but I appreciate the invitation to submit
something in the record. should time permit.
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Mr. Durrey. One of our programs which we've not discussed is
Planning and Assessment Studies, I think we ought to submit for
you some data.

Mr. Yares. We would welcome anything that you have to say
respecting the operations of the Endowment. We are very much
interested in the subject matter and in where it is going.

I agree it is a very important function of government to engage
in the kind of activity the Endowment is engaged in.

It is for any civilized government to try to find ways of living
better in peace and freedom and a necessary part of our life.

Your Endowment, I believe, performs the most important func-
tion in that respect. Whatever you have to say will be welcomed by
this committee.

Thank you very much.

[The information follows:]
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Impact of Budget Reductions on the Planning and Assessment Studies
Program

The Endowment's enabling legislation mandated for it a position of responsibility
for developing and encouraging the pursuit of "a national policy for the promo-
tion of progress and scholarship in the humanities" and for fostering the
interchange of information in the humanities. With the assigoment of full-time
staff to its Planning and Asse: 1t Studies Program in 1979, the Endowment

began to exercise these responsibilities in a more systematic manner, alding

the development of timely and reliable information about such critical material
conditions as employment of the humanities labor force and non-Federal funding
patterns in the humanities.

We note that the need for the kinds f information that the Program helps to
produce and disseminate does not diminish in such hard times as those the
humanities are now facing., The Hu ities in American Life, the study recently
completed under the auspices of the Roc ller Commission on the Humanities,
made extensive use of data derived from the Program's supported studies. The
task force recently appointed by President Reagan to examine the eral and
non-Federal roles in support of the humanities and the arts has also asked for
similar kinds of information.

The current year's funding for these kinds of information activities is $850,000,
and the original FY 1982 appropriation request contained $950,000. The revised
request would set aside $500,000.

With a program budget of $500,000 the Endowment would place highest priority om
maintenance of the existing data bases and research efforts already in place.
Specifically these include the studies on humanities doctorates at the National
Academy of Sciences and the Higher Education Panel of the American Council on
Education and account for approximately $300,000 of program funds annually.

Both are cooperative efforts with other Federal agencies. These projects, while
they do not provide a comprehensive picture of humanities conditions, do offer
a means by which interested parties--researchers, institutional administrators
and concerned individuals--can monitor and analyze developments in several key
elements forming the humanities universe.

Another activity which has been pursued the past two years is the preparation

of the Sourcel the Humanities, a two-volume, looseleaf notebook containing
statistical information on a variety of individuals and organizations in the
humanities community. The pilot volumes of the Sourcebook are now being
circulated and are undergoing extensive review in anticipation of the publica-
tion of the first edition approximately nine months from now. In a period of
limited resources, the availability of timely and reliable data is critical to
the planning functions of the agency and its constituents. Accordingly, this
effort will be sustained by the agency next year.
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Also under study is the nature and extent of private foundation support for

the humanities. This area of study is of particular importance to the agency

at this time given the planned reductions in the FY 1982 budget. must

begin to determine the extent to which N support complements private giving

and to gauge recent trends in foundation support if we are to enter into a more
active and informed partnership with the private sector. It is unlikely, however,
that the study will be repeated given the reduction in agency funding.

use of the need to support the above activities, funding would not be
ssible for large projects incorporating both research and dissemination
Fforts. An example of such activity is a grant of $543,981 made to the State
Washington for the purpose of developing research findings into effective
rational programs addressing the problems of the humanities at the community
college level. Mid-way through a three-year grant period the Washington commu-
nity college system can point to a wide variety of successful initiatives—-
including the development of some two hundred projects on individual campuses
aimed at revitalizing the humanities and the formation of a humanities associa-
tion able to carry on the project after funding is terminated. Humanities
enrollments in the community college system have increased by 12% at a time when
enrollments generally have increased by only 4%. Project participants from the
State of Was are increasingly being used as consultants at local and
national m i f those interested in humanities education at this level
And. several corporate and private foundations are, for the first time, being
attracted to the state's 27 community colleges.

Given the small amount of funds remaining after funding of the on-going data
activities, the Endowment will eliminate one, and perhaps both, of the two
unsolicited-application cycles which have been conducted in the past several
years. Although the review of unsolicited proposals has proven to be of con-
siderable value in identification of emerging proble: meriting the NEH's
attention, agency staff believe that limited funds can be most effectively used
if competitions are carefully designed and targeted--either by program
solicitations or requests for proposal.
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Mr. YaTEs. Mr. Reporter, the hearing is coming to order.
This is the hearing on the appropriation for the National Endow-

ment for the Arts for fiscal year 1982.

Appearing in support of that appropriation is the distinguished
Chairman, Mr. Livingston Ludlow Biddle, Jr.

Mr. Donald A. Moore, I don’t know what the A. stands for,
Deputy Chairman.

Ms. Tighe. How are you, Mary Ann? What happened to your
married name?

Ms. TiGHE. Not in the record.

Mr. Yates. And Henry Putsch. Where is Henry?

Mr. BiopLe. Henry couldn’t be here today, Mr. Chairman. He
will be here tomorrow.

Mr. Yates. Deputy Director, Office for Partnership. Now, Mr.
Biddle, you have a statement which may go into the record at this
point.

[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF LiviNGsToN L. BippLE, Jr., CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR
THE ARTS, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS

I am pleased to appear before the Committee, and to discuss the Endowment's

request for funding for Fiscal Year 1982,

his hearing occurs at a time when, as a part of the new Administration’s efforts
to reduce Federal spending, funding for the Arts Endowment has been scaled back.
This reduction occurs against a background of increased policy debate over the
future role of government in the arts,

For my own part, I think such a debate is healthy. There is no immutable law
that exempts any public policy issue from debate, nor should there be, Neither
government nor the world of the arts is static and their relationship to one another
is constantly evolving.

What I do believe very deeply is that the experiment of government involvement
in the arts, exemplified by the establishment of the National Council on the Arts
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and the National Endowment for the Arts, has been profound and profoundly
successful. By this I mean something very straightforward: that government support
for the arts in the last 15 years has stimulated a growth in arts activities of a high
standard of excellence in unprecedented fashion in our Nation, and that more of our
citizens than ever before have been able to avail themselves of these activities and,
thereby, enrich their lives,

Money, of course, has been important in this development. Endowment grants
have served as a catalyst to induce a whole new level of support for the arts from
non-Federal sources. But, perhaps, even more important has n the fundamental
statement made by our government in sustaining the National Endowment for the
Arts: That the arts are recognized by the Federal government as a matter of
important national concern. The importance of the arts in our society is increasing-
ly apparent, and the fact that the F(e]deral government has clearly recognized this
importance, I believe, is of inestimable value to our civilization, and its cultural
development.

The budget request of the National Endowment for the Arts for Fiscal Year 1982
is $88 million. This compares with a current Endowment budget of $158,560,000.

Despite a curtailment in funding, the responsibility of the agency remains un-
changed: to fulfill our obligation to assist the needs and the diversity of the arts in
the United States. Exactly how best to discharge that responsibility in a time of
diminished resources has been at the heart of an intense discussion among the
National Council on the Arts, the Endowment’s program directors and stan% and
numbers of experts and leaders in the arts community in the United States. The
purpos]e of the discussion has been to determine which areas of support are most
critical.

The Endowment has worked to devise a balanced set of recommendations to
present to the Congress by which we can continue support for most important
elements in our programs. Our guiding principal, therefore, has been to identify and
sustain those programs and categories which assist and promote:

Professionalism and excellence;

Organizations which produce art and whose primary concern is focused on
the arts themselves; zmdp

Individual artists.

In reaching its conclusions for proposed spending within this $83 million request,
the Endowment is acutely aware that quality is not necessarily a function of size.
Both large and small institutions make significant contributions to the advance-
ment of art forms and their availability to audiences. The Endowment is also aware
that through its assistance, there is a current flourishing in a variety of artistic
endeavors across a wide range of disciplines. The context of Federal support to the
arts is not the same today as it was five or ten years ago, nor has the world of the
arts in the United States remained static. Federal involvement has broadened the
quality and quantity of arts activity.

The form\?]ation of the present ﬁudget forces us to reflect on the realities of the
arts in America as we see them at present. Some areas of Endowment support were
nonexistent or hardly discernible only a few years ago—support to the folk arts, to
jazz and to American musical theater, for instance. And in these areas, Endowment
support, albeit modest, has made a noticeable difference.

t did not make sense to the Endowment or to the members of the National
Council on the Arts to employ a simple and binding formula of curtailment that
would apply across the spectrum of Endowment endeavors. An across-the-board cut
seemed inappropriate and ill-advised.

Rather, it seemed more sensible to balance, as best as possible, the claims of
competing priorities, taking into account the fundamentals of the Endowment’s
mission: the direct support of arts institutions and artists whose work is of signifi-
cant quality.

As a consequence, in the budget we present to the Congress for Fiscal Year 1982
for $88 million, the Endowment, with the concurrence of the National Council on
the Arts, is suggesting a broad retrenchment throughout most Endowment pro-
grams. Within these programs, some categories will not be funded in the coming
fiscal year; and in some cases categories are being combined to promote efficient use
of limited resources. The proposed budget greatly curtails support for Challenge
Grants, and provides appropriate resources to cover administrative costs that are
virtually fixed, given the nature of the Endowment's structure and procedures.

PROGRAM

Consistent with its past budget presentations, the Endowment has chosen to
emphasize regular programming support, and seeks funding of $57,835,000. The
programs are the Endowment’s essential building blocks. Within them they repre-
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sent support to high-quality arts organizations and support for individual artists,
the twin programmatic goals that the National Council on the Arts has advised the
Endowment to emphasize.

If one were to view the evolution of Endowment program support, one would see a
gradual build-up of funding, not only within the confines of a single discipline, but
across many disciplines. And if one were to view the current programmatic support
in fiscal year 1981, in terms of a circle, one would see, in fiscal year 1982, a smaller
circle, but one com ppsed of many of the same elements.

In general, the programs will be emphasizing direct organizational support, and
providing considerably less support for service organizations, for touring, and other
outreach efforts. Outreach efforts will necessarily fail in purpose unless the arts-
producing organization is sound artistically and financially.

One shoul? not conclude from this, however, that there will be little effect on arts
organizations seeking Endowment support for their home-based activities. Fewer
symphony orchestras, theater, opera and dance companies, fewer museums will be
supported and those that are wilﬁec&ive less funding.

me efforts, supported out of program funds and not as directly involved with
arts-producing organizations, will be eliminated altogether. The National Council on
the Arts has recommended the termination of funding entirely for international
activities, research and evaluation, programs aimed at helping special constituen-
cies, the intern program and the continuance of the Advancement effort, involving
the special building grants to emerging organizations of high artistic significance
and future potential.

Because the Endowment forward funds the Artists-in-Education Program, that
effort has been substantially scaled back in terms of budget allocations in fiscal year
1982,

TREASURY

The funding level of the Treasury Fund at $15,000,000 remains relatively high.
That is because the National Council wished to take advantage of the additional
leverage affect offered through Treasury Fund grants.

The Treasury Fund is used to augment Endowment program support, chiefly to

major arts organizations. Unlike project %'rants funded out of the regular program

account, Treasury grants require a three-for-one match. In general, Treasury Funds
are allocated to programs such as Music and Theater, whose institutional bases are
strong, and whose organizations have the capacity for meeting these more stringent
matching requirements.

Allocations of Treasury Funds, a separate part of our appropriation, are assigned
program by program.

CHALLENGE

We are requesting $2.5 million for the Challenge Grant effort. This decision does
not reflect a lessening of regard for this program, but rather reflects the ordering of
priorities within the confines of a limited budget.

The Challenge Grant effort is one of the most original, innovative, and successful
approaches employed by the Endowment to aid arts organizations in the country.
Rather than concentrate on a project-by-project basis, Challenge Grants are given to
organizations to promote their long-term financial stability. %he grants, by Endow-
ment standards, are large ones, and the matching requirements are even more
stringent than those required for Treasury grants. An organization receiving a
Challenge Grant must raise, as in the Treasury grant, three dollars for each Federal
dollar, but the funds generated must be new or increased levels of income or giving.

During the latter part of 1980, it became clear to the Endowment that a large
portion of the leadership arts institutions, for whom the Challenge Program was
originaly designed, had, indeed, received support. What was also clear was that the
initial grants had not exhausted the fundraising potential of these organizations.
Many of these organizations had been funded at less than optimum levels because of
the Endowment’s own need to stretch its available resources. The Endowment
believes that when sufficient resources exist, the Challenge Grant Program should
be opened again to these highly important arts institutions, so they may proceed
from one level of strengthened ability to a further level of greater service,

In Fiscal Year 1982, however, the stringencies of the budget are such that larger
allocations into the Challenge Program would be at the expense of regular program
funds. Given the choice, the National Council advised the Endowment to fund the
Challenge effort at the level specified herein, supplying a few, important grants to
worthy institutions.
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ADMINISTRATIVE

The Endowment is requesting $12,665,000 in administrative funds for Fiscal Year
1982. This is the only account in which we are seeking an increase, and it is
particularly important to explain the context of our reasoning.

As we have indicated earlier, after much debate, the National Council on the Arts
recommended a general retrenchment in the Endowment's programmatic ap-
proaches. It was not felt prudent to lop off programs carefully nurtured over the
years, or to eliminate in a wholesale fashion Endowment categories. This decision
was made in the context of how the Endowment's limited funding could have its
most effective impact on the arts in the United States. To put in another way, how
might the Endowment continue to provide support in the most helpful way to the
widest expanse of high quality arts activities in the United States, to the immense
growth olPthe arts whic% has developed in recent years through the Endowment’s
catalyst role.

There will be less money available; competition for grants will increase dramati-
cally. But the Endowment does not see any great slackening of the application load,
currently running at more than 30,000 a year. We do predgict a slight decrease—in
the neighborh of 12 percent—based on tightening various eligibility require-
ments in the various program categories. In the main, though, we expect the very
large volume of applications to continue in 1982,

khﬂt follows from this projection accounts for the administrative budget we are
seeking.

The single major item in the administrative budget is the cost for personnel.
Simply to process and review the enormous volume of applications received by the
Endowment in some 70 s{igamw funding categories that we project for next year
requires sufficient staff. The law—and equity—requires that such applications be
accorded administrative care and fairness in review. Economies in staffing are being
carried out. However, the reductions are relatively minor ones, in recognition of the
necessity for the Endowment to have a staff of sufficient size to cope with its heavy
ap’Flication load.

he other major item in the administrative budget is the cost of maintaining the
peer panel review system which is central to the Endowment's fundamental belief
that outside experts, not government staff, should make decisions on grant applica-
tions.

The Endowment has consistently been able to attract panelists of the highest
level, both artists and those with artistic expertise. The enormous prestige of the
Endowment's panelists provides the surest way to keep granting decisions on artis-
tic quality on as a high a plane of objectivity as possible, while insulating the review
process from governmental or bureaucratic pressures.

In sum, the desire of the National Council to maintain broad support across the
range of artistic disciplines reflects itself in the maintenance of most programs and
their categories. This, in turn, leads to a projection of a continued high level of
apFlications. necessitating a sufficient staff and review panel structure.

inally, the Endowment believes that in fiscal year 1982 comprehensive efforts
should be further developed to encourage additional corporate and private philan-
thropy in support of the arts. During the past several years, the Endowment has
worked closely with business and foundation leaders to stimulate deeper concerns
with the arts and added assistance. It is noteworthy that corporate support for the
arts has increased from $22 million annually in the first year of the Endowment's
life to a present total of more than $435 million. In order to enhance this partner-
ship between government and the private community, a partnership whose concepts
are basic to the Endowment's traditions, an expanded effort is necessary as the
needs of the arts grow year by year.

This effort will require adequate staffing and the development of appropriate
meetings; advocacy and planning with a variety of leaders who represent local,
regional and national concerns. The Endowment can continue to serve as a major
resource for these efforts, to address the increasing needs of a growing arts world.

I shall be pleased to answer any questions from Members of the Committee.

SUMMARY OF STATEMENT

Mr. Yares. Do you want to summarize it? Do you want to give us
the benefit of additional comments that you may have on what the
state of the arts is and looks to be from the National Endowment
point of view?

Mr. BippLE. I would love to do that, Mr. Chairman.
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I realize that you are under some time pressure.

Mr. Yares. Not for the arts. You may go ahead.

Mr. BiopLe. I would welcome the opportunity of just saying a few
words to the subcommittee because it is somewhat likely, I think,
that I may not be coming this way again quite in this way.

I would love to have a chance to give you a few perspectives that
I feel in my heart about the program and about its evolving, and
about where it is today and about the state of the arts,

I will be as brief as I can. As you know, I helped prepare the
legislation which created the National Endowment for the Arts
back in 1965, and I have been really with this endeavor over many,
many years.

The philosophy and guiding principles which developed this pro-
gram was that there should be a partnership, a special kind of
partnership with the private community, with experts in the arts.

And I think the reason for success and the reason for our doing
what we are doing today is related very directly to the kind of
involvement of private citizens in this whole endeavor, in our
panels and in our National Council on the Arts.

Members of that Council will be here with us during the hear-
ings in case you should want to call on them.

Mr. YaTes. That is good.

Mr. BiopLe. Bernie Lopez, from New Mexico, is here already. 1
think the Council and the Endowment have really succeeded
beyond all the expectations that we have in the beginning as a
catalyst, as seed money for the arts.

In 1965, the philanthropic dollar in the United States was sup-
porting the arts and cultural endeavors with about $200 million
annually. That came from the private community.

Then it was an amount that showed almost no growth in a
decade’s time. It grew from about $195 million 10 years before the
Endowment’s birth to $205 million annually at the time the En-
dowment was created.

And that no-growth factor, that static factor of limited private
support, I think, was a principal reason for the creation of the
Endowment, because it was perceived very clearly that private
support for the arts was not adequate. That something was needed
to stimulate development of the arts.

And they were still in those days considered tangential, they
were considered peripheral, they were luxuries that a few could
afford, but were not available to many.

But Congress gave leadership to the proposition that the arts are
of fundamental value to life. And I think this legislation that was
created owes a tremendous debt of gratitude to the leadership of
members of Congress who have perhaps been even ahead of their
times in perceiving how strong and how valuable the arts are.

And, Mr. Chairman, I want to say today how deeply grateful the
arts are to you and to this subcommittee and to the members here
for their espousement, their belief in this case.

I can remember when Congressman McDade was involved in the
very beginnings. I remember Congressman Murtha so well and his
espousal of bringing the arts out to the people.

And you have all played a wonderful role, I think, in this new
creation, a unique American experiment in funding the arts. And
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they are now beginning to develop and really flourish as never
before.

INCREASED ARTS GIVING

I think the catalyst has worked, and it continues to work day by
day. Corporate giving for the arts has grown from $22 million in
1966 to $450 million today annually.

The States, State arts agencies, which began in 1966 with total
support for the arts less than $3 million, that figure is now $110
million and still rising under the present circumstances.

Communities are supporting the arts now as they never have
before from a virtual standstill to a $70 million annual support
figure today.

And that $200 million in private giving to the arts, overall, has
grown in 15 years to close to $3 billion.

So, from no growth in a decade previous to the Endowment's
creation, do we have the evidence of a decade and a half of dynam-
ic improvement.

I think a spark was even kindled, a sense of direction was given.
The leadership that I have mentioned, the leadership of people like
yourself and this subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, and the Congress,
and a sense, I think, above all of a commitment to the values of the
arts.

And from all that I have seen, and I have been involved in this
almost from the very start and throughout, and from all I have
observed and studied, I believe that the Endowment has been the
principal catalyst for growth.

It plays a relatively minor role in terms of the overall amount of
funds provided. But it plays an absolutley vital and crucial role in
terms of catalytic strength.

Good morning, Mr. Regula.

GROWTH IN NUMBER OF ARTS ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. BippLE. In those 15 years, the number of theater companies
has increased from 15 to over 145; symphony orchestras have
grown from 25 to 150; large opera companies from 27 to 109; and
dance companies from approximately 30 to about 400.

And the attendance figures are remarkable in these areas, up to
15-fold increases in the numbers of people who are now able to
enjoy the arts.

So their centrality, I think, is no longer rhetoric; and they are
growing all over the country. As I said earlier, and want to repeat,
I think the heart and the core of the success lies in the relationship
to the private community, the guiding strength of our panels, and,
above all, the guiding strength of the National Council on the Arts.

QUALITY

These are trusted people now, I think, across the country. They
are symbols of a unique national resource for assessing quality.
Only one in five applicants are successful at the Endowment today.

So quality is our abiding and chief concern, and the assurance of
access to quality to the very best is also part of and integral to our
mandate.
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The values of the arts should belong to all people, not to any
limited number of our citizens, as some have suggested. The values
are very tangible in some respects. The arts can become focal
centers for vitalizing communities and bringing a special new kind
of vitality into places where it is lacking.

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE ARTS

There are growing numbers of example of this that I have seen
and read about and studied all across our country now. The arts
are labor-intensive, so they especially relate to jobs and employ-
ment for talented people.

They are in many respects like industries, where you have relat-
ed businesses all the way from those who manufacture small things
like light bulbs for photographic equipment, to the major bricks
and mortar of the cultural centers.

And the arts are great attractors of tourism. They even relate to
tax returns. Not long ago, the New England States did a detailed -
study of the economic impacts of the arts in those six New England
States. And it is interesting to me to note that in the year involved,
1980, the Endowment for the Arts spent approximately $12 million
in supporting the arts in those six gfates, and the Federal income

tax return from the organization that are involved in New England
was 10 million.

And the State returns in income taxes from that arts community
was another $2.5 million. So there is a very definite relationship
between an investment and its return in that very tangible area.

But, of course, to me, the great intangible values of the arts are
the ones that are most cherished, and I think that’s been true
throughout history.

Quality is like imagination, new insights, new perceptions, new
dimensions to understanding and new enrichment for the human
spirit.

And we see today a nation being filled by increasing numbers of
cultural activities and cultural vitality. But we shouldn’t assume
that this is going to continue without careful, careful nourishment.

The arts are a very, very fragile product. And I have been with
them most of my life, and I can attest to that very clearly.

The margin between success and failure is a very slim one. And I
think it is in that margin, in that area between success and failure,
that the Endowment plays its key role, because we can very clearly
document for you that one Endowment dollar stimulates four and
five other dollars, on average, overall, disregarding the high ratios
of match that apply to the Treasury funds and the Challenge
Grant program.

And overall, over the whole Endowment, I think that is a very
modest estimate. If you take the Federal money and multiply it by
a factor of 4 and 5, those are the dollars that apply in this slender
margin between success and failure, and make the great, great
difference.

We will have some more figures for you on that in our testimony.
But I do want to make clear that the roots of so many organiza-
tions across the country are still searching for that fully hospitable
soil that is the goal, I think, of the Endowment and the Council
and all of us.

80-526 0—81—10
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ARTS SUPPORT IN OTHER COUNTRIES

And I thought, in closing, Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention
that when I was researching why we might create a program like
this, I looked toward other countries.

And I remember so vividly learning that in the darkest days of
World War II, the Arts Council of Great Britain was established,
when Great Britain was under fire, when they priorities, you would
think, would have been perhaps in other areas.

But at that very moment, the government there decided that this
was a development of profound importance for the country—that it
had to do with the whole fabric of that nation.

And then here is a document from the Canada Council which
refers to the so-called Massey Survey of the Arts of about 30 years
ago. They were a bit ahead of us in their formations.

But it says in this report, prepared by the Canada Council, to
their credit, the drafters of the Massey report did not attempt to
persuade the government of today that it was important to support
cultural activity because it was good for tourism, or provided a
quick solution to the so-called leisure problem.

Or even because the cultural sector was to become, as it is today,
the fourth largest employer in the country, for example, the chemi-
cal and wood products industries.

The Massey report’s conviction was that the subject at hand was
nothing less than the spiritual foundations of the national life. And
that relates very closely to the statement in our enabling legisla-
tion which says that the Congress hereby finds and declares that
the world leadership which has come to the United States cannot
rest solely upon superior power, wealth and technology, but must
be solidly founded upon worldwide respect and admiration for the
nation’s high qualities as a leader in the realm of ideas and of the
spirit.

And I think, with your great help, Mr. Chairman, and with the
great help of this subcommittee and the Congress, the leadership
that has come to us, that we are making a great deal of progress in
the realm of ideas and spirits.

Mr. YaTes. That was a very good statement, Mr. Biddle. I accept,
on behalf of the subcommittee, of which I am very proud and of
whose members I am very proud, not only for what they have done,
but all the activities which make up the budget document that we
present to the Congress.

I am especially proud of their appreciation of the cultural roots
and the cultural growth in this country, and of the outstanding
support that they have given to the arts ever since jurisdiction,
which was initially ever since this subcommittee was given jurisdic-
tion over the initial funding of the arts.

I want to say, too, that we are sorry that this is your last
appearance before this committee, assuming, of course, we don’t
send you away for more material.

Mr. BippLE. Tomorrow is another day, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. YaTes. Tomorrow is another day. Your stewardship in your
position in my judgment, has been exemplary. You have done a
marvelous job because of your very deep commitment to the re-
sponsibilities and opportunities which your job afforded.
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And the high state in which the Nation finds the arts today is in
great measure attributable to you and to your very excellent depu-
ties and the staff that you have brought together in the Endow-
ment.

The bureaucracy, I hate to use that word, but your staff is indeed
one of the finest I have ever seen in my many years in the Con-

Tess.
¥ I am sorry we are going to lose Ms. Tighe, too. I don’t remember
what her married name is.

Ms. TicHe. My husband is going to be very pleased you brought
that up.

Mr. Yates. I am sorry we are going to lose Ms. Tighe, and I am
sorry we are going to lose Mr. Moore. I think both of you have
done marvelously.

That, I suppose, is the fortunes of war, because the jobs that you
occupy are so high that they become prizes in the election wars.
Let's hope that those who follow after you, just as those who have
preceded you in these responsible positions which you hold, will
give a great measure of the outstanding contributions that you
have made.

This is general questioning. I yield to Mr. McDade, who is one of
the leaders, not only in this committee, but on so many of the
cultural boards which make up this district, and of Scranton, Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. McDApe. We have made our contributions. But more impor-
tantly, Mr. Chairman, I want to join you in your accolade of Mr.
Biddle and the people who have served with him as he’s chosen to
guide the fortunes of the Foundation.

If one looked throughout the shadowy corridors of Washington to
try to find a true pioneer in the setting up of the National Founda-
tion for the Arts and Humanities, we would ultimately come to
find Liv Biddle in every one of those shadowy corners when this
idea was being——

Mr. Biopre. I think we might also find in those shadows Joe
McDade.

Mr. McDabpE. Be that as it may, we are enormously proud of the
job you and your associates have done. Civil Service, to everybody
associated with you and seated on this side of the table, is one of
the noble callings of this Nation.

Your example, as a civil servant in the highest term, when you
could be doing so many other things, including writing the great
American novel if you chose to, has been extraordinary.

We all congratulate you on the work that you have done. You
have set an example for everyone to shoot for, and your guidance
of the Foundation has been just exemplary.

I regret very personally and deeply the fact that this may be the
last trip when we see you as head of the Foundation.

It certainly will not be, I am sure, the last trip when we will
h}z:ve conversations across the table, the same with Mary Ann and
the rest.

So, Liv, our congratulations to you for the job that you have
done. It's been superb. It brings “dignity and excellence to the
words, “civil servant,” in the highest sense of public service. We
are grateful to you.
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Mr. YATES. A good statement.

Mr. BippLE. I thank you very much.

Mr. Yares. Any other comments? Do you have any questions,
Mr. Regula? I know you are going to be busy with the gudget later
on.

- M;’l RecurLa. We can get to them. I will wait until the witnesses
inish.

Mr. Yates. Mr. Murtha?

Mr. MurtHA. Mr. Chairman, I just want to thank Chairman
Biddle for his help. I know he’s been besieged by the cities as long
as he’s been there. Everybody would like to ﬁave more money.

But for those of us who represent the rural areas, you have done
an outstanding job in seeing that a share of that money went to
the rural areas, and we are very appreciative of your sensitivity in
handling this very delicate and difficult job.

We hope the new Chairman will be as responsive as you have
been to our requests and as sensitive to the needs of the rural
areas as you have been.

On behalf of the people I represent and the other parts of rural
Pennsylvania, which is much larger, really, than the cities in
Pennsylvania, we appreciate the tremendous work you have done
in helping us.

Of course, I couldn’t go without saying that Chairman Yates and
his dedication to the arts and his arm-twisting has been instrumen-
tal in convincing us of the importance of the arts.

Mr. Yates. Now that we have had the encomium——

Mr. BippLe. May I just make one——

Mr. YaTEs. Another encomium?

Mr. BippLE. Yes.

Mr. Yates. All right, make your encomium.

Mr. BippLe. I just want to say, Mr. Chairman, how deeply I
appreciate what has been said here today. It is really a memorable
time of my whole life at this very moment.

I am immensely proud of my two deputies and my whole staff.

Mr. YaTes. As well you should be.

Mr. BippLe. I think they are wonderful people, and I want to give
them my own encomium, because I think they deserve the highest
praise and I think, Mr. Chairman, this agency has become a strong-
er agency because of the guidance given it by this particular sub-
committee—your caring, your deep interest in all that we do, Mr.
Murtha's guidance to us to get the arts out to a larger segment of
our people, Mr. McDade’s interest in the program, and Mr. Regu-
la’s. It has all been a strengthening experience for us.

Mr. YaTEes. Okay.

Mr. Bippre. I think we are a stronger agency now than we were
when [ started.

Mr. Yates. I suggest that now that we have had the encomiums,
this is a good time to go vote and come back, don’t you think so?

Then we will come back and get to work.

[Recess.]

DECREASE IN FUNDING

Mr. MurTHA [presiding]. Mr. Yates had to go to the Rules Com-
mittee and will be back momentarily.
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Let me just start by writing down the figures of such a success.
There has been practically no increase in money in the arts for 10
years, and then a substantial increase in the next decade.

Why, then, are you advocating, Chairman Biddle, such a reduc-
tion in the funding of the arts?

Mr. BiopLe. That is a little difficult for me to answer as a
question. I am concerned that the reduction mentioned, the 50
percent reduction, is based on the assumption, or the belief that
business will replace the missing Federal dollars.

Mr. MurTHA. But you just said that for 10 years, funding has
been at practically the same level, if I remember, it increased
about $5 million in 10 years.

Then all at once, there was a precipitous increase which was due
to the stimulation of the national Endowment.

Mr. BiopLE. Yes. That was the point I was making.

Mr. MurtHA. How could you possibly, then, advocate a 50 per-
cent reduction which doesn’t follow? I don’t follow your reasoning.

Mr. BiobLe. Well, I am, as you know, representing the Adminis-
tration. And this is the budget that we have been given to defend. I
am simply saying that I have reservations in my own mind, in my
own heart about the ability of business to pick up the gap here
between what President Carter recommended as $175 million, and
what the Administration has recommended as a 50 percent cut.

Mr. MurTHA. Doesn’t the 10-year experience indicate that that is
not going to happen?

It just seems to me that the experience indicates that the small
stimulus from the government has been very effective in increasing
private business donations.

Mr. BiopLe. Yes, I stand by my statement that it has been the
principal catalyst. And my fear is that in a situation where addi-
tional business support became available, that there could be a
tendency to support the larger organization, the more well-known,
those that have an immediate visibility, and that a lot of what the
Endowment is doing in the very areas that you have been so
interested in and recommending to us for support, those are the
areas that could suffer, unless there were a very carefully orches-
trated business network, which would deal with these factors.

It's been our history that business joins with the National En-
dowment in areas where there is that visibility, where there is a
prime reason for the corporation to have an identification with the
project.

We have worked a great deal with business. In fact, we have
worked more and more with the business world and with the
Business Committee on the Arts to promote a clear understanding
and a clear relationship. The Business Committee on the Arts is
organized to be a source of information for the business world.

And we have quarterly meetings with that group—different
people, different business leaders. But we have yet to develop a
network of business support that, let us say, would go into a rural
area and find businesses that would support the arts there. So I am
concerned.

Mr. MurTHA. If you look through the President’s economic recov-
ery message, on page 639, you find them saying that this is a
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relatively low priority of the government spending, and that busi-
ness is basically what you have just said.

But it seems to me that your testimony, and the experience of
the Council, persuade me, to believe that these data which are
reflected in the tables on page 30 of your February justification,
contradicts what the OMB director is saying.

And that your theory, if accurate, is certainly counterproductive
to cut an organization which has generated so much interest and
stimulated so much economic activity and so much business sup-
port.

And if you cut 50 percent, what will happen to your organiza-
tion? Where are those cuts going to come from?

Mr. BippLe. Well, they are drastic surgery, I would say, in all our
programs.

Mr. Dicks. Isn’t surgery too kind a word?

Mr. BiopLE. Can you think of another one, Mr. Dicks?

Mr. Dicks. I can, but I'd better not say it.

Mr. MurTHA. How about “butcher”’?

Mr. Dicks. Yes, “hacking.”

Mr. Biopre. I think that the original documentation that ap-
peared—as a rationale for reducing the funding for the Endow-
ment—was based originally on somewhat of a misperception, that
Federal support was diminishing private support.

And I don’t know who researched that in detail, but it is so
evident that the reverse is true in abundance.

INCREASE IN CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS

Mr. Dicks. If the Chairman will yield just for a second. During
the hearing that was held earlier, it was made, very clear, and the
people in the private sector believe, the evidence of the increase of
corporate contributions. The Wall Street Journal article particular-
ly showed evidence that corporation contributions had gone from
$22 million up to $450 million.

In fact, the programs of the Endowment had stimulated the
private sector to do a lot more, particularly the Challenge Grant
Program.

And secondly that there was this idea of a seal of approval. That
they could then know because of the very good panel system we
have, which organization deserved this additional support because
they had shown a quality of excellence.

It seems to me that that whole rationale, I would call it the
Stockman-OMB rationale, has been repudiated across the board by
the testimony that we received in those prior hearings.

I thought it was impressive that, in fact, quite the reverse might
occur. That when the Federal Government says the arts aren’t
important, and that is basically the Stockman message, that the
arts aren’t important, what does that say to all the people in the
private sector who we are asking to contribute?

It would be one thing to say the arts are important, but we can’t
afford to finance it at the Federal level. We urge you to help us.

But when you make a blanket statement that the arts aren’t
important, can’t quite the contrary occur? That they could say,
well, if the Federal Government doesn’t think that is important,
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why should we continue to support it at the levels that we have
supported it in the past?
he statements of the Administration have not been helpful for
. those of us who do feel that the arts are a significant part of our
society, that they ought to be supported, that we are talking about
a rather modest amount of money here, a significant portion of
which requires matching funds, which I think is one of the things
that the American people support.

They say, listen, if the private sector is willing to come up with
$3 when the Federal Government gives us $1, then that kind of
leveraging and involvement fits the test.

And we have had no significant examples of waste, fraud or
abuse or things of that nature and the American people are con-
cerned, and rightfully so, about wastefulness in government.

But I am concerned that this is sending the wrong signal. The
statements in the OMB were inaccurate; they were not factual.
And I don’t see the private sector coming to the rescue. In fact, I
think it is going to be the reverse. What has been said is going to
make it more difficult for us to get the private financing.

I would like your comment, if you agree with that. I believe you
might.

OTHER SOURCES OF SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS

Mr. BippLE. As you know, Mr. Dicks, I am here as the head of an
agency in an Administration. And I am concerned about the ration-
ales. I am concerned about the fact that we haven’t tried what has
been suggested.

I think business probably can do more for the arts than they are
doing, because there is a graph that shows, as you have mentioned,
$22 million in 1966, $450 million today.

That seems still to be on the ascendance.

Mr. MurTHA. Chairman Biddle, the government really does very
little compared to the business community now. The point Mr.
Dicks is making contradicts what the Director of OMB is saying.

For instance, here you have a State appropriation in 1966 when
thfil‘Endowment started, $2,700,000. State appropriates now $100
miliiion.

Mr. BippLE. $110 million.

Mr. MurTHA. Corporate giving was $22 million; $436 million in
1979. Aggregate private giving is now $2,700,000,000.

Compared to those figures, what the Federal Government puts in
is a very small proportion of the overall giving.

Mr. Dicks. It is a partnership. We have had a partnership rela-
tion. All of a sudden, one of the partners is walking out. Where we
have done well in government is where we have worked with the
private sector and not had an adversarial relationship.

We haven’t. This has been a very cooperative, positive relation-
ship. Now one of the partners is saying, well, you have done a good
Job. You take it from here. We are not going to play our role, even
though, as Mr. Murtha has pointed out, it is a modest role, a very
modest role.

So I think it sends the wrong signal. Beyond that, you even
compound it by saying the arts aren’t important. They are a frill.
They aren’t significant.




150

And that message out of this Administration, is tragic, really.

Mr. MurTHA. I just don’t see how you can advocate this large cut
when it has been such a successful program. 1 am surprised that
this Administration is advocating such a large cut when it is such
a small proportion of the overall funding of the arts.

Mr. BippLE. As you both know, the Chairman has asked during
this hearing that we provide you with some explicit information,
with regard to what might happen were the cut to be reduced.

And we are following a procedure of responding to a congression-
al inquiry. So any questions that you ask me are in response to
that kind of a situation.

BUDGET REDUCTIONS

Mr. Dicks. You ought to, because we know what is going to
happen over ‘on the floor of the House today on the Gramm-Latta
substitute, there is going to be a necessity for reconciliation.

And the committee that has jurisdiction over your function is
being asked to reduce spending by $11 billion on the fiscal year
1982 program by June 15 of this year.

I certainly hope that we will be able to have some input into that
reconciliation process. This is one of the things that people don't
understand.

There is a mandated reduction in 1982 spending of $36 billion
that has to be accomplished in a month. And it is going to affect
programs in that area under the jurisdiction of the Education and
Labor Committee.

That is the committee that has jurisdiction over the Endow-
ments.

Mr. BippLE. Yes.

Mr. Dicks. And they have to cut $11 billion. That is more than
one committee’s whole reconciliation bill of last year.

That is something we are going to have to be concerned about as
well, in terms of the planning here that has to be done.

Mr. BippLE. I am really deeply concerned about the ability of the
Endowment to carry out a mission that is commensurate with its
congressional mandate.

Mr. MurtHA. Is any of this 50 percent fraud, waste or abuse?

Mr. BiopiLE. I would answer no, sir.

Mr. MurTHA. Let me read the original declaration of purpose,
which you probably wrote:

That the encouragement and support of national progress and scholarship in the
humanities and the arts, while primarily a matter for private and local initiative,
and that is certainly what the figures indicate has developed, is also an appropriate
matter of concern to the Federal Government.

Now, is there anything that has changed since this law, which
was the policy of the land?

Mr. BiopLE. Not in my term of office, sir. 1 believe in that
statement so emphatically, and I think it is the reason why the
program has succeeded.

As Mr. Dicks has stated, there is a partnership in the private
world that is trusted. That the Endowment is looked on as a
resource for quality decisions.

Mr. MurTtHA. Even more important, it's worked.

Mr. BippLE. And it’s worked.
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Mr. MurTHA. The small amount of money in comparison to the
overall funding for the arts that the Federal Government puts in
has stimulated tremendous private donations.

Mr. BippLE. And it has stimulated enormous development of the
arts, in the numbers of organizations and in where they now exist.

If you look at a map of the United States back in 1965 with little
pinpoints to indicate where cultural activities were located and
were ongoing, the concentration would be on the Eastern Seaboard
between Washington and Boston, not much north of Boston.
Around the middle of the country, around Chicago, and some on
the West Coast.

As this program has developed, and if you looked at a similar
map today with the same kind of configurations, you would see
cultural activities all across the country, North, South, East, West.

There are certainly some gaps, still. But they are diminishing all
the time. And I think that has been the reason why we have
succeeded.

I should point out, Mr. Dicks, if you haven’t seen it yet, that
there is a press release which the White House issued yesterda
evening which involves the establishment of a task force to loo
into these questions and expresses a deep concern on the part of
the President.

Mr. MurTHA. Would you explain to the committee the process
afforded to the Endowment at the time that the reduction was
proposed by the OMB?

Mr. BippLE. This was made clear to us. There had been different
rumors circulating all the way up to an elimination of the Endow-
ment. When the 50 percent reduction figure was finally made
official to us, I think it was over a weekend, we had about three or
four working days to reply.

Mr. MurtHA. What was your response, and what was their re-
sponse to your reaction?

Mr. BippLe. Well, Mr. Chairman, we appealed. And we asked for
some hearing on this.

We were told that this was not possible under the duress of time,
and that we should present to OMB four figures, each dealing with
categorical areas of our funding.

That is, administration, Challenge Grant, Treasury funds and
regular programs.

We consulted with our Council by telephone, because the time
was very short, and presented to the Council and they eventually
adjudged these figures as correct as they could be under the cir-
cumstances, those configurations now in our budget.

Mr. MurTHA. I assume they accepted your original dictation. The
same figure they originally sent down to you is the one that finally
was——

Mr. BiopLe. The total figure was $88 million.

REDUCTION IN CHALLENGE GRANTS

Mr. MurTtHA. There were many witnesses before the subcommit-
tee on March 25 who stressed the value of the Challenge Grant
programs.

The budget before the subcommittee requests only $2.5 million,
an 81 percent reduction below the 1981 level of $13,4g0,000. In view
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of the importance attached to the Challenge Grant Program by the
many distinguished witnesses, why was this reduced so drastically?

Mr. BippLE. It became a question of priority. Traditionally, we
have believed that the regular program moneys, so-called, are the
most important single element in our budget, because they require
a one-for-one match, though this over the years has shown to be
considerably in excess of that, the leveraging of the Federal dollar,
I think, overall, as I said a little earlier, is between four and five,
regardless of the different kinds of categories.

But it seems in a bare-bones kind of situation, that, great as the
Challenge Grant Program has been, and is, and in fact, just to give
you a figure there, about $98 million, now, is invested in Challenge
Grantees.

They haven’t all completed their Challenge Grants, because they
are over a three-year period. But already——

Mr. MurTtHA. Will this affect that?

Mr. BippLe. No.

Mr. MurTHA. Will this affect obligations that you have?

Mr. BopLe. No, it will not. But already that $98 million has
translated itself into $555 million, or well over half a billion in
terms of the moneys that these grantees have raised.

While the match is required to be three-for-one, three-for-one
would be less than 300 million. So they are far, far exceeding even
congressional expectations.

I know that Mr. Dicks and you have spoken in the past about the
value of this Challenge Grant Program. But it applies primarily,
not exclusively, but primarily to the large institution, the one
where this kind of a very rigorous match is more possible.

We felt that in a time of extreme limitation, that it was better to
put the investment in the regular programs, and to keep, however,
the Challenge Grant concept alive.

Mr. Dicks. Would the Chairman yield just for a second?

Mr. MurTHA. Mr. Dicks.

Mr. Dicks. As you know, I have been a strong supporter of the
Challenge Grant Program. I held a meeting in my district when I
was home which had most of the directors of the leading institu-
tions in our State.

They agree with what you are trying to do. They feel that if we
have a bad year like this, and assuming $88 million, which I don’t
think is what is going to finally occur, but they felt that keeping
the money in the regular program was more essential to them in
terms of their economic survival in the near term than just about
anything else.

I must say they have done quite well in the Challenge Grants
a}rlld are already working on them. So there may be some of that
there.

I was impressed. They do support what you are trying to do in
this area.

Mr. BippLE. It is a question of judging among priorities.

Mr. Dicks. That's right.

Mr. BiopLe. There are members of the National Council here
today sitting behind me. I want to make it very clear that while
the Council had to discuss this reduced figure, there was not a
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sense in any way of approval when they finally passed along their
recommendations to me as chairman.

That theé Council felt immensely disturbed and concerned. But
they will have to speak for themselves.

Mr. MURTHA. On page 5——

Mr. BiopLe. Mr. Chairman, not to interrupt you, but Mr. Perl-
man just arrived.

Mr. BiobLe. Just to emphasize the quality of our panels, Mr.
Perlman is a panelist.

Mr. MurTHA. Besides the quality of our panel, I am just taking
Mr. Yates’ place for a few minutes.

ROLE OF NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS

The justification on page 5 indicates that the National Council
was involved in the allocation process. How much of a role did the
Council play in arriving at the program decision reflected in the
budget before the subcommittee?

Mr. BippLE. Agonizing could describe it. Terrible concern, great
difficulty in arriving at these reduced figures.

We had a special meeting of the Council called at the request of
the Council on this subject. And maybe, Mr. Chairman, you might
like to hear from Rosalyn Wyman, who is a member of our Council,
who played a key role in that meeting.

Mr. MurtHA. We would be glad to hear from her. Ask her to
come up to the table.

Mr. BippLE. Just describe the meeting.

Ms. Wyman. We were disturbed from day one, obviously. We
understood that the chairman and the staff had to come up under
the mandate with some kind of a figure to meet what the White
House was asking, or OMB. It was unanimous, in the Council, that
this was wrong, and that what the public sector had done, all you
are going to do is put more pressure on the public sector.

That the arts, in a sense, mean more dollars for every communi-
ty that gets any money. I might speak just in California, where we
got a Challenge Grant of $1 million at the Music Center, we
matched it with $5.5 million. It stimulates the community. It
makes the community move. It brings them alive.

It brings all the people together and stimulates. Now we are
hearing from people who have given that the pressure is so tre-
mendous, you know, with the fact that the Endowment grant is
like the Seal of Good Housekeeping, if you want to use that. When
the Endowment grant is given, and a fund goes and looks or a
private sector goes to look, they say, well, do you have Endowment
money?

If you even have seed money, it helps, peanuts, in a sense. They
say, well, you used the panel and you used all these things, and
you are okay.

And they will give money. So we think it is damaging. We think
that, we hope that the Congress, especially if there is a possibility
oli_"l dismantling the Endowments for the future, that this is really a
shame.

And that there has been a role that has been played that is
dramatic. And actors and artists of all sorts are a part of the sector
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who pay taxes, and are probably the highest unemployed in this
country as a group.

So, therefore, the Council was very concerned. We are still con-
Ezrned, and we are very concerned about what the future’s going to

I think some of us are going to try in every manner and shape
we know how to protect the Endowments as they have been, be-
cause we think they have served well.

COUNCIL'S ROLE IN ALLOCATION PROCESS

Mr. MurtHA. Could you talk about how the Council was in-
volved, if it was involved, in the allocation process?

Ms. Wyman. Yes, we were involved in all processes of it. We are
brought documents. I might say, we work very hard, and we try to
come prepared.

We have the opportunity to ask all program questions. We have
a give-and-take, and then we do our own debating.

I can't tell you how painful the last few months have been,
because of the fact that we don’t really want to go along with these
figures.

We find that I think in every case when we finally came up with
a figure, we sent a letter along saying we don’t agree with them
because we don’t have the constraints other people have.

We are appointees, but we are also citizens. And I do feel that we
have every opportunity to debate them. In each case, when you
eliminate something that you feel has been of service to the com-
munity, it is very difficult.

I know certainly elected public officials have even a tougher job
than we do. But the arts mean money for communities.

It means taxpayers, it means jobs, it means everything surround-
ing it. Whether it is a taxi driver who brings somebody to the
theater, or whether it is a restaurant that is around the corner.

We realize what an impact it's had on this nation. It is a real
tragedy because there is so little money in this actually.

But it means so much. I would say we debated every area,

Mr. MurTHA. Can you speak for the Council to suggest what a
more realistic figure would be from the Federal standpoint?

Ms. Wyman. I think President Carter’s budget was modest
enough.

ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET

Mr. MurTtHA. The last paragraph on page 6 addresses the admin-
strative budget. When the Endowment appeared before the Senate,
there was some criticism that your administrative budget was in-
creasing, rather than being reduced.

The justification indicates that the applications will increase
from 24,000 to in excess of 33,500.

Is it accurate to assume that there will be fewer applications
when the funding is cut in half?

Mr. BippiLE. I think that there will be some reduction, Mr. Chair-
man. But I think it will be in the nature of 10 to 12 percent, only.

Mr. MurtHA. Why would you predict there would be a reduction
in the number of applications?
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Mr. BiopLe. Simply because some categories, at the $88 million
level, would not be in effect. There would be a slight reduction,
therefore.

But the Endowment, really, is driven by its application level,
rather than by the funding that is available for administration in
grants,

In other words, with the same level of staff, we could handle the
much higher amounts of grant money. It is the workload of the
individuals that is involved, rather than the amount of money that
is available for administration.

Mr. MurTHA. So the workload will be——

Mr. BippLE. Virtually the same. But we are asked to reduce from
a ceiling of 302 individuals, to 292. That is a 10 percent reduction
in the overall personnel.

But I might point out that the fixed costs of the agency in terms
of personnel and rental of space is about 80 percent.

The other 20 percent is a little bit flexible. And I could g0 on
about the administrative concerns that we have. But I think, just
to answer your question about applications, that that would be the
proper answer.

Mr. MurtHA. How have you been directed to reduce your staff?

Mr. BioprLe. By direction from the Office of Management and
Budget.

Mr. MURTHA. I mean, by firing them, or attrition?

Mr. BippLE. Attrition.

Mr. Moore. However, I would point out that we have had some-
thing of an up-and-down, because I think in the last year and a
}21;1%& approximately, we have gone from 301 to 325 to 318 to 302,

It's been something of a—it's been somewhat difficult. The com-
mittee, in 1980, suggested that we be provided with additional staff
so that the figures we have to get down to, as far as the 302 that
the Chairman mentioned, are the figures we have to be down to at
the end of the fiscal year.

Mr. Bopre. This fiscal year.

Mr. Moore. We started off at 325, down to 302, down to 292 in
October. The beginning of the next fiscal year.

So we are looking at attrition to help us.

Mr. MurTHA. You are at 302 right now.

Mr. Moore. That was the ceiling that we were given at the time
that we received the revised budget for fiscal year 1982.

The way the ceilings work, sir, is that until the end of the fiscal
year, current practice is that you would have to show at the end of
the fiscal year that that is your onboard strength.

Our onboard strength now is higher than that as a result of the
fact we started off the year with a ceiling of 325 people.

October 2nd, we have to be down to 292.

Mr. MurTHA. Do you achieve that by attrition?

Mr. Moore. We may have some saving grace, because the figure,
292, is a new system that has been introduced governmentwide
called “full-time equivalent,” whereas the present system measures
bodies, this is a system which tracks actual hours paid throughout
the year.
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Because we have had a relatively low full-time to part-time ratio,
292 will probably not work out to be the equivalent of 292 actual
bodies on board.

It may be something more in the range of 302.

Mr. BippLE. Just to give you a dimension, Mr. Chairman, when I
became chairman first, in 1977, our personnel ceiling was 330
employees.

And we had an application load of about 18,000. So the applica-
tion load has increased, but the personnel has decreased.

Mr. MurtHA. Will you need to give the applications even more
scrutiny since there are fewer funds available?

Mr. Biopre. I think at least the same amount. Very, very careful
scrutiny, if that were the case, yes.

SUPPORT FROM THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Mr. MurtHA. We have a table which we have talked about in
conjunction with the questions that Mr. Dicks was asking regard-
ing the increased funding from state to corporate and aggregate
private funding.

That was in the original February justification. Why wasn’t that
chart, which shows so much, successfully included in the revised
justification?

Mr. BiopLe. I am told that the introductory material was some-
what abbreviated in terms of our later submission, because we felt
that the committee already had this information.

Mr. MurTHA. Was the decision made by the Endowment, not to
include that material?

Mr. Biopik. I think it was a decision that we were trying to get
these papers up to you as quickly as we could, and we simply had
to abbreviate some.

I regret, as a matter of fact, that that chart was not there. We
felt that the committee already had that information.

Mr. MurTtHA. The private and corporate giving has increased
significantly since the establishment of the Endowment.

Has the Endowment received any indication from the private
sector that the funding slack can be picked up as proposed by the
Administration?

Mr. BiopLe. We have been in consultation with business leaders
on this subject. We had a meeting just the other day with the
Business Committee on the Arts. There were a couple of business
people who said that there could be additional help from the busi-
ness community.

On the other hand, the preponderance of those present, and this
was a small segment of the business community, seemed to feel
that with other social programs being reduced, and they were using
a figure of $127 billion in other cuts, that business would be called
upon also to deal with that.

There seemed to be a doubt in their minds.

Mr. MurTHA. Do you have a firm indication that you are going to
make up this loss of funds from the private sector?

Mr. BiopLe, I would have to say, no, that 1 don’t see a firm
indication of that.

Mr. Dicks. Mr. Chairman, I don't know if we have this in the
record or not, but there is a very good article in The Wall Street
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Journal which says companies doubt that their arts giving would
rise to offset Reagan'’s cuts.

Mr. Yares. That may go into the record at this point. Do you
want to identify it by date?

Mr. Dicks. Yes. It is the 26th of February, 1981, a piece by
Cynthia Saltzman, Special to the Wall Street Journal.

[The article follows:]

[From the Wall Street Journal, Thursday, Feb. 26, 1981]
Companies Dourr THEIR ArTs Givine Wourp Rise To Orrser REAGAN'S Cuts

(By Cynthia Saltzman)

Groups in the arts and humanities, alarmed by proposed steep cuts in federal
subsidies, may find cold comfort when they look to business patrons to come to the
rescue.

“I just don't see it in the cards that we’ll be able to pick up that much slack,”
says Robert Thill, secretary of the contributions committee at American Telephone
& Telegraph Co. The gap to be filled, he says, is “too much of an increase for
corporations to make, in view of all the other oEligations we have to meet.”

The Reagan administration is seeking budget cuts of almost 50 percent at the
National Endowment for the Arts and the National Endowment for the Humanities.
The proposed cuts total about $165 million.

me major patrons, such as Exxon Corp. and Pillsbury Co., which respectively
give about $2 million and $1 million a year to the arts, say they don’t have any
lans to change their contribution policies. Only a few companies—mostly the
giggest ones—really figure in the field. The Business Committee for the Arts says
about 1 percent of the nation's corporations account for more than half the total
corporate support for the arts.

THE COMPETITION

Big corporate contributors say they expect increased pressure for contributions in
other fields, such as education, health and other service sectors. The Reagan eco-
nomic plan that is stimulating concern calls for the budget authority of the NEA to
be cut to $88 million in fiscal 1982, which starts Oct, 1. 45 percent less than the $159
million allocated for this fiscal year and almost 50 percent below the $173 million
budgeted for fiscal 1982 by the Carter administration. The administration wants to
chop the fiscal 1982 budget authority of the NEH by almost half, to $85 million.

The Reagan report asserts that the endowments “for too long” have been “pro-
moting the notion that the federal government should be the financial patron of
first resort both for individuals :smclg institutions engaged in artistic and literary
pursuits,” thus discouraging private contributions.

But corporate officials and arts fund-raisers say the policy of government patron-

e has been a resounding success. Since the founding of the two endowments in
1965, corporate support of the arts has grown along with federal financing. In 1979,
businesses contributed $436 million to tie arts, compared to the 1967 firgure of $22
million, according to the Business Committee.

STIMULATING GIFTS

The federal grants are engineered to encourage private contributions. All NEA
grants must be matched by nonfederal funds. In one program, the “challenge
grants” given major cultural institutions, each government dollar has to be matched
by at least three nonfederal dollars.

Often a grant generates far more in gifts than required. The Museum of Fine Arts
in Boston, for instance, has used a $2 million grant to launch a capital campaign in
which it has raised $21.5 million.

The large museums, opera companies and s mphonies don't have to convince
prospective contributors of their artistic merits. But smaller, less-established groups
often need the kind of recognition that comes from an NEA grant. It's like a “Good
Housekeeping seal of aﬁpmval." says Edward M. Strauss Jr., president of the

Business Committee for the Arts.

“Any small arts organization is immediately asked by a corporation whether it
gets money from the NEA or from the state arts council,” says Marian Godfrey,
director of development of Mabou Mines, an experimental theater group in New
York that received about $71,000 of its $200,000 budget from the NEA last year.
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“An endowment grant increases both your artistic and your management credibil-
ity,” says Miss Godfrey.

Arts programs often have government and corporate sponsorship. The large exhi-
bition “Expressionism—a German Institution 1905-1920," now touring the country,
Eas sponsored by Philip Morris Inc. as well as the NEA and the Federal Republic of

ermany.

“There’s been a wonderful partnership between corporations and government in
the arts,” asserts Robert W. Bonine, vice president for community relations at
Pillsbury. “But there’s a limit to how great our participation should be. Corpora-
tions’dalready give more to the arts than shareholders and the public think we
should.”

The final shape of the budget cuts isn't determined, of course, but arts leaders
fear that small, more experimental groups are most likely to be hurt. Performing
arts groups are particularly worried.

ITZHAK PERLMAN’S TESTIMONY

Mr. Yates. Before I start my questioning, I want to take note of
a note that was just handed to me, that the very distinguished,
world-famous violinist, Mr. Itzhak Perlman, is here.

He has asked for permission to testify in support of the arts. We
are more than glad to hear his testimony.

It isn’t very often that we catch him without his fiddle. That is
not a very good occasion, because his fiddle speaks more eloquently
than most of the orators who come to the Congress.

But Mr. Perlman, why don’t you sit at the end seat? I think Mr.
Regula is going to be tied up in the Budget Committee.

We are delighted to have you before us. As one who is old
enough to be your father, let me say I am thrilled and honored
that you came before our committee.

I am sure it is because you recognize the importance of the
subject with which we are dealing.

I want to say, of all concerts of yours I have enjoyed, I like
particularly the one in which you were engaged with Pincus Zuck-
erman and Isaac Stern.

Did I say the wrong thing?

Mr. PerLmAN. No, that is fine.

Mr. Yates. Okay, this is a composition by Perlman.

Mr. PErLMAN. Well, it really isn’t a composition. It looks like I
have a prepared statement, but it is just little thoughts that I have
jotted down.

As you know, I play the violin. In my free time, I feel that I have
become almost an expert amateur architect, because wherever I go
to play, and wherever I hear the concert halls are being either
renovated or built, I always feel it is my duty to talk to the officers
or to the planners or to the architects, or all of them at the same
time, and discuss what they are doing.

Of course, I think we all recognize this kind of action in the form
of a number, 504. I just couldn’t help notating the point that was
made about the number of staff people here and the budget and
the ratio and so on and so forth.

Well, I don’t think there are nearly enough people to enforce the
laws that we have already. Let me tell you, I just came back from
the convention, the opening event of the convention of the Presi-
dent’s Committee for the Employment of the Handicapped.

And 1 told this story there. It was pretty good there, so maybe it
should be good here. I was playing in one city, and I am sure with
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ing from the cuts in the National Endowment.

It is basically not as much the bigger organizations as the small-
er organizations which are at the core of our society which are in
the smaller communities that are going to suffer from these cuts.

But in this particular town, they were renovating the concert
hall. And I immediately asked them the regular questions that I
have on my menu.

Do you have the proper exits, the proper entrance, lavatory
facilities, et cetera, which I understand the Office for Special Con-
stituencies takes care of that from the National Endowment.

This gives them the sort of way to deal with them, and knowl-
edge and awareness of this. We talked about all the front entrances
of the hall and everything seemed to be going very well.

I said, “Now, I am going to play here in a couple years. How am
I going to get to my dressing room?”

“Oh,” he said, “It’s wonderful. They will have a little ramp going
right down to the dressing room. And you will have a lovely
dressing room."”

I said, “That is wonderful. How am I going to get up to the
stage?”

He said, “Oh, that's right. You do have to get up to the stage. On
the left, there is a flight and a half of stairs and on the right, there
is a flight and a half of stairs.”

I said, “Yes, but I happen to be the minority of the minority.
How do I get up?”

He said, “Well,” and this is a quote. I said to him, “You are
involved with 504?"

He said, “Yes, absolutely. We do have to follow the regulation
because of the fundings,” and so on and so forth.

. “Well,” he says, “I am not sure that 504 indicates the back of the
all.”

Now, for me, this is an indication that, if anything, we need
more personnel to give people the knowledge of what is going on,
what is written down in the law, you see.

And for me, this is a very, very blatant indication of what is
going on. And I can’t do everything myself. I feel I just ask ques-
tions, wherever I go. I go straight to the officers and say, “Are you
going to build a new hall? Are you going to renovate your present
one? Can I talk to you?”

Usually people are very cooperative. They have to have the
leadership. They have to have some place, I think Washington, an
arm that says we have to help you out.

This is not a pointing arm, this is a helping arm that the Nation-
al Endowment is providing. And you happen to, I don’t know,
maybe you bargain too much for letting me speak, but I have a
problem here because I am both a musician and a disabled person.

So I feel like, you know, there is a double shotgun pointing at
me. Because on the one hand——

Mr. Dicks. And you are right.

Mr. PERLMAN [continuing]. What is going to happen to the arts—
to one of the important elements that makes our society different
from other societies, which is what we are remembered for.

80-526 O—8l1——11




160

We are not remembered for a super-duper war plane. But we are
remembered for our artistic accomplishment. We are, I know it
doesn’t seem very important on the surface when you look at the
numbers,

But I think spiritually the soul of society really is dependent on
what we are talking about here, which is culture.

This is what is facing me from one barrel. From the other barrel,
particularly with this Office of Special Constituencies, the other
thing that is facing me is that they are going to, correct me if I am
wrong, but isn’t there a threat of totally——

Mr. Yares. Funding’s eliminated.

Mr. PerumAN. Funding will be eliminated from that agency.

Mr. YaTES. For 1982.

Mr. PerLmAN. What is that going to do to give opportunities and
guidance for people to let the disabled community attend a ballet
performance or opera performance or a concert?

It is just a very serious problem that I think we cannot let
happen. I feel very, very dearly that the Endowment should contin-
ue to do what it has done in the past.

On the contrary, it should be more opportunity and availability
of, if you want, funds, to carry this thing through because I again
reiterate, in this Year, 1981, of the Disabled, I don’t want to step
back.

I don’t think we should stand in the same spot. I think we should
go forward. But at least not step back.

So that is all I have to say.

Mr. Yares. I think you are right. I think what this age will be
known for in the future will be the civilization recreated.

Mr. PErRLMAN. Absolutely.

Mr. Yates. The contributions you have made to that civilization
will go down in history. They have been remarkable. Now, I will
share stories with you.

You heard about Mischa Elman. When he was seven years old—
he told this story when he was T5—he said, “When 1 was 7 years
old, everybody said, ‘Doesn’t he play well for his age? Now they
are beginning to say the same thing.”

You talk about being disabled, not being able to get to the stage,
there is a very old story about Madam Schumann Heinke, who was
way before her time. She was a marvelous singer during the 1920s,
and a marvelous person.

The tragedy of her life, she had two sons. She lost them both, one
on the Allied side in the first World War and one on the German
side in the first World War.

She was singing on a very tight stage. And after her concert, she
wanted to get off. Somebody had placed an impediment. She was a
very large woman.

She tried to get through the door, and she couldn’t get through
the door from the stage to make her exit. Finally, her manager
said, “Steena, Steena, turn sideways.”

She couldn’t get through. She said, “Auch, I have no sideways.”

Mr. PeErLMAN. That’s very good.

Thank God I have a sideways. Sometimes I find a problem that
from my personal experience, sometimes I find that I have to
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perform twice when I go on stage. Some of the greatest concert
halls in the world are not necessarily accessible.

And I have many ramps and elevators named after me in various
parts of the country. Sometimes I feel, take, for example, the
Concert Haas, which is that wonderful hall in Amsterdam.

There they have 35 steps leading from the top of the stage to the
actual stage or if you wish, you can take 20 steps from the side of
the stage to the stage actually. Sometimes what they do is, I don’t
like to perform in front of an audience by walking up stairs.

You know, it is like they say, here he comes. There is the next
step. And here he is making the second. Oh, no, he slipped. Here
he goes up again.

See, this is for me like a second performance. So in certain halls,
I just don't play. I feel very badly about it, but sometimes people
get to know, if things are pointed out to them, that there is a
definite deficiency.

The whole problem is not the bad attitude because the minimum
people are aware of the problems they know what to do about it. I
feel we need a guiding hand to make people more aware of the
problems.

Mr. Yates. Has the Endowment been good in this respect?

Mr. PerLMAN. Well, I think that they have started something
that is going to be much better. I don’t think it is enough. I think
what they are doing is going in the right direction, but I think that
there is an awful long way to go, and I think that cutting anything
is not going to, we are not going to see any light at the end of the
tunnel if we cut anything else.

We have to continue to grow with these things. As you were
saying about what is going on in music today, there is a renais-
sance, I feel, these days, the last five or 10 years, in music that is
going on.

I know that television has played an important part in bringing
more and more music to people. And people want to go to more
and more concerts.

Right now, this is at a time when we should really pounce on
that. We should really capitalize on that.

Mr. Yates. It's interesting that you should say that. Most of the
time when you perform and your colleagues in the arts perform, it
is found on public television.

Unfortunately, the budget also provides for cutting back on the
funding for the Corporation of Public Broadcasting, as well.

Mr. PErLMAN. I think it would be another tragedy.

Mr. Yatgs. I take it you support greater funding for the arts?

Mr. PErLMAN. I think so.

Mr. Yates. The record will show you said you think so. The
answer is yes. Thank you very much, Mr. Perlman.

Mr. PErLMAN. I got up at 5:00 this morning to go to the Presi-
dent’s Committee for the Employment of the Handicapped, and I
have a concert tonight in New York. So I am going to take the
shuttle now.

Mr. YaTes. Thank you very much for coming.

Mr. BiopLe. Could I just make a comment on Mr. Perlman’s
remarks.

Mr. YaTes. I expected you to.




162

Mr. BippLE. I would like to point out that the Endowment was
among the first, perhaps the second agency put into effect with the
504 regulations.

I was asked in the Senate, Mr. Chairman, why maintain some-
body on the staff to look after these areas if they were not going to
be funded?

And my answer was that we need that staff person very, very
much in this area. Paula Terry could tell you about her work.

Mr. Yares. We will ask her later, if we ever get through with
you.

Mr. BippLE. It is so important.

Mr. Yates. Sure. I am very glad we were able to bring Mr.
Perlman in here and that we had the opportunity to hear him,
because he is a unique personality in every sense of the word.

He has this magnificent talent that has made such a contribu-
tion to our society. It was two years ago, or maybe it was three
years ago, time moves so fast, when you first came in before this
committee. And we at that time welcomed you.

CONTINUING PROGRESS IN THE ARTS

There had been some who claimed that you were a political
appointment. I took the opportunity at that time to point out the
excellent qualifications you have had for the job.

That was just yesterday, it seems. Now it looks like this is a
farewell appearance. I hope it is more like Anna Pavlova’s farewell
appearances, you know. She had one for 20 years, annually.

Perhaps we will have the opportunity of seeing you more fre-
quently. At any rate, two or three years ago, and I don’t remember
the amount, we said the committee had reached a plateau, and
that we ought to take stock, and take a look at the Endowments
and see where we were going.

At that time, both the Humanities and Arts prepared projec-
tions, five-year plans of where they hoped to go in the future.

Both those plans showed a continuing progress of the arts. Now
we are presented with another need to take a reassessment
through the budget cut. I don’t know whether the budget cut
signals whether we are at the end of an era insofar as Federal
support for the arts and humanities is concerned, because certainly
it 1s a reversal of the magnificent bipartisan support that the arts
and the humanities have received ever since they were created, as
I say, from both parties, the Republicans and the Democrats, and
the House and the Senate, and in the White House. The Presidents
have been most supportive.

One President sent a message on the arts and the humanities to
the Congress. He said this to the Congress. It is rather lengthy, and
perhaps I should put it in the record.

But I think it is so good, and I am going to use it in connection
with other things. I think perhaps I will read a great deal of it.

NIXON'S REMARKS ABOUT THE ARTS

Americans have long given their first concerns to the protection and enhance-
ment of Life and Liberty; we have reached the Eoint in our history when we should
give equal concern to “the pursuit of happiness.
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This phrase of Jefferson’s enshrined in our Declaration of Independence is defined
today as “the quality of life.” It encompasses a fresh dedication to protect and
improve our environment to give added meaning to our leisure and to make it
possible for each individual to express himself freely and fully.

The attention and support we give the arts and the humanities—especially as
they affect our young people—represent a vital part of our commitment to enhanc-
ing the quality of life for all Americans.

The full ricﬂness of this nation’s cultural life need not be the province of relative-
ly few citizens centered in a few cities; on the contrary, the trend toward a wider
appreciation of the arts and a greater interest in the humanities should be strongly
encouraged and the diverse culture of every region and community should be
explored.

That had a special appeal to me because I think it is the thrust
of this Administration to return to a time when the arts were
dependent upon private benevolences.

I keep thinking of the Metropolitan Opera Company during the
1920s, and Golden Circle and so forth. Really, you had an elitism
then.

I think the arts have moved away from that. I continue to read:

America’s cultural life has been developed by private persons of genius and talent
and supported by private funds from audiences, generous individuals, corporations
and foundations.

The Federal Government cannot and should not seek to substitute public money
for these essential sources of continuing support.

And we agree with that.

However, there is a growing need for Federal stimulus and assistance—growing
because of the acute financial crisis in which many of our privately supported
cultural institutions now find themselves, and growing also because of the expand-
ing opportunity that derives from higher educational levels, increased leisure and
greater awareness of the cultural life.

We are able now to use the nation’s cultural resources in new ways—ways that
can f.g}rich the lives of more people in more communities than has ever before been
possible.

We heard about greater awareness from Itzhak Perlman.

Need and opportunity combine, therefore, to present the Federal Government
with an obligation to help broaden the base of our cultural legacy—not to make it
fit some common denominator of official sanction, but rather to make its diversity
and insight more readily accessible to millions of people everywhere.

Therefore, I ask the Congress to extend the legislation creating the National
Foundation on the Arts and Humanities beyond its termination date of June 30,
1970, for an additional three years.

Further, I propose that the Congress approve $40 million in new funds for the
National Foundation, in fiscal 1971, to be available from public and private sources.
This will virtually double the current year's level.

Through the National Foundation's two agencies—the National Endowment for
the Arts and the National Endowment for the Humanities—the increased appropri-
ation would make possible a variety of activities:

We would be able to bring more productions in music, theater, literature readings
and dance to millions of citizens eager to have the opportunity for such experiences,

We would be able to bring many more young writers and poets into our school
system, to help teachers motivate youngsters to master the mechanics of self-
expression.

We would be able to provide some measure of support to hard-pressed cultural
institutions, such as museums and symphony orchestras, to meet the demands of
new and expanding audiences.

We would begin to redress the imbalance between the sciences and the human-
ities in colleges and universities, to provide more opportunity for students to become
discerning as well as knowledgeable.

We would be able to broaden and deepen humanistic research into the basic
causes of the divisions between races and generations, learning ways to improve
communication within American society and bringing the lessons of our history to
bear on the problems of our future.
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In the past 5 years, as museums increasingly have transformed themselves from
warehouses of objects into exciting centers of educational experience, attendance
has almost doubled; in these five years the investment in professional performing
arts has risen from $60 million to $207 million and attendance has tripled.

State Arts agencies are now active in 55 States and territories; the total of State
appropriations made to these agencies has grown from $3.6 million in 1967 to $7.6
million this year.

These State agencies, which share in Federal-State partnership grants, represent
one of the best means for the National Endowment to protect our cultural diversity
and to encourage local participation in the arts.

In this way, Federal funds are used properly to generate other funds from State,
local and private sources. In the past history of the Arts Endowment, every dollar of
Federal money has generated three dollars from other sources.

The Federal Role.

At a time of severe budget stringency, a doubling of the appropriation for the arts
and humanities might seem extravagant.

However, I believe that the need for a new impetus to the understanding and
expression of the American idea has a compelling claim on our resources. The dollar
amounts involved are comparatively small.

The Federal role would remain supportive, rather than primary. And two consid-
erations mark this as a time for such action:

Studies in the humanities will expand the range of our current knowledge about
the social conditions underlying the most difficult and far-reaching of the nation’s
domestic problems.

We need these tools of insight and understanding to target our larger resources
more effectively on the solution of the larger problems.

The arts have attained a prominence in our life as a nation and in our conscious-
ness as individuals, that renders their health and growth vital to our national well-
being.

America has moved to the forefront as a place of creative expression. The excel-
lence of the American product in the arts has won worldwide recognition. The arts
have the rare capacity to help heal divisions among our own people and to vault
some of the barriers that divide the world.

Our scholars in the humanities help us explore our society, revealing insights in
our history and in other disciplines that will be of positive long-range benefit.

QOur creative and performing artists give free and full expression to the American
spirit as they illuminate, criticize, and celebrate our civilization.

Like our teachers, they are an invaluable national resource.

Too many Americans have been too long denied the inspiration and the uplift of
our cultural heritage. Now is the time to enrich the life of the mind and to evoke
the splendid qualities of the American spirit.

Therefore, I urge the Congress to extend the authorization and increase substan-
tially the funds available to the National Foundation for the Arts and Humanities.

Few investments we could make would give us so great a return in terms of
human understanding, human satisfaction and the intangible but essential qualities
of grace, beauty and spiritual fulfillment.

Dated December 10, 1969, the White House, and signed by Rich-
ard Nixon.

The point I am making is that Presidents on both sides, Republi-
cans and Democrats, have supported the arts. I think it is unfortu-
nate that this Administration has placed the arts and humanities,
according to Mr. Stockman and his so-called black book, into the
low classification of programs.

So we have to ask our questions, is this 50 percent cut the first
step in the reduction or elimination, or first step in the total
elimination of Federal support for the arts and humanities?

Of the 15 years and the successes, I underline the successes the
Endowments have had, as have been described here this morning,
adequate to launch this Nation into a total dependence upon pri-
vate funding.

As it was, as I said 50 years ago, when the wealthy, only the
wealthy supported the arts, and art was left to the marketplace.
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There is no doubt there will be continued private giving, but the
testimony before this committee has indicated that the private
giving, at least by the big corporations, and according to the testi-
mony by two of the vice presidents of two of the largest corpora-
tions in the country, private giving by the private sector will not
make up the lack of Federal funding, and the arts and humanities
will necessarily be injured by the lack of it.

Well, that is background for an announcement that appeared in
the press this morning on a press release that came from the

White House.

TASK FORCE ON THE ARTS AND HUMANITIES

I read this, dated May 6, 1981.

The President today announced the creation of a Task Force on the Arts and
Humanities. Named to head the Task Force as the chairman for the arts is actor
and American Film Institute Chairman Charlton Heston.

Dr. Hanna H. Gray, President of the University of Chicago, will serve as Chair-
man for the humanities. Chairman for the Federal Government will be the Ambas-
sador-at-large for Cultural Affairs designate, Daniel J. Terra, Chicago arts patron.

Barnabas McHenry, of New York City, was named as Vice chairman.

The Task Force will recommend to the President ways in which private support
might offset the cuts in the budgets of the National Endowments for the Arts and
Humanities.

The Task Force will, however, direct its inquiry to all of the activities of both
Endowments as well as other Federal arts and humanities programs.

Special attention will be paid to three areas: First is the possibility of increasing
support to State and local programs; second is increasing the role of nongovernmen-

professional judgment in awardmaking; and third is the desirability of convert-
ing the Endowments into public corporations.

There was a statement by the President that I had. I seem to be
missing it at the moment. The President himself said:
I am naming this Task Force because of my deep concern for the arts and

humanities in America. Qur cultural institutions are an essential national resource;
they must be kept strong.

le I believe firmly that the Federal Government must reduce its spending, I
am nevertheless sympathetic to the very real needs of our cultural organizations
and hope the Taslz Force will deliver to my desk by Labor Day, a plan to make
better use of existing Federal resources and to increase the support for the arts and
humanities by the private sector.

As I read that, I wondered about several things. One, I wondered
whether this was in the nature of a feint, in order to remove the
pressure on the White House that has been engendered by, I know,
of the enormous pressures in support of the arts and opposition to
the 50 percent cut.

I thought when it was first introduced a couple days ago, it
might be the result of a stacked deck. I don’t think so now, and
prefer to think that is not true.

The people who are appointed are outstanding people. Hanna
Gray for the Humanities, President of the University of Chicago, a
good friend of mine, and a marvelous socially conscious person.

Charlton Heston, a great actor, who for years has been identified
with the National Film Institute, and knows first-hand of the very
great benefits the National Film Institute has received from the
Endowments.

If memory serves me, the Film Institute is the largest single
grantee over the years, larger than the Metropolitan Opera, Metro-
politan Museum.
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American Film Institute, like Abu Ben-Addam, led all the rest.
So he knows what the Endowment has done and can do.

I am not as familiar with Mr. Terra, although I am told he has a
fine collection. He can’t be all bad, coming from the City of Chica-
go. So I would tend to think that that is in his favor. We do have
some culture in the City of Chicago.

Then Mr. McHenry, whom I met the other night. He seemed to
me to be a very congenial, serious, sympathetic person to the arts.
Although this is his idea, I am told.

At any rate, it suddenly occurred to me, is the President really
starting what can only be described as a mini-White House Confer-
ence on the Arts?

I keep thinking of John Brademas’ bill, you know. But I remem-
ber the funding John Brademas thought of. It was around $5
million for a “White House Conference on the Arts. There is no
mention in any of these as to how this task force is to be financed.

I assume the members of the Task Force, may be calling upon
the Endowments for help. I assume that the Endowments will be
more than happy to give them whatever help is required.

At any rate, I don’t know who he’s going to appoint to the other
places. 1 see where it's been divided into the arts, the humanities
for four segments: Corporate executives, philanthropists and arts
managers.

I thought he might have included someone from the Congress,
from the Senate and from the House, also, because whatever hap-
pens, there will be some political overtones to the matter.

It is similar to when the President goes on a foreign trip, some-
times he takes Senators along. This is a domestic trip, but he ought
t?-n take members of the House and Senate along on something like
this, too.

It would be helpful. At any rate, we look forward to the appoint-
ment of that Task Force, and to what it proposes.

I can’t, for myself, believe that the private sector can take up
what the Endowments have done. The testimony before our com-
mittee is overwhelming to the effect not only that the funding has
been important in creating a climate in which the arts and human-
ities are beginning to flourish in this country, but the action of the
Endowments themselves are taken as seals of approval for private
activities, that the private donors of the country look to the actions
taken by the Endowment as being guideposts for their own activi-
ties.

And if only for that reason, the arts and humanities have to stay
strong in order to continue to give the kind of guidance that they
have given over the last few years to the private donors who want
to continue to give.

I am talked out now. If you have any comments, I would be very
glad to receive them.

Mr. BiopLe. Commenting on this article, with you, Mr. Chair-
man, I would be most welcoming of any liaison that this task force
would like to establish with the Council on the Arts or the Endow-
ment itself.

With you, I have had some discussions with Mr. McHenry. I have
not heard from Mr. Heston, but I know him well. He was on the
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National Council on the Arts, as you pointed out, and is head of
the American Film Institute.

And when he was on the National Council on the Arts, I was
serving with the Endowment. So I feel close to him in some ways.

Mr. Yares. Well, I think you should. I don’t understand one
comment that is ascribed to him in this article I read in the paper.

He said the main task of these agencies is to get more dollars to
the goal. “There are an awful lot of filing cabinets and people who
put things in them.”

I am not exactly sure what he meant by that.

Mr. BiopLE. I took that to mean that he meant there was a lot of
research.

Mr. Yates. We will accept that because he goes on to say, ‘1
don’'t mean we are going around with a meat ax.” So that is
hopeful and helpful.

Mr. Biopre. 1 have also met Mr. Terra, not in connection with
this, but in other connections. Certainly he is a person of discrimi-
nation and knowledge.

And the names that I have heard mentioned, although nobody
has yet been officially named to the Task Force, but there is
speculation about certain individuals. And I think they all have a
sound knowledge, intelligence, experience, wisdom and sympathy
towards the values of the arts.

Mr. Yates. Well, that is good.

Mr. BiopLe. I have volunteered to have the Arts Council, or the
Endowment, participate with this Task Force in any way that it
might see fit.

I have also suggested that our staff people might be useful.

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON THE ARTS

Mr. Yares. I look to John Brademas’ bill on the White House
Conference, and I assume that this is implicit. His goals are implic-
it in the charge that is being made to this Task Force.

In this bill, it has declaration to the Congress.

Sec. 102. The Congress hereby finds and declares—

(1) that the development and encouragement of arts activity in the United States
are of the utmost importance to the nation’s life and heritage;

(2) that concern for the quality of life in the United States requires constant
dedication, planning, and reflection on the state of the arts in the nation;

(3) that the arts have an increasingly significnt impact on the economic sector of
our society;

(4) that it is appropriate to encourage the maximum and broadest participation by
the nation’s citizenry, including, but not limited to, artists, knowledgeable citizens
and other interested persons, representatives of State and local governments, labor,
agriculture, business and industry, educators, including art educators, and experts
in all fields of the arts, in the process of insuring needed support for the arts among
all parties concerned at Federal, State, and local levels.

Then he says, “The White House Conference on the Arts.” I
would guess, I am speculating again, that whatever happens
coming out of the Task Force, unless they agree that the Endow-
ments, as presently constituted, are the way they want the arts
and humanities to continue to operate, will require other legisla-
tion, because obviously, the Congress has established the Endow-
ments, and the Endowments are acting pursuant to the charter
given to them by the Congress.




168

That being so, I take it we will be through with our budget
process for 1982 by the time that report comes out.

The report that I saw in the papers indicated that they hoped to
get a report from the Task Force by Labor Day, somewhere along
that time.

I hope that our bill will be through by that time, too. That being
so, I would hope they would recognize that pending the determina-
tion of the Task Force as to what ought to be done, that the arts
and the humanities ought to be continued to operate not on a very
reduced level, which would injure their standing at such time,
their standing and position in the country at such times as the
recommendations of the President’s Task Force might be looked on
for being operative.

I think that ought to be turned over to whatever body might be
created, an arts and humanities constituency that had not been
hurt or injured as a result of inadequate funding.

With that background, we can start consideration of the budget.

Mr. Dicks. Will the Chairman yield?

Mr. YATEs. Yes.

Mr. Dicks. I will support the Chairman in all his initiatives here
because he’'s done a tremendous job of providing leadership. One
thing that worries me that we talked about while you were at the
Rules Committee, was the consideration of reconciliation which has
to be achieved by June 15.

The mandate of reducing programs by $11 billion that are under
the jurisdiction of the Education and Labor Committee could have
some implications on the Endowments, which is worrisome to me.

Mr. Yates. Why don’t we come back at 1:30.

AFTERNOON SESSION

FORMER PRESIDENTS STATEMENTS ON THE ARTS

Mr. YaTes. The hearings will be in order.

I read from one of the Presidents’ statements this morning. I
have statements from all the other Presidents who support the
arts, beginning with President John F. Kennedy.

Lyndon Johnson’s was particularly good, when he signed the bill
creating the National Endowments. He said this:

In the long history of man countless empire and nations have come and gone.
Those who created no lasting works of art are reduced today to short footnotes in
history’s catalog. Art is a nation's most precious heritage for it is in our works of art
that we reveal to ourselves and to others the inner vision which guides us as a
nation. Where there is no vision, the people perish.

We in America have not always be kind to our artists and the scholars who are
the creators and peoples of our vision. Somehow, the scientists always seem to get
the penthouse while the arts and humanities get the basement. Last year, for the
first time in our history, we passed legislation to start changing that situation. We
have created the National Council on the Arts.

Then President Ford:

I have been delighted to have a part to some extent in promoting the Council of
Arts and all the things that are related thereto. I would be I think off on the wrong
track if I took credit for any significant gains, but it has been a wonderful experi-
ence for me to go from one who has little or no appreciation or support for the art,
to one who has learned that the arts can be very important, very vital in the
community, and I think, in the nation.
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So I am a converted individual, and I don't apologize for it. And converts often-
times are known as more ardent advocates than those who are brought up in an
environment or a religion. It has been a great experience for me to see over the last
four or five years the tremendous increase not only in money from the Federal
Government, but the interest throughout the nation.

President Roosevelt, at the dedication of the National Gallery of
Art, had some fine things to say about the role of the arts.

President Kennedy said this on June 10, 1963, in a letter to
August Heckscher:

I have long believed, as you know, that the quality of America’s cultural life is an
element of immense importance in the scales by which our work will ultimately be
weighed. Your report on “The Arts and National Government” opens up what I am
confident will be a new and fruitful relationship between government and the arts.
Government can never take over the role of patronage and support filled by private
individuals and groups in our society. The government surely has a significant part
to play in helping establish the conditions under which art can flourish, and in
encouraging the arts, encourages science and learning.

CUTS IN THE CHALLENGE GRANT PROGRAM

Now we turn to the budget. In your budget, which passed OMB,
providing for an overall 50 percent cut—I have read that the single
greatest casualty seems to be the Challenge Program. As a result
of the Challenge Program so many additional contributions are
being made to foster the arts. People are asking why funds are
being cut from that program rather than from some of the others?

Mr. BiopLe. Mr. Chairman, I think it was an agonizing decision
to make. Certainly the Challenge Grant Program, which has uti-
lized $98 million I Federal investments has produced $555 million
in the money raised by our grantees to date. We report to you, as
you know, regularly on that, the amount of money raised through
the Challenge Grant Program. So it is better than a five to one
ratio that is now in effect.

But when we come to a decision on priorities, and what is most
essential, or even more essential than anything else in a reduced
figure, I think we all at the Endowment and on the Council agree
that the programmatic areas must take precedence.

The Challenge Program by and large affects a smaller number of
grantees than the other programs. It by and large affects the major
institutions rather than the smaller ones. And we just felt that,
great as it is, successful as it is, and a banner program for the
Endowment as it is, that in terms of an $99 million budget, we
have to put the major concentration on the program monies.

Mr. Yates. In your justification on page 6 you say this:

An organization receiving a Challenge Grant must raise in the Treasury Grant $3
for every Federal dollar. But the funds generated must be new or increased levels of
ncome or gl\fll'lg,

How does that differ from the Treasury match?

Mr. BmopLe. The Treasury match can be a little different in
terms of new and increased money. It can be earned income, it can
be contributed income. But it must be on a three to one ratio.

Mr. Yares. Is that true of Challenge as well?

Mr. BiopLe. Challenge is the new and the increased money.

Mr. Yares. Can you use old money for the Treasury Grant as
opposed to new money?
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Mr. BiopLE. You can use a different kind of match. You can use
earned income or you can use contributed services.

Mr. YarEs. I see.

Mr. BippLE. But the Challenge Grant——

Mr. Yates. Is much more stringent?

Mr. BippLE. Exactly.

Mr. YaTes. Then you say this:

It is anticipated that the Challenge Grant Program will have been responsibile in
its first four years—at a cost of less than $95 million in terms of the federal

investment—for bringing one half billion dollars of sorely needed new funds into
American arts organizations.

How do you arrive at that figure?

Mr. BippLE. That is based, Mr. Chairman, on the reports that are
given to us on a regular basis by the Challenge grantees. It changes
month by month. This can be used for the record if you so desire.
That is the latest report, and it demonstrates in each of the Chal-
lenge grantees what they have raised to date. Some have finished
their Challenge Grant Programs. Some are still in the process. It is
a three year program, as you know.

Mr. YAtEs. This may be received for the files of the committee. It
would probably take up too much space in the report.

Well, I would like to think about that for a little bit. Perhaps it
would be well to put this in the record to show how the Endow-
ment has stimulated the private sector rather than the reverse. I
will put it into the record at this point.

[The information follows:]
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ECONOMIC IMPACT AT STATE LEVEL

Mr. BiopLe. Not just about the Challenge Grant, but I have some
other indications of leverage of money. Here is a report from the
Tennesee Arts Commission that shows an interesting ratio of
match of $5 of other monies for every $1 given to the Tennesee
Arts Commission in a block grant. It also shows that those monies
generated some $73 million in economic impact on the state.

Mr. YaTes. That may be put in the record at this point, too.

[The information follows:]




TENNESSEE ARYS ¢ (Ni_\ﬁ?».sm\'

505 DEADERICK. SUIT ¥  MASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37 515) T41-1701

April 14, 1981

Mr. Livingston Biddle, Chairman
National Endowment for the Arts
Columbia Plaza, 2401 “E" St., NwW
Washington, D.C. 20506

Dear Mr. Biddle:
The attached article has been prepared to provide you with some

information as to what the National Endowment for the Arts has meant
o Tennessee since it has been in existance.

We hope that you will find the information both enlightening and useful.

Sincerely,

Arthur L. Keeble
Executive Director

ALK/lsn enclosure

80-526 O—81——14
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DESIGN ARTS GRANTS STIMULATE ECONOMY

Mr. BippLE. Here is a documentation of some of our design art
grants where the ratio of matches is up to 500 to 1 in some cases.

Mr. Yates. How does that follow?

Mr. BippLeE. That is a small design grant that may trigger a
whole economic development in a given place. I think our Design
Program is probably the one that stimulates or leverages in a way
that is unlike any other program.

Mr. Yates. You said in your letter, the Chairman’s statement
contained the Annual Report for 1980:

A second important model for the long term future of the arts is a city like
Savannah, Georgia, or San Antonio, Texas; or Winston Salem, North Carolina,
where the arts are receiving the focal point, the driving force in revitalizing the
city.

Winston Salem, for example, has been losing population to its suburbs. Several
years go, the arts endowment gave a small planning grant to the local arts council
to move into a deteriorating section of the center city. From that beginning has
come a coalition of cultural, political and business leaders who are now rebuilding
the downtown around the special arts enclave, including a theater, a center for the
arts, a park and artists studies. Combined efforts including historic preservation,
have stimulated $3 million in grants from other federal agencies and over $100
million in private investment.

That is the point you are trying to make, I think.
Mr. BippLE. Yes sir.
Mr. Yares. To sustain Mr. Biddle's contention, page 198 of the
justification may be placed in the record.
[The information follows:]
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““’HE ARTS AND THE NEW ENGLAND ECONOMY'

Mr. YaTEs. Pages 9, 10 and 11 of the report prepared by the New
England Foundation for the Arts, entitled “The Arts and the New
England Economy,” showing the economic impact of the New Eng-
land cultural organization, may go into the record.

[The information follows:]

INTRODUCTION

A couple of years ago, the Advertising Council of America produced a public
service television spot featuring Billy Martin of the New Yorﬁ Yankees telling
viewers that the arts attract more poeple than baseball and all sports combined.
Billy was shown with his foot up on a bench in a busy gallery of the Metropolitan
Museum of art admitting, in a rare humble moment, that in the previous year the
Yankees had come in second to the Met.

In New England, like New York, cultural organizations attract many millions of
people each year contributing to the vitality of tourism and the economic health of
the region. Arts institutions themselves constitute a significant industry—one which
is low in its demands on fossil fuels and high in its demands on the energies and
indigenous gifts of its people. To be specific, in 1978, New England’s nonprofit
cultural organizations alone constituted a $560 million industry and this figure rises
to over a billion dollars when the spending of audiences, of individual artists, and of
educational institutions with arts programs are taken into account. The image of
nonprofit arts organizations as economic “losers” is simply inaccurate—in New
England, such organizations provided over 40,000 jobs and returned many millions
of dollars in state and federal taxes. The notion that the arts put an undue strain
on the budgets of state legislatures is also unfounded—in 1978, when the economic
impact of these organizations exceeded half a billion dollars, state legislatures
appropriated less than 1 percent of this amount ($4,736,550) to its state arts agencies
to support the work of the nonprofit cultural sector.

As residents of New England and directors of state arts agencies, we have grown
increasin%ly concerned about the role we can play in rebuilding the economic
vitality of this region in an era of scarce resources and growing anxiety over oil,
inflation, unemployment, and other economic ills. Each day we are given the oppor-
tunity to support policies which will contribute to the quality of both our cultural
and economic life. Yet we have often felt frustrated in our attempts to convince
others that support for the arts can help foster a healthy economy. We have been
plagued by an inadequately of reliable information that answers such questions as:
what constitutes the nonprofit arts industry? what implications does it have in such
areas as manpower development, tourism, business relocation, and tax generation?

It was to find answers to such questions that we decided, three years ago, to
undertake the first multi-state study of the impact of the arts on our region's
economy. With the help of Thomas Wolf, executive director of our regional organiza-
tion, the New England Foundation of the Arts, we were successful in interesting
two federal agencies in the importance of our research. Both the Economic Develop-
ment Administration of the United States Department of Commerce and the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts generously funded our efforts. We also had the
assistance of several outstanding college and university students working in our
agencies as research assistants under the auspices of the Student Internship in
Economic Development Program; with their help, we were able to undertake the
mammoth task of identifying and surveying the cultural organizations in New
England. Finally, we were fortunate in our choice of a principal investigator. Econo-
mist Gregory Wassall has undertaken a similar study of arts impact in the state of
Connecticut before developing the methodology for the regional study and those
il:litial efforts were instrumental in assuring the success of the research reported

ere.

It is too easy to say that the results of this study speak for themselves. This is
E}articularly true since this research examines only the tip of a very large iceberg.

hile the study does report the economic effect to nonprofit arts organizations, it
does not consider the profit sector, audience spending multipliers, the economic
effect of individual artists and others who are self-employed in the industry; nor
does it try to establish an actual dollar effect of business relocation decisions
influenced by qualify of life considerations. While the New England Foundation for
the Arts is doing follow-up work in these areas, it is important to keep in mind that
the complexity of such research is immense and its results probably less reliable
than what is reported here.
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What we do have in this volume is the beginning of an understanding of what the
arts mean to our region in economic terms. In addition to the conventional argu-
ments about the importance of cultural organizations to the quality of New England
life, we can now add that such organizations also play an important economic role
in the region as well.

Indeed, this may be the central point which our report makes—that economic
planners in New England should not, as they have in tgn(; past, ignore the region’s
extraordinary cultural assets. We must begin to adopt a more aggressive strategy
which ties the arts to a strong and vigorous economy. Such a strategy has already
been employed successfully in the south. A look at state promotional ads in Business
Week and ;ormne indicates the extent to which developers in southern states are
using a favorable cultural climate to woo industry. Ironically, although we have had
less of a strategy to promote it, New England’s cultural climate is at least its equal.

The publication of The Arts and the New England Economy is our invitation to
others in the public and private sector to join us in promoting one of the region’s
most precious resources and one of its most exciting industries.

Mr. YATEs. It says:

To be specific, in 1978, New England's nonprofit cultural organization alone
constituted a $560 million industry. And this figure rises to over a billion dollars
when the spending of audiences of individual artists and educational institutions
with arts programs are taken into account. The impact of nonprofit arts organiza-
tions as economic losers is simply inaccurate. In New England, such organizations
provide over 40,000 jobs, and return many millions of dollars in state and federal
taxes.

Mr. BippLE. I made mention this morning, Mr. Chairman, of the
fact that in the year that this study was conducted, the Endow-
ment spent some $12 million in those six New England states, and
that the tax return, the IRS recouping of that, if you want to put it
in that fashion, from individual income taxes of the people em-
ployed in these various arts endeavors, was $10 million. g?: you can

make a case on that point alone, I think, that there is significant
benefit. g

CHALLENGE GRANT CUTS

Mr. Yates. Your justification on page 4 shows that there are four
categories that are set forth. For fiscal 1980, the program is shown
as $97 million; for fiscal 1981, at $118,960,000; and prospectively for
fiscal year 1982, at $57,835,000.

Treasury Grants are shown as $18,500,000 under fiscal year 1980,
$19,250,000 under fiscal year 1981, and $15 million under fiscal
year 1982.

Challenge Grants are shown as $26,900,000 under fiscal year
1980, as $13,450,000 under fiscal year 1981. You have certainly cut
it back in 1981, half of what it was in 1980, when you had more
money than you had before. Why then do you do that?

Mr. BiopLe. I think, Mr. Chairman, we were considering the 1981
fiscal year as a year of some transition in the Challenge Program.
We were looking for ways of continuing grants to those that were
already eligible and already benefiting from the potential of this
program. We were looking at a new kind of concept for the Chal-
lenge Grant Program, which had we been at a higher level, we
would have been bringing to you today. That is the Challenge
Grants that have proved eminently successful for the first round
grantees. Four to five years ago, those organizations which com-
pleted their Challenge Grant most successfully could reapply for a
second kind of Challenge Grant in order to enable them to get to
an even higher degree of service.
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So we are thinking in terms of 1982 of a two-pronged approach to
the Challenge Grant Program:

One, to continue the Challenge Grants that have been successful
in the past for new applicants; and

A second tier of Challenge Grants that would apply to those who
had successfully achieved their first grant.

With the $2.5 million in the 1982 budget, the $88 million, that is
not applicable.

Mr. Yates. Under the Carter budget you proposed to increase
Challenge Grants from $13 million to $15 million.

Mr. BippLe. $15.9 million.

INCREASE IN ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET

Mr. Yates. Then you wound up with $2.5 million. The fourth
category was administrative, shown as $12 million in 1980,
$11,900,000 in 1981, and $12,665,000 in 1982, greater than last year
actually, even though your budget has been cut in half. Why do
you ghow your administrative expenses as being higher than last
year?

Mr. BippLeE. Well, there has been a great deal of discussion about
that, Mr. Chairman, as I think you will recognize. I would have to
begin by saying that the workload of the Endowment in terms of
applications received, in terms of the services performed, is the
principal factor in terms of an administrative budget. We would
foresee, with the $88 million, a slight diminishing in the number of
applications, but not a substantial one. We would still see 25,000
applications coming to us at this very reduced level.

So the workload does not really diminish in terms of the agency’s
needs. The ceilings that have been applicable to the Endowment
over the years since I have been there began with 330 employees
full time, and diminished, then were increased you will recall in
1980 by 25 people through the understanding and sympathetic
attention of this committee. We have now a ceiling of 320 employ-
ees.

Under the $88 million, we would have a ceiling of 292 employees,
a reduction of 10, But those costs that are involved with that
number of people, and the rent and utilities and so forth that are
involved in our budget, that is 80 percent of the figured costs of the
agency. And this is another factor here as well, I think, if you look
at fiscal 1978, when our administrative budget was a little over $9
million, and we had 307 employees, and a lower number of applica-
tions than we would have in terms of the $99 million today, next
year 1982, if you project that just in terms of inflationary costs, you
get higher than the $12,665,000.

Mr. Yates. Mr. Regula has some questions on this point.

Mr. RecuLa. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I note in the information here that 80 percent of your budget is
fixed costs.

Mr. BippLE. That is right.

Mr. RecuLa. Twenty percent of your administrative budget is
used to accept and review applications and award grants, correct?

Mr. BiopLe. Well, 20 percent is used for those costs that may be a
little bit more flexible than the fixed costs of the employees. But
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about 1650of the employees, of the 300 or the 292 requested, are
concerned primarily with the grant making process in the agency.

Mr. REcuLA. Are you suggesting if the budget were cut to $44
million, then you would still have your administrative costs at $12
million?

Mr. BiopLe. No, I am not suggesting that.

Mr. REcuLA. That is the thrust of what you are saying.

REDUCED NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS

Mr. Yates. I agree with Mr. Regula, because I don’t understand
why, whether your budget is cut from $150 million to $88 million
as is proposed in the budget, you will still have the same number of
applications, will you not? At least this is your contention as re-
vealed in your budget justification. If that is true, you still have
the same amount of paperwork.

Your contention would be accurate if the number of applications
fell off.

Mr. BippLe. Right.

Mr. YaTes. But that isn’t your contention?

Mr. BippLE. But I think Mr. Regula gave me a $44 million total.

Mr. YaTes. Yes.

Mr. BiopLe. That would definitely reduce the number of applica-
tions. It would just have to.

Mr. YaTes. Why?

Mr. BiopLe. Well, we would have to abandon certain programs if
we were to go down to that level.

Mr. YaTes. I see. Therefore, there could be no applications under
those abandoned programs?

Mr. BippLe. That is right.

Mr. Yares. Would you yield for just a question on that?

Mr. REGULA. Yes.

TERMINATION OF CERTAIN PROGRAMS

Mr. YaTes. You say on page 5 of your justification:

In general, the programs will be emphasizing direct organizational support, and
providing considerably less support for service organizations, for touring, and other
outreach efforts. Outreach efforts will necessarily fail in purpose unless the arts
producing organization is sound artistically and financially.

One should not conclude from this, however, that there will be little effect on arts
organizations seeking Endowment support for their home-based activities. Fewer
symphony orchestras, theater, opera and dance companies, fewer museums will be
supported and those that are will receive less funding.

Some efforts, supported out of program funds and not as directly involved with
arts producing organizations, will be eliminated altogether. The National Council on
the Arts has recommended the termination of funding entirely for international
activities, . . .

Now, you had some people in that.

- . . research and evaluation Programs aimed at helping special constituencies
the Intern Program and continuance of the advancement effort, involving the
special building grants to emerging organizations of high artistic significance and
future potential.

You are closing down some programs?
Mr. BiopLe. That is correct.
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Mr. Yates. If your answer to my previous question is correct,
should not your administrative expenses certainly be reduced in
respect to the programs for which you will have no applications?

USE OF STAFF RESOURCES

Mr. BippLk. I think what we need to think of in that respect is
what Mr. Perlman said this morning about the need for a presence
of the Endowment, let us say in the special constituency area that
he was talking about. We have a very small—we have two people
in that field. One is Paula Terry, and she has one assistant.

This is a very minor investment in terms of staff in an area that
deals with all facilities for the handicapped around the country,
and also serves as an advocated voice in terms cf working with the
areas which we have normally been concerned with here. Bringing
the arts to prisons, bringing the arts to the Veterans Administra-
tion, to the handicapped. In this whole area, I think Paula Terry
alone can help engender funding for these programs. If we elimi-
nated that staff member, we would lose a resource.

Mr. YaTes. I am going to give Mr. Regula his time back. I really
wanted to refer Mr. Regula’s attention to page 203 of the justifica-
tion, which has a table showing the number of applications re-
ceived beginning in the year 1977, and going through an estimate
of 1982, together with the numbers of personnel that would be
required.

Mr. REcurA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Yargs. I thank the gentleman for yielding to me.

INCREASE IN ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET

Mr. Regura. I am very much troubled by the apparent desire to
keep the administrative end of this full steam, and at the same
time, cutting off benefits. It is the old Washington Monument
syndrome. When you reduce the Department of National Resources
budget, they shut down the Washington Monument. You are play-
ing the same game with us here.

Now, let me go to a few specifics. The personnel summary in the
justification shows one person for the Fellows program, one for the
International program, three for the Research program and two for
the special constituencies program. There is no budget request for
these programs. What are these seven people going to be doing?

Mr. BiopLe. As I said, Mr. Regula, I think that in the special
constituency area, the person there can serve as a great resource of
this whole field in bringing the arts to handicapped people, to
special situations in prisons, to the Veterans Administration. That
is a resource for the country in this respect. This is a person who
understands those areas very well and can help generate private
money for people, other funding.

Mr. REcuLA. You are saying that even though there is no budget
request for funds for this program, that you will have an ongoing
program?

Mr. BiopLe. That we will be able to generate funds for those
purposes through a staff resource.
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Mr. Moore. Mr. Regula, I think as far as Special Constituencies
are concerned, there are two aspects to it. The program has over
the years gathered some funding to put in the model project areas.

Mr. REGcuLA. Are you talking about private funding?

Mr. Moore. No, within the Endowment—for model projects in
the areas of the theater and dance that explore ways of either
artistically using issues or people who are handicapped or aged or
the like.

Another component has been working with other federal agen-
cies.

A third has to do with section 504 of it and handicapped regula-
tions that all federal agencies have to deal with. We got into this
area very early, and I think we had an extremely successful effort.
I think I can say with some confidence that our field does not look
upon our activities in this area as being at all onerous or burden-
some. We have had a very delicate program, very concerned with
the interests of the organization that are our recipient constitu-
tency, to develop an awareness of the issues.

We are aware that there have been some, on the other cases
outside of our area, kind of a heavyhandedness in this that has not
made it acceptable. Mr. Perlman, who was here this morning, was
speaking of this question of awareness and bringing forth ideas. We
have that program and that would be ongoing within this particu-
lar office, continuing to keep information flowing.

We don’t go out with these things and say “‘thou shalt.” But here
are ways in which you can enhance accessability, as I say, which
we are firmly convinced are not burdensome. I would be delighted
to give you some more information about that. That would be
ongoing.

Ms. TiGHE. May I add that it applies similarly in the Internation-
al Program. Most of the work done in that program has not been
directed toward spending our money. It has been directed toward
advising other groups involved in international exchange of the
arts on how best to place their money—lots of different places.

Certainly with the International Communications Agency, we
have through our staff person been able to take their request for
dance in some foreign country and using our panels, we would use
any way, to review our application. They advised the ICA on what
dance groups might be advisable or suitable to represent the
United States.

We have done this with the Japan Friendship organization. We
do this with our resources. When the panel comes in with some-
thing else, in comes our international person who has gotten the
background information, coordinated it, gotten their information
and conveyed it back to the organization. Through that means, I
would like to hope we have been able to upgrade the quality of arts
that this country is sending abroad with really very nominal cost
to the Endowment.

Mr. BippLE. Let me give you one other example of this. The other
day, not long ago, a corporation called me and said they wanted to
do a visual arts program with Mexico, an exchange program utiliz-
ing American artists and Mexican artists. And they trusted the
Endowment to provide some sort of guidance for this.
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The young lady who works for the internationl area here and
who has a great deal of imagination and ability and knowledge,
was able to put together a suggestion which was accepted by the
Mexicans and by the corporation, and as a result, a project is
ongoing. It wouldn’t have been possible without that staff resource.
It just would have fallen somewhere askew.

Mr. REcura. I assume you are saying these seven people are
resource people even if they have no money to spend?

Mr. BiopLE. That is the point.

Mr. Moore. In the research area, if I might add, I think that I
would point out we have a substantial drop in the staff of that
program, from I think seven to three. As a result of having our
personnel ceiling diminished by about 25 people in a rather short
period of time, we have stopped hiring, regardless of the freeze, and
we are trying as best as possible to reassign people within the
agency to take up functions as vacancies occur,

With the research effort, though, there are ongoing contracts
that need to be monitored. I would expect that if there were no
funds remaining in that program, that the contracts that are now
out would probably take a year to 18 months to complete. That was
the idea of having those three staff there.

As far as the Fellows Program, it is up in the air as to whether
or not we would take that individual and use that person some-
place else. If we were going to have a Fellows Program, we might
run it out of some other office. Without the ability to pay, to give
some sort of monetary assistance to these young people who come
in, we might not be able to have quite as broad a reach. We might
just be drawing from people in the Washington-Baltimore area.

But there are arts administration programs in the area, and we
have had some expressions of interest from people who might want
to come without remuneration to work with us.

Mr. BiopLeE. The Fellows Program is to bring young people who
are particularly interested in developing careers in the arts to have
a period of time at the Endowment so that they can learn greater
dimensions for their understanding of the work. It has been tre-
mendously successful in helping build careers for arts administra-
tors.

There is also a possibility that educational institutions might like
to assign people to work as Fellows at the Arts Endowment for a
period of time without cost to us. So that one young lady again,
who is involved in the program, is a resource to this type of
activity.

Mr. REGurA. Personnel. I have some other personnel questions,
Mr. Chairman. I don’'t want to spend too much time on them.

Mr. YaTes. Would you rather put them in the record?

Mr. REcuira. I won't pursue all of them.

Mr. Yates. You have the floor now and you may do as you wish.

Mr. REGuLA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I notice that the state programs are down by 50 percent, but
there appears to be no reduction in personnel. You testified this
morning, that you will have a 10 to 12 percent reduction in applica-
tions, perhaps more. Again, however, there is no reduction in per-
sonnel. I don't follow the logic on that. Maybe you can explain why
you keep the same number of personnel in both instances?




223

Mr. BiopLE. For the State Program, and I think it is again a
resource for state activities, there is a great deal of information
that needs to be exchanged between the states and ourselves. And
regardless of the amount of money going to the states, the same
workload applies to those areas as would apply otherwise.

Also, I think in an abbreviated financial time, a time of reduc-
tion, those resource people are even more valuable to the activities
they are helping to conduct than they would be otherwise, because
they are going to have to be perhaps more innovative, perhaps
more advisory, in their capacities.

Mr. Recura. Do you have confidence in the State Programs?

hMr. BippLe. I have great confidence in the caliber of state leader-
ship.

BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES

Mr. Recura. Then I assume you would favor a block grant
whereby you would eliminate the administrative overhead, give the
money to the states and let them administer the program out to
the communities?

Mr. BippLE. More than is being done now?

Mr. REcurLA. Yes. In other words, a total block grant program.

Mr. BippLE. I don’t think I would favor that, Mr. Regula, for the
reason that I think you have to have a national perspective on the
arts. I think that many organizations feel that they want a hearing
at the national level, and feel competitive in terms of the other
organizations similar to them. They like the idea of plurality of
approach.

A great deal of this applies to the middle level type of organiza-
tion, which may be receiving some help from the state agency, but
which looks upon the Endowment as another area where it can
apply and be given additional help. Many organizations in the
country now are receiving some help from the city, from a munici-
pality, from the state arts agency and from the Endowment.

I think the Endowment gives a perspective to the national level
that should not be eliminated, should not be reduced really beyond
where it has always been, that is, 80 percent of the program
moneys are for national purposes, and 20 percent have traditional-
ly been for the states. If there were a desire to make that change,
to make it a higher ratio, then I think the states would have made
that expression to the Congress when the bill was reauthorized last
year.,

But I think it has been an extraordinarily effective partnership
on the basis that it has established that there is 20 percent for
state funding.

Mr. Recura. The state cut in our budget proposal is greater than
some of the others.

Mr. BippLe. That is because of the mathematics of the situation.

Mr. REcuLA. But you are really saying that given the choice, the
State Programs is not an equal priority with some of the other
programs. Obviously, your administrative budget has the highest
priority because it goes up. The Challenge Grant Program takes a
real beating. In light of all your statements over the years I have
been here, about what a wonderful thing it is, I am at a loss to
understand that one.

80-526 0—B1—15
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The program that seems to be preserved, other than administra-
tive, is the one that is run out of Washington. Comparatively, the
states take a pretty good slice, too. That all says to me that your
confidence is placed, (1) in administrative functions, and (2), in the
things you do here in Washington. I don’t believe that I accept
that. I would like to see the arts reach these people out there that
are paying the bill.

Mr. Yates. That is what he wants, too.

Mr. REcurA. But it doesn’t happen.

Mr. Yates. I agree. He says it is the mathematics of it. When
you cut a budget in half, you are going to have to cut the grants to
states, too.

Mr. REGULA. I understand that, but they cut them even more
than that, 55.9 percent.

Mr. BiopLE. They are still 20 percent of the program. That is
under the law. The reason that that reduction seems so large
comparatively is because of the mathematics of the higher program
monies under the $175 million. It is a question whether the Treas-
ury money is a larger percentage of our budget now than it was
under the $175 million. That is the mathematics of it. And the
Treasury monies are not available on the 20 percent basis to the
states because they are a different kind——

Mr. Yares. Formula?

Mr. BippLE. Formula.

GOVERNMENT MONEY DIRECTED TO LARGE CITIES

Mr. Recura. Well, this sounds parochial, and it is. But in the
16th District, which is a good microcosm——

Mr. Yates. Of Ohio.

Mr. Recura. Of the United States. We are part of the 50, you
know. It has a very fine program locally. We are getting about $1
for each $10 we send. Now, that tells me that this program is not
reaching the people. I think an inordinate amount is flowing to the
large centers, such as New York City. I know you will tell me that
this spills out. I can accept some of that. But not a 10 to 1 ratio.
That perhaps is a philosophic division on how we could use this.

Mr. YaTes. Tell me what you mean by ten to one ratio.

Mr. RecurA. In other words, our taxpayers in the 16th District
are putting in $450,000 and getting back about $42,000. So for
every $10 they send they get $1 back. That is directly. It doesn’t
take into account the joy they receive from—or will on July 4—
when they can watch the performance out here on the mall. And I
understand those things.

But that is why I am pursuing the block grant concept. If we
want a universality of arts so people like me get reached, Mr.
Chairman——

Mr. YATEes. Oh, you have been reached. I have laid hands on you.

Mr. REcuLA. You will have to try again.

Mr. Yates. What would your ratio be that the people of the 16th
District in Ohio send to the Defense Budget?

Mr. RecuLaA. I would have to say——

Mr. YATEs. It is a little larger center?

Mr. REcuLA. I would have to say, because of steel, et cetera, but I
don’t think you can compare those because defense is a worldwide
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problem, as you know. You were in the committee the other day
when I took the $92 million out of the MX, so I am talking about
management, whether it is the arts or defense. You recall the
amendment. But anyway, I just think if we are trying to get a
universality of arts experience for all the people in tﬁe nation——

Mr. Yates. I couldn’t agree with you more.

Mr. ReGuLA [continuing]. That we should be emphasizing the
State budgets, and we should be emphasizing the grass roots aspect
of this. What I see on these justifications is going the other way. It
is keeping the administrative end and the city here alive, doing
well and ﬁourishing.

Mr. Yares. Well, this is the Nation’s Capital. It belongs to the
16th District of Ohio, as well as the rest of the country.

Mr. REGULA. I understand that. We want our share back, that is
all. It is too parochial.

Mr. Yates. I is much too parochial. And I don’t think you really
mean it.

Mr. ReEGuLA. No, no. I don’t mean it necessarily in dollars but
what I am saying is that we want to see this program managed to
achieve the goal, of enhancing the arts programs of this Nation.
And I don’t think that the approach that is being followed here,
where we maintain and increase administrative costs, is reaching
out and doing the valuable——

Mr. Yares. How do we do it? I asked why Illinois doesn’t get
more money than it received many years ago. I looked through the
table of grants in the back of the budget and see that New York
gets $30 million. Almost as much as any other State. Massachu-
setts has approximately $15 million. I think Illinois gets between
37 and $9 million,

As a good Congressman I can be as parochial as you on this. I
react that way. I told the people in the Endowments, and I have
told the arts organization to whom I have spoken, that Congress-
men look at the formulas. The very thing you are talking about,
and that a bill will rise or fall depending on the distribution of its
formula to the various States. If it goes to one State more than
another, there is a certain hostility that is generated at the unfair-
ness that you think is created.

GRANTS OF NATIONAL IMPACT

I am not sure, and I am not entirely convinced yet, by their
arguments. Yet, I am almost convinced, since it is a reasonable
explanation, New York not only has the benefits for New York, but
it also is the center for the Nation's cultural associations. The
American Arts Alliance has its center in New York. Therefore,
when a grant goes to this national organization, it goes to that
address in New York. But the National Arts Alliance has chapters
throughout the whole country. I don’t know about the 16th District
of Ohio. I know we have one in Chicago. So we benefit to that
extent.

Then there are other organizations of that kind that are more
prominent and more predominant in New York City than they are
any other place. I find that in humanities, as well. The combina-
tion of both the arts and the humanities finds that about 17 per-
cent of all the money goes to New York, for the reason of various




226

formulas, because of the national organization, because for an obvi-
ous reason, culture seems to have gone to New York.

It is not only the arts capital of our country; New York right
now is the arts capital of the world. It has taken over from Paris,
from Vienna, it has taken over from the European capitals. It is
the art center of the world right now, for better or for worse, the
arts people go there.

I agree with you. You and I are in the hinterland. And these
benefits ought to flow not only to the 16th District.

Mr. Recura. Not in dollars, but in impact.

Mr. Yates. I agree with that. They ought to come to Chicago. But
it is interesting to review. I don’t remember whether you were here
last year when a witness by the name of Wally Richardson from
Nebraska came in from a town in Nebraska of 800 people, called
Dunning, Nebraska. He just raved about what the Arts Endow-
ment was doing to bring culture to the people in rural areas of
Nebraska. I told him that as far as I was concerned, the only
things I knew about Nebraska were football and corn. They are
famous for that.

He said, “No, we are getting culture now, too.” He said, “The
Endowment brought culture to us.”

So it is moving out to the hinterland, too. I suspect that the 16th
District of Ohio, had you propounded the same question five or six
years ago, would shout that they were paying in $20 perhaps, and
receiving only $1 back. Now they are receiving $10. We are moving
in that direction.

I would agree with you that I would like to see the Endowments
do more. I am taking the position with you against what most of
the people I suspect on the Council for the Arts think is right.
They want to provide the funds for artistic excellence.

Mr. REcura. And we agree with that.

QUESTION OF PROFESSIONAL EXCELLENCE

Mr. Yartes. Yes. In due deference to you, my friend, in due
deference to me, I don’t think the 16th District of Ohio has the
professional excellence that New York City has. I don’t know,
perhaps I am demeaning the 16th District of Ohio. Is this the city
of Canton?

Mr. Recura. Yes. I suspect if you took 10 million people versus
350,000 it would come out pretty well, on a per capita basis.

Mr. Yates. Yes. Ohio, of course, is the mother of Presidents, it
has a lot of culture. But I agree with you. I want the benefits to
flow through America.

Mr. REcura. We agree.

Mr. YatEs. Then why are we arguing?

Mr. RecuLa. Well, we are not. It's us against them.

WIDE DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS

Mr. Yates. Now, let's find out whether it is really us against
them. You gave me the statistics. You have a lot of right on your
side. But we have several members of the Council here. Liv Biddle
has to rely on the advice of the Council. We have Mrs. Albert; we
have Mr. Lopez. Is Ms. Wyman still here? She had to go back. Mr.
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Lopez and Ms. Albert, would you like to comment on this? You sit
on the Council and you review the grants.

Mr. REGuLA, Tell us where you are from also.

Mr. YaTes. Have you ever seen Eddie Albert in the movies? This
is Margo. He has seen Margo in the movies.

Mrs. ALBERT. No, no, I was before your time.

Mr. Yates. She is a very distinguished member of the Council, as
is Bernard Lopez. He raises a point. How would you answer the
point Mr. Regula raises? He is an important member of this com-
mittee. I want you to understand, and this is a very important
committee for your life.

Mr. RecuLA. They understand that.

Mr. Lopez. Mr. Chairman, I am respectfully aware of that. If you
are from the hinterlands, I must confess that I must be from
farther away than that. It doesn’t even have a name. Even Kansas
seems pretty big. New Mexico is indeed one of the smaller places in
this country, and it is one of the larger places for the number of
people it has.

I think that to us, the importance of the Endowment in places
like that, that are characterized by very sparse populations, very
great distances, has been fantastic, almost uncalculable. It has
provided, first of all, a catalyst and stimulatory effect which is
profound.

Since the Endowment has formed, there have been opportunities
for the first time for certain kinds of experience that were never
possible before. For instance, one area that has not been talked
about but which is most important to the States, and which has
suffered perhaps even more than any other program mentioned
here, in a sense, is the Artists-in-Education Program. In a State
such as ours the rule is that there are no art schools. All the
priorities the school boards and such organizations place lowest of
all are concern for cultural and creative arts exposure and activity,
That has been cut to the bone.

I think that the influence of being able to provide professional
artists in an environment which is accessible to young people
whose lives are still relatively open and who delight in the possi-
bilities of exploration is profound. This reaches throughout a small
State like that.

Mr. ReGura. Could not a block grant accomplish that? If you
gave the money to the States for arts purposes, they in turn could
ensure that in New Mexico, you will have these programs in the
school districts. Presently, it is not happening. You just said your-
self, that has been cut more severely than some of the other things.
Those are the decisions that bother me.

Mr. Lopez. Well, yes. More important than that, there have been
opportunities for groups like the National Theater for the Deaf, for
the Theater of Hope, and indeed, that have stimulated the growth
of indigenous companies within New Mexico in the tradition which
belongs in New Mexico, and which comes from there.

This never would have started had the Endowment not made
those visible kinds of programs accessible to people.
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BLOCK GRANT CONCEPT

Mr. Yares. But Bernie, you are not answering the question di-
rectly. He is saying, good. Those are fine programs, and they
should continue. But he said shouldn’t there be a funding that is
different? Wouldn't that same thing, or possibly an expansion of
that concept be more possible if there were block grants rather
than specific grants through the Endowment?

The point he is making, it seems to me, is that the opportunity
for funding the people out in the hinterland would be greater if
you did not have as much administrative expenses. Is that what
you are saying, Ralph?

Mr. Recura. Yes Counselor, you are right on that.

Mr. Loprez. Yes. To address your question directly. I think that a
block grant mechanism could address any of the areas that are
now being addressed under the current system, under the current
procedures and mechanics at the Endowment. There is no question
about that. I do think, as Director of a State arts agency itself, that
I would prefer to see an unrestricted system of block grants to the
States directly, if it were indeed the wisdom of the Congress to
apportion a larger percentage of funding to the States.

I would prefer to see it still run through the National Endow-
ment for the Arts for many reasons. Even though the present law
mandates that a certain percentage of the program funds go to
each State, it is not in a sense—and this may run counter to some
of your thinking really an entitlement program. It is not without
its restrictions and criteria aimed at a national purpose. I think
that is the key here.

The national purpose is excellence and accessibility, and I think
that going through a small, but effective—and I would like to
stress both those very much—small and effective group of people at
the Endowment concerned with the criteria for excellence such as
those that have been developed, which assure that any State re-
ceiving those funds conforms to certain very basic general but
important criteria such as proper planning, assurance of public
participation at the State level, is important.

Mr. Yates. All right.

Margo, just a minute. Am I taking your time Mr. Regula?

Mr. Recura. No, go ahead. I think you and I are in agreement.
That is great.

Mr. YATes. I am not sure we are in agreement.

Mr. ReEcura. We are getting close.

Mr. Yates. I am acting as your lawyer.

Mr. RecuLa. The price is right.

Mr. Yates. You get what you pay for around here.

All right. Mr. Regula would now say——

Mr. REcuLA. I have got to be careful on this one.

IMPORTANCE OF NATIONAL STANDARDS

Mr. YATES. I know I am putting words in your mouth, and I am
being very careful. Why should you have national standards? Why
not give the money to the States arts commissions in New Mexico
and let them decide the excellence, the standards, the scope of
development of the arts?
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Why do you have to have these national standards that are
imposed on the people of New Mexico, if you will?

Mr. Lorez. I believe the standards of which we speak are impor-
tant to distinguish. First of all, under the present guidelines, and I
hope under any future ones, there is no criterion of excellence, or
selection which is dictated. Each state must be able within its own
context to define what excellence is, what is emerging talent, what
should be supported within the context of their own needs.

What is assured, however, by a central overseer sort of organiza-
tion or operation, such as is now provided, is that there is no
arbitrary capricousness on the part of the state, which is entirely
possible and that certain procedures are followed to assure that a
plan, by whatever their own criteria are, has been carefully
thought out and addresses the needs of the State as a whole.

There have been I believe one or two cases in which a State
block grant was not automtically given. I think that was welcomed
in both cases. There was cooperative involvement resulting in, I
think, considerably improved state plans. Yet the exact programs,
the methods of distribution, the artistic criteria used at any single
state was entirely up to itself.

Mr. YaTes. Margo wants to say something.

Mrs. ALBerT. I am sorry. I was getting desperate because I have
a terrible memory. I was very delighted by your answers because
you and I have experienced something quite singular, which is
NEA’s extraordinary concern over the very things to which you
were referring. I am part of a task force which is about to close out
which was appointed by NEA to look at areas where they felt that
they were not truly enough of the individual local needs. I have
gone through two and a half, almost three years of the most
horrible amount of work you could imagine, and a lot of having to
answer questions in different localities because NEA felt we are
not reaching deeply into enough places and meeting enough com-
mitments.

“Go find out where the gaps are. What can we do?”’ And some
very exciting and good things came out of that. That is the first
thing that I wanted to mention, that you are concerned about how
much money reaches Chicago, and how much money reaches Ohio.

But so is NEA, and so concerned that they did inform this task
force as one of the ways of getting this better and better. NEA’s
work is a continous, growing process. This is what has been very
exciting to me. This is one of the reasons why I am very interested
in what is going on here right now. I think the more you look into
the way that NEA functions, and what it is they are giving to our
nation, the more you will be excited about how much of it you can
really applaud and agree with.

And I am very aware of your immense help and how much the
lives of the arts are in your hands. As I mentioned to Congressman
Yates, 1 have brought from California a deep appreciation and
gratitude of the artists and people in the arts in California to the
people of this committee. But they are just as concerned. It is
probably not perfect. Maybe there is something more that can be
done about Canton, maybe there is something more that can be
done about Chicago.
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The fact is that this is their thinking, as well. Whether it comes
to the business of block grants to the individual areas, I think if
you were to ask people very objectively in the state arts organiza-
tions, that they realize that there is an enrichment of their whole
process and their whole experience locally that they can only re-
ceive through working very closely with the national group.

Does that make sense to you?

STATE SUPPORT OF THE ARTS

Mr. Recura. Well, the fact that the states put up $111 million of
their own money last year, as compared to getting $22 million from
the NEA grants, a five to one match—is indicative of a very strong
commitment on the part of the states.

Mrs. ALBERT. Yes.

Mr. REcura. It seems to me if they have state legislatures—you
have served in one as have I. Well, you have been around enough.

Mr. YatEs. I came fresh into the Congress.

Mr. Recura. Well, the state legislatures do not easily spend
money.

Mrs. ALBerT. Tell me. I am from California.

Mr. Yates. They have Proposition 13.

Mr. REGULA. Tﬂat says a lot about the state impact. I want to
expand this to leverage it even more.

Mr. YaTes. Let’s look at this. You are wedded to the arts. I know
you are. I am not sure you are wedded to the Endowment for the
Arts. I don’t know whether you are wedded to the President, but
maybe private giving would be better. If we were to rely primarily
upon private giving where would that money go? Where would it
come from and where would it go? It would go to California be-
cause you have wealth out there. You have Norton Simon and
others out there who give money.

It would go primarily to New York. New York is where that
money is. That is where the corporations are and that is where the
money would go.

I think, Ralph, we have a gripe. It is getting better as time goes
on. But if we shift emphasis to the private communities, you are
going to see less going to the 16th District of Ohio and you are
going to see less going to New Mexico and less to the hinterlands.

Mr. REGcurA. I am talking about states. The states have put up
$111 million to leverage $22 million they have received from us.
That is why I am pursuing the block grant. I just saw the adver-
tisement the other day that Cleveland, Ohio—and they have had a
few bum raps—is number three in corporate headquarters in the
entire United States. So everything considered, they have a popula-
tion of 800,000, New York 10 million.

Mr. YaTes. Cleveland, Ohio is one of the great art centers of the
country.

Mr. Recura. Right. They have done marvelous things up there
in private giving as we have in Canton. But what we are really
attacking is how to achieve a goal we both ascribe to, artistic
?xcellence. And how we can most effectively use the federal dol-
ars.

I am disturbed by the allocation priority-wise that is being pro-
posed to us in this budget process, or appropriations process. The
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gentleman referred to the federal standards. But I examined the
travel vouchers to some extent, and I find a great amount of the
money spent for travels to New York City. It is not to New Mexico.
In fact, I don’t find much of any for audits in 1981. I notice in 1982
there is no money for audits.

Mr. YATESs. Ask him the question.

Mr. Recura. If you are going to establish all these national
standards, how do you get those implemented if you say that the
local state arts councils do not have the ability, in your judgment,
to effectively take this funding through a block grant process and
achieve artistic excellence in Ohio or Illinois or New Mexico?

Mr. YaTes. Wait a minute Margo still has the floor.

Mrs. ALBerT. We had the lowest contribution from a state arts
council in California until three years ago. I think we were lower
than Alaska.

Mr. REGULA. Are you referring to the state portion of the money?

Mrs. ALBERT. Yes. During that period was the most tremendous
flourishing of arts in California.

Mr. REGuLA. During the past three years?

ARTS FLOURISHING

Mrs. ALBert. Yes. I would say three, four, five years. If it had
not been for NEA, as a matter of fact, if I had a chance I would
like to read you a small thing, something which Gordon Davidson
of the Theater put into the program to celebrate the aid of NEA to
the theater, to all the arts in Los Angeles. Had it not been for the
federal assistance, had it not been for the continuity, you see,
ballet companies, theater companies, museums, need continuity.
Some of them were Challenge grants. Some of the most fantastic
things come out of $2,500. Small seed money.

Three years in a row, Pulitzer prizes, sensational successes.
There is something about a nation saying, yes, the arts are of
prime importance. There is something about their saying, whatever
we can give, measured with the condition of our life and so forth, it
is definitely going to you.

When it becomes a local thing it sort of changes. It changes a lot
anyway nationally, but you know what I mean. I think there is
that to be considered. I think also when you see vouchers for travel
to New York—and I am just as eager to look at where there are
weaknesses, because I have the kind of faith in this organization
because of what I have seen, and the real, renaissance, because
there has never been a thing like it in this country before—of a
vital surging arts movement which I think the Endowment is
absolutely responsible for—when you see things like travel vouch-
ers to New York, people go there because that is the center, be-
cause there are things they have to delve into that affects us all.

I am in Los Angeles, and I know there are thing that they have
to go there to inform themselves about, to do things about, to help
create, that will affect me as well. I think maybe the difference is
that having worked back stage in this organization, having trav-
elled, as Bernie and I did, for almost three years from one end of
this country to the other, looking at what is wrong—really, this is
what we were doing—we have both come up with a feeling of the
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integrity and the quality and the seriousness of this organization
for the nation.

I really don’t think they function like, you know, it is here and it
is there. Of course, to some degree it is always going to be that
place that is the international center of the arts—New York, may
do better. And that we all have to work for our localities. But that
is not how they function. They really don't. Yet they are looking
to—and this is one of the reasons they have this task force—to look
into what is a better way to spread the money around.

NEW YORK, AN ARTS CENTER

Ms. TigHE. Can I pick up on the travel voucher, because I think
there is always much discussion about that. I have been thinking of
it in a different context. First, you know you already had the
density of the artist population up there, artists to arts. That is
really the thinnest layer of it.

Secondly, the national headquarters for so much private support,
corporation and foundation support, is there.

In going over my travel for the last couple of years, I noticed
how many meetings that took place at, for example, the Equitable
Life Assurance Society in New York—meetings there that resulted
in a fellowship program for the Southeastern part of the United
States. That is just one example of many.

I can’t tell you how many times you sit down in New York with
a Mobil, with an AT&T, with Mellon, with Ford, whatever, and it
results in a project with very wide application. I know the head of
our Music Program sat down with Ford and came up with the
Chamber Music Program. You could go on and on.

Next, the national headquarters as you pointed out, of so many
of the service organizations are there. That is—if you are going to
try to reach the poets and the writers of America the headquarters
of that organization is in New York. There is nothing comparable
any place else.

Also, a great deal of the arts writing and thinking, critical think-
ing is centered there.

Finally, the point Margo made so eloquently: it is a magnet for
people elsewhere. So that if you are going to New York for the
Equitable Life Assurance Society meeting, chances are you will
find out that people from Cleveland, people from everywhere are
there. And you catch them while they are there as well.

In going again over my own records, I found that 68 percent of
my trips to New York in fiscal 1980 were trips that were for what I
call national or regional purpose, meaning not related at all to
New York-based organizations.

In this fiscal year over 78 percent have been for national or
regional purposes. I suspect that proportion will carry right
through. Implications are far wider than what is happening that
day at the metropolitan area.

BUDGET AUDITS

Mr. Recura. Coming back to this issue of states operating under
federal standards, which you seem to think is important, how do
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you accomplish this once the money has flowed out there? There is
nothing in the budget audits.

Mr. Moore. There is money in for audits, sir.

Mr. YaTes. Wait a minute. Everybody says there is. Who is your
budget man?

Mr. Moogre. I am not sure what you—we have an audit staff.

Mr. Yares. Where is your budget man? Is there money in the
budget for audits? Would you identify yourself for the record?

Mr. BapeN. Larry Baden.

Yes, there is. If you look in the back of the budget book, page
222.

Mr. Yares. Identify for the record, Larry, and speak up.

Mr. Bapen. Not page 222, on page 224.

Mr. Yartes. Is that speaking up?

Mr. BADEN.As much as I can, sir.

Mr. Yares. Okay.

Mr. BapEN. Within the Administration area, which is the first
item below the program areas, funds are included in that. I would
have to find out specifically how much, but funds are included in
that for audit activities.

We intend to allocate somewhere between $10 to $15,000 for
travel, but the exact amount I would have to provide for you.

Mr. REGuLA, So it is lumped in with administration?

Mr. BADEN. Yes.

Mr. Moore. Those administrative costs are travel, staff, et cetera.

Mr. Recura. Does the $12 million plus that you have in this
budget for administration, include all travel?

Mr. Moore. Yes.

Mr. BApEN. Yes.

19%%1" Moore. In that we have allocated $435,000 for travel in fiscal

Mr. Recura. How much was it in 19817

Mr. Moore. We had originally planned for $505,000. We will be
spending $270,000. But as far as travel is concerned, there is an
interesting chart we put together as far as costs are concerned,
that the average trip cost, due to airline and per diem costs, has
%ggle up from $234 on the average in 1979 to $582 average in fiscal
: Mr. YaTes. I have experienced the same thing going home to my

istrict.

Mr. Moore. So we have $435,000 in fiscal year 1982. We will do
less traveling per person than we did in 1979. The costs have
increased tremendously.

Mr. RecuLa. We understand that, because we all face the same
problem.

Mr. YAaTes. We sure do.

Ralph, may I suggest that on page 221 of the justification you
will find under the Deputy Chairman for Policy and Planning,
under the heading of administrative services the items personnel,
accounting, audit, data processing, so forth?

Mr. ReGuLA. Do you have any summary of the audits that you
completed in 19817

Mr. Moore. I would be delighted to get it to you for sure. Yes.

[The information follows:]




Date of
Audit Report

Oct. 7, 1980

1980

1980

1980

1980

21, 1980

21, 1980

5, 1980

11, 1980

18, 1980
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Audits and Surveys - FY 1981

Audit
rt No.

A-ChRA-81-2

A-5-81-3

A-DR-81-6

A-DR-81-8

A-CAR-81-9

A-DR-81-10

A-DR-81-11

A-CAR-81-12

A-CAA~-81-14

A-CAR-81-15

A-5-81-17

A-5-81-18

A-5-81-19

A-DR-81-23

Montana College of Mineral Science
and Technology
Butte, Montana

Chelsea Theatre Center, Inc.
New York, New York

International Arts Relations, Inc.
New York, New York

Group I Acting Company, Inc.
New York, New York

University of Utah
Salt Lake City, Utah

San Jose Symphony Association
San Jose, California

Media Study, Inc.
Buffalo, New York

University of Montana
Missoula, Montana

National Governors' Association
Washington, D. C.

Montana State University, Montana
Cooperative Extension Service-Montana
Agricultural Experiment Station
Bozeman, Montana

New England Foundation for the Arts
Cambridge, Massachusetts

los Angeles Philharmonic Association
Los Angeles, California

The District of Columbia Commission
cn the Arts and Humanities
Washington, D. C.

Theatre Development Fund, Inc.
New York, New York
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Date of Aundit
Audit Report Report No. Grantee

Jan. 30, 1981 A-CAAR-B1-25 Northeast Georgia Area Multifunded
Planning and Development Commission
Athens, Georgia

A-5-81-30 Fine Arts Museum of San Francisco and
de Young Museum Art School
San Francisco, California

A-5-81-31 Oklahoma Symphony Orchestra,
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

A-5-81-49 Arerican Samoa Arts Council
Pago Pago, American Samoa

A—CAA-81-50 Wichita State University
Wichita, Kansas

A-CAA-B1-51 Loyola University of Chicago
Chicago, Illinois

A-CAA-81-52 Tulane University
New Orleans, Lousiana

A-CAA-81-53 State of Montana, Department of
Labor and Industry
Helena, Montana

A-CAR~-81-54 Texas Tech University
Lubbock, Texas

A-CAR-81-55 California State University,
Fullerton Foundation
Fullerton, California

A-CAR-81~-56 University of Colorado
Penver, Colorado

A-CAA-81-57 University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado

A-CAA~81-59 University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan

A-CAA-B1-58 University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, Minnesota

A-CAA-91-60 University of Montana
Missoula, Montana
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Mr. Recura. Do you plan program audits for 1982, or do you do
them on an ad hoc basis?

Mr. Moore. We have two sorts. One is a sample and the other is
at the request of a particular program. We have ongoing sampling
audits, but we also do a number to find out whether someone has
spent money wisely, or whether they can spend it wisely. It is
retrospectively and prospective. But I would be glad to give you a
history.

Mr{s Recura. Do you audit the individual grants on a random
basis?

Mr. Moore. Yes.

Ms. TicHe. We make a lot of these audits. That is why I was
surprised to hear because in addition to examples of individual
grants, we also request, for example, anybody who makes an
appeal, who says their grant was denied for reasons they might
disagree with, we audit that person, their past grants if there have
been any, in terms of putting together a package so we can recon-
sider the entire matter.

Also, if we get as we periodically do, rumors and letters from the
field about something that might not be just right—sometimes, for
example, an artist will write us and say that “I was working under
an NEA program and something about that program was not what
it should be.” That is automatically audited.

Mr. REGura. Do you ever hear from Paul Harvey? He has usual-
ly some horror story.

. Yates. With the arts?

. REcura. Well, with everything.

. BippLe. No, I don’t believe they have ever gotten to us.

. REcurLA. You haven’t heard from Paul Harvey?

. BiopLe. No. I listen to him regularly.

. YaTEs. Did you want to make a comment?

. Bippre. If I may.

. Yates. You may.

. BropLe. In the last three years, all eight regional organiza-

have been audited. We average about three to four state
agency audits per year. Just for the record, so that you know
where we are coming from when we talk about standards, these
are in the legislation.

Mr. ReEcuLA. Are these state audits that you are talking about?

Mr. BippLE. Right.

Mr. Yates. That is in the national legislation, though?

Mr. BippLE. Right.

Mr‘.? Yates. The national legislation establishing the Arts Endow-
ment!

STATE APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. BiopLe. You mentioned the $111 million, $110 million the
states are putting in, as opposed to $2.37 million in 1966. That is a
tremendous difference. That is state appropriated money. It is not
other private matching money. That $110 million is matched pri-
vately in the states. go we are talking about a higher ratio of
matching than simply five to one.

In other words, the federal money triggers the state appropriated
money, right?
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Mr. Recura. Right, but the $111 million, as I understand it is
state public money, and I do not know what——

Mr. BippLE. Taxpayers money, state money.

Mr. RecuraA. I don’t know what might be triggered additionally
in private money. I think that opens up a very inviting concept,
Mr. Chairman. I don’t know why we are constrained by statutory
limitations as to the way we can allocate this in terms of Challenge
Grants to the states, the Treasury fund and so on.

But I think the evidence is compelling that the states have made
great strides, and that is a tribute to the program, and you and
others put that together initially. Maybe we have reached a water-
shed in the sense that we ought to allocating a much greter slice to
them.

My question is, can we do that unilaterally here in the commit-
tee?

NATIONAL THRUST OF ENDOWMENT

Mr. Yates. I would like to think about that. My immediate
reaction is that we are a national program.

Mr. REcuLA. I understand.

Mr. Yates. I would fear that, if we emphasized the state part of
it too much, you are going to lose the national purpose. I would
just as soon have Chicago or Canton, Ohio become the arts center
of the world and have everybody beat a path to our doorsteps as
they are now doing to New York. I don't think that is going to
happen.

Part of the reason is New York’s legislature appropriates more
money than any other state legislature. $33 million. Much more
than anybody else. That is why the arts flourish there, because
they have more money to spend there, and because you have other
money being spent there, the private and the states, the national
funds go there. This is a case of whether the nation follows rather
than leads, I suspect.

Mr. BiopLE. And where, as you have this great new metrical
increase in dollars that the states have provided, you have to
realize that in 1966, New York State was funding the arts with
about half a million. Now it is going to $33 million, whereas there
are, oh, maybe 12 states which don't even appropriate enough to
make the match of our block grant.

Mr. Yates. I would also point out that there are many art forces
in the country that think that too much money goes to the states
now. That the money should go to what they consider to be the old
line standard institutions.

Mr. RecuLa. I feel that artistic excellence, as a national goal, is
best served by the diffusion of these resources, as much as we can
do efficiently.

Mr. YaTes. But then you are qualifying artistic excellence when
you do that, because you are qualifying by saying, you are not
looking at artistic excellence as such, you are qualifying by saying
it should be spread throughout the country. This is one of the
criticisms that is made of the Endowment now, that it goes
throughout the country rather than centering where the artists
are.
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But no, you and I agree, this is a national institution. And the
strength that this appropriation receives and has received through
the Congress is because it does go through the whole country and
that it is flourishing throughout the country. It may be flourishing
in the 16th District of Ohio, even though the amount of money that
is reflected doesn't necessarily show it. You may have your arts
organization there handling their arts performances without get-
ting the benefit, just by stimulating it.

he money wifl help. I suspect that as time goes on, we will find
more emphasis placed on state programs, but I would not like us to
compel it. I would like to see it evolve.

Mr. Regura. I guess the cliché is beauty is in the eye of the
beholder.

Mr. Yates. It isn’t a cliché. It is the truth.

ARTISTIC EXCELLENCE

Mr. REGuLA. Artistic excellence will be in the eye of the beholder
is what the term means.

Mr. Yares. I sat here for two hours—do you remember—about
two years ago trying to get a definition of artistic excellence just as
we tried to get a definition of a professional, because they also talk
about professional excellence as well. These are terms that I
assume are better not defined. It is like looking at that painting in
the Corcoran Gallery that you and I looked at together. We looked
at it, and you know, it was in the eye of the beholder.

But the point is that there are certain things that are very
difficult to define. You cannot put it precisely. I suspect that is one
of the reasons the Reagan Administration is now trying to do away
with so many regulations, is because there have been attempts to
say that this is how you shall have it.

I would suggest maybe we ought not to tell them this is what you
should do. From what I have seen they are doing a very credible
job. They are concerned with this as you and I are. Margo said they
have worked on it three years now. They still don't have the
answers but are nearer than they were.

Mr. RecurA. This says the Chairman is authorized to establish
aid to the several states, which means the standards enumerated in
section 5(c).

Mr. BippLe. That is on the previous page.

Mr. Recura. Yes. When you read the words——

Mr. BippLE. The point I wanted to make is that a state programs
panel meets to review this whole matter regularly. Bernie has
served on it. The review criteria are pretty carefully done. As we
pointed out, not Ohio, not Illinois, but there were two states last
year which the panel judged were not up to those criteria. We
worked with them. We improved the applications, and they were
eventually off in the right direction.

Two little points:

One, is that we haven’t mentioned really that we respond to
applications. And we get about 20 to 25 percent of our applications
from New York. That is another measure why the monies are in
that volume there. We are encouraging as many applications from
all over the country as we can. That is why applications have gone
up so.
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DECENTRALIZATION OF GRANTS

Mr. Recura. If this program is successful in achieving artistic
excellence for the nation, it would seem the ratio of applications
from New York City versus the rest of the nation would have
changed in the mix over the years.

Mrs. ALBERT. It has.

Mr. Recura. New York would be going down as a percentage of
the total. What is your experience?

Mr. BiopLE. It is stable. It isn't going up any longer. It is on an
even keel.

Ms. TicHeE. What is interesting, the mix has changed in terms of
the ratio of institutions outside New York. There still is that
density of the individual artist population in New York, but if you
look at the ratio where the vast majority of our money goes,
institutional as opposed to individual support, you will find that
there are far more institutions outside New York, and that the
percentages are shifting in that direction for institutions.

Mr. BiopLe. There is one other point, If I could just mention it.

Mr. Yates. You may.

BRITISH ARTS COUNCIL

Mr. Biopie. I think it is kind of interesting. I was talking to the
head of the British Arts Council the other day, who was visiting us,
and his problems were so similar to the ones that we have about
bringing the arts out to the people of Great Britain. We have had
very interesting conversations. If they have an organization they
want to decentralize, they give it an option—either go with the
country or regional funding source, or it stays with the national
source. They give the option to go either way.

He said most would still prefer to compete nationally, rather
than regionally or locally. He said, however, that the sophistication
of the groups was perhaps higher.

Mr. Yates. I just came across something. Here is an article. I
have been reading so much I might as well read this, too. The arts
are Britain’s one success story.

This is from the Globe:

Dreadful weather, abysmal economy, prospects for improvement very low
indeed—the only good news in London these days, aside from spring and an explo-
sion of daffodils, is the arts.

Those who love the place for theater and music, for museums and galleries will be
glad to know the old town is still a wonder. And this is because, recession or not,
the arts continue to be a top priority item in the domestic economy of successive
governments.

In the last two months, a considerable portion of my own domestic economy has
been devoted to the arts. I have joined slow moving multitudes of the Tate Gallery,
the Royal Academy, the National Gallery, the Hayward Gallery and the White-
chapel Gallery. I have been to the National Theatre four times, to the Festival Hall
for three concerts, twice to the Ballet Rambert at Sadler’s Wells, once each to the
Royal Shakespeare Company, to an opera and a ballet at Covent Garden, to a
magnificent performance of the Verdi Requiem at Albert Hall.

Each time the house was packed, virtually every seat sold. And on each occasion,
the paying customers could not cover the cost of the operation. Without a large
measure of public support, the cultural feast that Great Britain offers its citizens
and with w‘:ich it tempts tourists from all over the world, would be seriously
restricted.

At a time when Margaret Thatcher's government is cutting hard into almost
every social program, the budget for the Arts Council has actually increased. Not

80-526 O—B1——16
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much. Not enough to do the job properly, according to the parties concerned, just
enough to keep up with inflation. Despite the carping, the Arts Council is widely
admired for its flexibility, its willingness to experiment, its insistence on high
standards and for conserving this nation’s cultural heritage. Unlike its American
counterpart, the National Endowment of the Arts, it is not a political football.

Now, are you and I going to make this a political football?

Mr. Regura. No. Mr. Chairman, I always say you should heed
the advice of your lawyer. I probably would want to heed your
advice.

Mr. Yates. I am sure you will. You always do.

Mr. REcuLA. And support some increase over the budget amount.

Mr. Yates. Right.

Mr. REcurA. What I am troubled about is that we get value
received. I am not satisfied.

Mr. YaTes. What would satisfy you as to value received? The fact
you got more money for the 16th District of Ohio? You are not that
parochial.

Mr. REcuLA. No, no. Let’s forget that. What I am talking about
is the way in which these funds are administered. One, I think we
have had strong evidence that we maximize the use of the federal
dollar by having grants to the states which generate a five to one
match, well over what it used to be, probably less than one to one.
We have the testimony of the states that they have developed a
level of sophistication, in most instances where they can ensure
that it reaches out into the classroom programs of the schools. So I
would like to see some change in the mix.

Mr. Yares. Let's say I would, too, except that the legislative
committee has set forth certain standards that govern—

Mr. Recura. That is the reason I raise the issue with you, as to
how constrained we are by statutory requirements in structuring
the mix of the money we will appropriate for this particular func-
tion.

Thirdly, I am not, and some of this is based on conjecture, and
some of it on fact, I am not totally satisfied that this has been
administratively well run. I am not totally satisfied, particularly in
view of the fact that the administrative budget has gone up while
;;lhsi'fbudget that supposedly reaches the people actually is cut in

alf.

Mr. Yates. You can blame that on me and on you, because two
years ago after I had visited the endowment and had seen with my
own eyes how they were struggling beneath the flood of applica-
tions, to deal with the processes by which grants were approved,
you and I approved an increase in administrative funds.

CONTRACTS

Mr. REGULA. As an example let's discuss, the use of sole source
contracts. In fiscal 1981, NEA put out $7 million in program funds
and $1.2 million in administrative funds for contracts. All of these,
sole source to the best of my knowledge. I do the same thing with
the military people. I don’t like sole source contracts.

Mr. YATES. Ask them.

Ms. TiGHE. I can answer on the programmatic side. As I under-
stand it, the issue of sole source does not relate to the program
contracts.
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Mr. ReEGuLA. That is what the military tells me too.

Mr. Yates. Well, we have a wedding of the arts and military.

Mr. Regura. The techniques I find in bureaucracy in many
instances are similar, including congressional offices.

Mr. Yates. Should we let her answer or not?

Mr. Recura. Yes, do go ahead.

Ms. TicHE. When the Endowment contracts in the program
areas, what we are doing obviously is contracting for somewhat
limited service. We want people to do something that will service
our field in one way or the other. In checking with our General
Counsel, he has told us that in fact that is something that, where it
is perfectly proper practice to sole source because we are buying as
it were particular——

Mr. Recura. I understand, like architects or lawyers.

Ms. TiGHE. The issue is in procurement.

Mr. Yates. I agree with you. I would like to see it opened to
competitive bidding.

Mr. REcura. Wherever possible.

Mr. Yates. Wherever possible.

Do you do that wherever possible?

Ms. TiGHE. In the procurement area.

Mr. Moore. In procurement, you see, we have under section 5(c)
the authority to do contracts or grants to achieve the purposes of
the Act. These are not the procurement contracts, and doesn’t fall
legally it is my understanding, within the FPMRs as far as pro-
curement of services for the agency are concerned.

These are assistance contracts. They are done almost exclusively
as cooperative agreements, not contracts, consistent with the 1977
cooperative agreements law. That is the bulk of our contracts, as
you have pointed out in your figures. Those are those assistance
type contracts.

For our administrative side, we will spend this year $137,000 in
purchase of service contracts. I think the majority of those is for
systems analysis that we have been using for the last year and a
half to help us in the development of our ADP system. The others
are small. I think there are possibly ten or twelve that make up
that $137,000.

I am not trying to make a hard and fast argument against the
competitive bidding system, but it seems that those are small con-
tracts where it is in our mind, as cost effective to do a sort of
limited negotiation than it would be to advertise formally for them.
We do use competition with publication, one or two grants. Particu-
larly, with the research contracts that we have, which are general-
ly fairly large. And we have always used, almost exclusively, used
the competitive system.

Mr. Yares. We can put into the report a requirement for compet-
itive bidding to the greatest extent possible. I would agree to that.

Mr. REGULA. Fine.

All right, another question for the Director. Could you tell me
how much money is available in your discretionary fund and how
you use it?

Mr. BippLe. Well, I had a couple of other comments.

Mr. Recura. Okay, do those before you respond.
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Mr. BippLE. One thought that we have had, and I am working
with Mr. Lopez on this, is that Treasury funds as we mentioned,
are not eligible for the 20 percent figure.

Mr. RecurA. They are not subject to the 20 percent?

Mr. BiopLe. That figure does not apply to the Treasury funds
because they are a special kind of match that requires money——

Mr. RecurA. So it is neither a limitation, nor a maximum?

Mr. BippLe. What it does is limit the State moneys just to the
regular programs moneys. So that the Treasury funds are not
subject to the 20 percent provided to the states. Now, it might be
possible to phase down the amount of Treasury funds, giving us
some stricture to keep a level of match that would be commensu-
rate with the Treasury.

The Treasury requires a three for one match. The regular pro-
gram requires a one for one match. The three for one match,
therefore, would have to apply to the states as opposed to a one for
one match which has been traditional. If we phase down the
amount of Treasury money, we could apply a larger amount of
total funds then to State activities. The 20 percent would apply to a
broader base. Do you follow that?

CHALLENGE GRANTS

Mr. RecuraA. I understand. What if you shifted from program to
Challenge?

Mr. BippLe. The States would have difficulty with Challenge,
although they can apply for Challenge.

Mr. REcuLA. I mean the Challenge is a multiglier more than the

program is. I am talking about two things, the
a multiplier effect——

Mr. BippLe. The Challenge monies now work on new and in-
creased money. That is a very, very rigorous match. That is the
reason Challenge is such a low figure in terms of the other ac-
counts this time,

Mr. REGuLA. Over the past years, I have been sold on the Chal-
lenge. Now you are unselling me. .

Mr. BinppLe. Well, it is a fantastic help to large institutions. We
have invested $98 million in that program, and it has engendered
$555 million, which is far better than three to one. Over five to
one.

Mr. Recura. Right.

Mr. BiopLE. But most of the organizations receiving Challenge,
not exclusively but most, ‘are large—orchestras, theaters, dance
companies and museums—not the little fellow who has difficulty
making that very, very rigorous—so what I am saying is we could
look at the whole question of leveraging provisional funds but some
organizations are going to still be hardpressed to make the one for
one match.

Mr. REcuLA. Along this line, it is my understanding that OMB in
its allocation to the NEA, has said here is $88 million. This is what
they are wiling to allocate from their point of view on the budget.
You make the distribution in our justifications.

Mr. BippLE. Not quite that way.

Mr. RecuLa. Because this would be important if you were to try
to change the mix.

tate activities, and
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Mr. BiopLe. Well, OMB gave us pretty clear directions.

Mr. REGuLa. Is this in a memo?

I think we ought to get it on the record, because frankly I am
getting two different stories.

Mr. BippLe. On the directions given——

Mr. RecuLa. Exactly. My understanding with OMB is that it is
$88 million. Do the most you can to accomplish artistic excellence
with the $88 milion and that the decision on the allocation of the
$88 million, either administrative, Treasury, Challenge program, is
one that was in the hands of the NEA.

Are you saying yes?

Mr. Moogke. I think that, if I might, sir, that the difference is
that——

Mr. Recura. Block grant?

Mr. Moore. No. That OMB has expressed some fairly strong
interest in the Treasury Program because of its matching poten-
tials for us. There has been a history over a couple of years of that
question being presented to us with some fairly strong indication of
their interest in that area. So if somebody comes to us and says
“$88 million but,” there is some expression of interest in that
Treasury area as there was with the Council.
hM‘;;. TiGHE. Can I bring up a point about Challenge that relates to
this?

Mr. REGuLA. Let me finish and be sure we are clear now. You
are saying that verbally you had some understandings as how you
should allocate the $88 million but there is nothing in writing
dictating that?

Mr. BiopLe. No. And it has been my understanding since I have
been Chairman that the Treasury funds were regarded as a mecha-
nism for leveraging money, and therefore should be used up to the
limit of the authorization.

Mr. ReGuLA. Aside from that, then, you can use the mix as you
see fit in the recommendations to this committee?

Mr. BiopLE. Yes.

Ms. Ticae. We made the point to OMB with the Challenge
Program that you cannot have a small Challenge Program and
have it have impact. The way Challenge is presently constructed is
that anyone who has received a Challenge grant already is ineligi-
ble and cannot apply. Now, we are going into what is the fifth
round now. The pool of eligible organizations is less. Plus that pool
is pushed further by the stringency of the Challenge match.

The ideal situation is to begin the second round of Challenge for
which we are authorized. However, the point we made to OMB
clearly was that in order to open again, not only do you have to
take care of the people who have never gotten Challenge grants
before, but everyone who has gotten one before becomes eligible
again. You can’t open it with $15 million. We told them, I believe,
that $35 was the baseline in all our calculations to be able to
cont}nue both first round and second round of Challenge concur-
rently.

Consequently, I think they were aware of the fact that with the
reduced level, Challenge was bound to suffer, because if we needed
that much to do a significant Challenge program, with $88 million,
that was not going to be in the realm of possibility.
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Mr. Yates. Unless you took it out of the programs.

Ms. TiGHE. And the impact that would have on the states would
be devastating. As you know, the 20 percent is not drawn from
Challenge or Treasury money. So if the preponderance of Treasury
monies went for Challenge and Treasury, forget it for the state
programs.

Mr. ReEGuLA. It seems to me that with only $2.5 million, you
might as well drop it.

Mr. Yares. This committee may not accept the $2.5 million.

Mr. REcurA. I understand that. That is really part of what our
discussion is about, what we might do to change the mix.

Mr. Yates. That is what we are going to get into. I have asked
Mr. Biddle to present budgets which reflect not the 50 percent cut
the Administration is requesting, but which reflect cuts of 10, 15,
and 20 percent. Which I take it you will support with greater or
lesser interest.

Mr. REcura. With that caveat, yes.

These Challenge Grants have been pretty broadly based in the
past years since this program has been in place, as far as—

Mr. BiopLE. Geographical?

Mr. REcura. Well, I don’t like that word, but in terms of impact
on people.

Mr. BippLE. Yes. And I think there has been, in the first round of
Challenge there was an emphasis just on major institutions. Grants
were a million dollars up. My effort has been to broaden the base
of the Challenge grantee. So the second round of Challenge which I
was involved in almost doubled the number of grantees, and there-
fore, cut in half the average size of the grant. That pattern was
pretty much followed, so that 98 organizations now, all over the
country, have received Challenge Grants and have been able to
engender $555 million in new and increased money.

Mr. RecuLraA. Is this the one that people are referring to when
they say to me, one of the values of NEA is that the private sector
will respond if the program has been given approval by NEA
because they are using the NEA as a standard to determine wheth-
er or not they should support it?

Mr. Biopie. It is applicable to that program.

Mr. REcura. In the oversight hearing that point was brought
out.

Mr. Bippre. I think it is true of any of the programs. The fact
that the Endowment has looked at this organization, has selected it
among the few, the relatively few grantees that are successful.
About one-fifth of the applicants are successful. It means that 75 to
80 percent are not. So that is a tremendous judge of quality.

Mr. YaTes. Margo, would you like to say something?

Mrs. ALeerT. [ would like to bring up something I don’t believe
we have discussed. That is, there is a reason why NEA staff moves
something, there are some of the most outstanding people in the
arts giving their time as volunteers. And some of the most distin-
guished, whether they are famous or not, the very famous or just
people of very high value who spend a tremendous amount of time
and put their professional reputation on the line on these divisions.
There is no way companies can duplicate that. I just would like to
make that small point.
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Mr. YaTtes. Did you have another question?

Mr. RecurAa. We have a question pending.

Mr. YATes. What is the question?

Mr. REGuLA. On the chairman’s discretionary fund.

Mr. Yates. I am just looking through the list of Challenge
Grants. It is interesting. The largest single Challenge grant I find
went to the Cleveland Foundation for $1,750,000. That is not in the
16th District.

Mr. Mooge. It has been in 43 states at this point.

PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE OF CHALLENGE GRANTEES

Mr. Lopez. One other thing that has not been mentioned is
that—and really argues against making the Challenge mechanism
much broader in terms of support—is that it is not merely the
three to one dollar match that distinguishes the Challenge grant. I
think the criteria associated with it, the fact that an organization
has to demonstrate a very high degree of professional administra-
tive and organizational competence and a five year plan, is some-
thing really that would not be appropriate or within the reach of
smaller organizations throughout the country, but which is within
the reach of the very well known solidly established groups.

DISCRETIONARY FUNDS

Mr. Recura. Back to discretionary funds.

Mr. YATES. Yes.

Mr. BiopLe. I just wanted to begin with explaining the word
“discretionary’’, because to some that might suggest that I have
primary control over that amount of money, whatever it is, and
that it is discretionary beyond the panel system, beyond National
Council review. I do have an authority to allocate funds within
programmatic areas, but once those funds are allocated, they
become subject to the same scrutiny, the same review process that
applies to any others.

Some have misunderstood the words “Chairman’s Grant” as
meaning a grant that the Chairman is authorized to make without
other review processes. That is not the case. The Chairman’s Grant
simply is utilized from time to time as a means of expediting the
process that will have to wait for the next Council meeting. Some-
times they cannot wait that long. Each Chairman’s Grant is re-
viewed by a panel—

Mr. REcuLA. Panel of whom?

Mr. BippLE. The same kind of panel.

Mr. REcuLA. Is this an in-house panel?

Mr. BiopLe. No, these are the 610, I think, panelists now that
serve—this is the panel review process.

Mr. RecuLra. If a panel has to review it, isn't that as cumbersome
as the Council reviewing it?

CoMr. _1131DDLE. No, because they first go through a panel then to the
uncil.

Mr. REGuLA. You short circuit it by one step?

Mr. BiopLe. Right. Sometimes it is possible to call a panel on a
single letter. But the Chairman’s Grants are no more than $17,500
under law. They are used with a lot of care.
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Mr. REcuraA. $17.5 thousand is the maximum?

Mr. BippLE. Right.

Mr. REcuLa. What is the total of the Discretionary fund? What
was it in 1981 and what is it in 19827

Mr. Moore. In 1981 we had approximately $330,000 that were
available as a reserve, in a sense.

In fiscal 1982 we have not planned any such availability.

Mr. REcuLA. You are saying the Chairman’s Discretionary Fund
in 1981 was $330,000?

Mr. Moore. That is correct. We had identified it in, I think, the
fiscal 1979 submission. We did not in this submission identify that
amount—in the fiscal 1981 submission. We have not made any
reserve in this particular submission.

Mr. BippLe. When we say reserve, in the sense that it is money
for programmatic use that isn’t totally allocated for specific pur-
poses at the beginning of the year. There are also available from
prior years monies that we ought to mention, to be sure we are
completely discussing what——

Mr. ReEGuLA. Are you saying there is some carryover from prior
years into 19817

Mr. BippLE. Yes.

Mr. Recura. For the Chairman’s Discretionary Fund?

Mr. BippLE. No, not for the discretionary area. Are the projects
funded out of this source listed here anywhere?

Mr. Moore. Yes.

Mr. Recura. Would they be in here?

Mr. Mooge. Yes. I don’t think they would be identified necessar-
ily as having come from prior year obligated funds, no.

Mr. RecurLA. In other words, you are saying the Chairman'’s
Discretionary Fund is in effect something that can be used by the
Chairman, subject to approval by the panel?

Mr. BippLE. By the Panel. But then it has to be reported to the
Council. So the Council has that.

Mr. REGULA. Are those grants spelled out in here?

Mr. Moore. Yes, they are.

Mr. Yates. Where?

Mr. Moogre. I am sorry. They are not specifically identified. I
would have to go back and take a look at it.

Mr. RecurA. Could you supply those for the record?

Mr. Moore. Sure.

Mr. Yates. He can give you a list for the record specifically of
those grants, can you not?

All right, that may be done.

[The information follows:]
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CHAIRMAN'S RESERVE FUN

USES

FY 1980

Artists-in-Education

Jack Harris, NY
Arts Education
Carol Shema/DC

C (Contract)
& Americans/DC
(Contract)

Dance

Arts Alaska/Anchorage
Joffrey Ballet/NYC

Design

Partners for Livable Places/DC
(Contract Amend.)

Expansion Art

National Guild or Community
Schools for the Arts/NYC

New Growth Arts Festival, Indiana
Arts Council/Indiana, PA

DC Commission on the Arts/DC

Folk Arts

ommonwealth Arts Council/Saipan
International

US/UK Fellows

Belgium Today/DC
Mexican: Symposium/0C
Arizona Commission/AL
Meridian House/DC
Valle del Sol/Pheonix,

50,000

(67,500)

10,000

£,000
14,500
20,000
10,000
3,000

20 “\‘f)




Fellows

Ernest Dillahy/Los Angeles, CA

Media Arts

Northeastern Pennsylvania TV Assoc./Pittston, PA
Music

National Music Conference/NYC

Partnership

Community Study (D. Martin)/DC
R. Napier/DC
C. Gelles/NYC

Special Constituencies

Larry Malloy/DC
(Contract Amend.)

Special Projects

Byrd Hoffman Fdn./NYC

Richard Allen Ctr./NYC

Dept. of Cultural Affairs/NYC

J. Rodriquez/Fairfax, VA

Cultural Resources, Inc./DC

M. Washburn of Assoc./DC

Artist in Prisons/DC

NEA/SBA Joint Project ,500
Salute to Learning/DC 20,000
Lincoln Ctr./NYC 150,000
T. Nash/DC 22,000
Linda Coe/DC 1,500
Hispanic Task Force/TX 11,665
White House Conf. on Families/DC 17,500
Theatre Development Fund/NYC 4,900
Reencuentro Cubano/NYC 17,500
G. Larson/DC 6,300
F. Cohen/MD 3,600
Auxilary to Bellvue Hospital/NYC 15,78

Univ. of Texas at San Antonio 15,54

(503,315)




States

Mid America Arts Alliance/M0
NASAA/DC

Theatre

International Puppet Festival/NYC
University Players/DC

American Theatre Assoc./DC

K. Turner/DC

Visual Arts

Pratt Institute/Brooklyn, NY
Partners for Livable Places/NYC
Tennessee Tech. Univ./Cookeville
Cranbrook Academy of Art/MN

17,000
_8,000

(25,000)

4,473
17,500
5,000
20,620

(47,593)

1,500
30,000
15,000
2,000

(48,500)

$1,008,979
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FISCAL RECORDS MADE PUBLIC

Mr. REGura. Mr. Chairman, I have a number of other questions,
but in the interest of time, I am going to submit them to Chairman
Biddle for response.

One question. Are all of your fiscal management and administra-
tive records open to the public? All of ours are.

Mr. Wape. Bob Wade, General Counsel.

Yes, they are. This is all subject to Freedom of Information
requirements.

Mr. Recura. Wait a minute now. When you say Freedom of
Information requirements, ours are published. The travel records,
all of the expenditures, anything we spend money for in the Con-
gressional Office is freely open to the public. How difficult is it to
get access to yours?

Mr. Wape. Under Freedom of Information you have complete
public access to all federal expenditures. We make those available
upon request. Individuals, members of the press, frequently ask for
access to these records. They can come in and view them or we will
supply them at a very small cost in terms of administrative costs.

When I was saying subject to, I meant under these laws which
cover this area.

Mr. REGULA. Are you saying it is relatively easy to get access to
your fiscal records?

Mr. Wapkg. Right. The only time we would be hindering anyone
in any way would relate to Privacy Act considerations under which
certain considerations protect individual folders. That is the limit
on it.

Mr. REGuLA. In the expenditure of public funds where would you
get into Privacy Act problems?

Mr. Wape. There wouldn’t be any. Insofar as federal funds are
expended all that information is accessible.

Mr. Recura. Yes, I am not talking about personnel records but
about the travel vouchers, all that is available?

Mr. Wabk. Every federal dollar we spend is accessible in terms of
a record to any individual of the public who wants to know about
it.

Mr. REcurA. Reserving the right to submit these questions, Mr.
Chairman, I would be interested in getting some responses from
Mr. Biddle or others here who have testified as to how we could
better diffuse activities of this program to achieve better artistic
excellence on a nationwide basis. I am not satisfied that we have
made as much an effort as we should along those lines.

Mr. Yatres. What does that mean? Perhaps they understand. I
am not sure I do.

STATE PROGRAMS GRANTS

Mr. ReEcuLA. For example, more money to the states. Maybe they
don’t feel that is a way to accomplish it, but I happen to feel it has
potential. Perhaps some shifting to the Challenge Grants.

Mr. Yates. How would Kou give it to the states? Would you give

it, would you increase each state contribution by a certain percent-
age, or would you give it to the states that showed a greater
interest in the arts by the state legislatures.
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. REcura. How do you allocate the 20 percent now?

. BippLe. The 20 percent——

. YaTes. Statutory.

. BiopiE. It is statutory.

. REGuLa. How do you allocate it state by state?

. Yates. It is statutory. Twenty percent.

. REcura. Twenty percent of the total, as I understand it.

. YATES. Yes.

. REcuLA. I understand.

. BiopLE. In the mathematics of this—part of the problem is
the states at the moment, while it appears states are suffering
more than some of the other areas, part of the reason is the
mathematics of the statutory provision that relates to 20 percent of
the regular program moneys going to the states. Now, that happens
to be 20 percent of our programmatic moneys, $58.6 million.

Mr. ReGurA. In other words, of the $58.6 million that you have
requested, at least 20 percent of that has to be allocated to state
arts councils?

Mr. Moore. That is correct.

Mr. BiopLE. To state programs.

Mr. Yartes. Each state gets 20 percent of that——

Mr. REcura. How do you break it down among the states? You
are saying 20 percent of the total.

Mr. BippLe. There is a block grant under the statute that must
be $200,000 per state.

Mr. REcuLA. Minimum?

Mr. Moore. No.

Mr. BiopLE. No less than.

In the years since state monies developed, I mean percentage put
aside for state monies grew above the basic allotment. First, every
state gets the $200,000.

Mr. Recura. Right.

Mr. BippLe. With the formula that exists now that is about all
that is available to the states. Under the higher ratio of this year,
that $11.6 million for the states is $23 million because of the
mathematics of the situation.

Mr. REcura. Is that $23 million in the $58 million?

Mr. Bippre. No sir, the $23 million is out of the money we are
operating on now.

Mr. REcuLA. For fiscal 1981. Yes, I am sorry.

Mr. BippLe. So it appears that the states have suffered more
than 50 percent reduction, which indeed they have, but——

Mr. REcuLA. I understand how you arrive at it.

I have two questions. Once you reach the $200,000 minimum,
then from that point on will the states get additional funds accord-
ing to their applications that are approved; do you need only meet
the %0 percent minimum in a total amount allocated to state pro-
jects?

Mr. BippLE. In the past we have had a formula which has in-
volved above the basic block grant, the $200,000, above that, the
states have been rewarded first on the basis of population. Then
second, on the basis of effort. Am I saying that right?

Mr. Lopez. If I may jump in just a bit and try to simplify.

Mr. BiopLE. Here is the expert on that.
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Mr. Lopez. The 20 percent amount, which is 20 percent of the
program funds is distributed to the states. Three-fourths of that is
distributed on the basis of the basic block grant that is an equal
amount to every state. That happens to be $275,000 at the moment.

The balance above that is called national and state priorities.
That is a long list of certain areas, such as special constituencies
which state applies for. That is strictly on the basis of population.

There was an effort at formulation which is mixed up in all this,
but it was so convoluted and clumsy and against the state arts
agency. For instance, Washington State once a couple of years ago
wound up almost doubling its state appropriation and because of
the complexity of the formula, still came out losing some block
grant. We dropped the effort part. Now it is in block grant to
everybody plus the population over the block grant. It is a very
predictable thing.

The other 25 percent is available for distribution to the regional
organizations around the country, and certain other minor partner-
ship programs with the states.

Mr. Recura. Do I understand correctly that statutorily, the 20
percent is a minimum, and there is nothing to prevent you from
exceeding that amount?

Mr. Moore. That is correct.

Mr. Lorez. The language says no less than.

Mr. RecuLra. This means we could increase that by line item in
the appropriation.

Mr. Yates. Except we would have to take it away from other
programs.

Ms. TicHE. The states apply to all the programs and compete and
succe(fd in getting grants from all the different discipline programs
as well?

Mr. ReGguLA. Is this outside the 20 percent?

Ms. TiGHE. Absolutely. If you look at all the other disciplines you
will see state art agencies and local art agencies compete and
receive grants as well. So 20 percent presently is a base. There is
more than that to be had right now.

Mr. BippLE. Also, the states are eligible to apply for Challenge
Grants. The 20 percent does not apply. Several states have applied
successfully for Challenge Grants.

Mr. Lorez. In response to your direct question, I think the two
major ways in which the states can receive greater portions is first
of all, really to aggressively move to eliminate Treasury funding
mechanisms. They are very cumbersome, they are a mess adminis-
tratively.
hMg. REGuULA. Are these statutory, Treasury funding, or can we do
that!

Mr. BippLE. The Treasury funds are statutorily authorized. They
are statutorily authorized with a certain ceiling within the author-
izing legislation. But obviously, I think the appropriations process
can alter that.

Mr. Recura. We could change that to zero and put $15 million
more in programmatic or Challenge Grants, is that correct?

Mr. BiopLE. These levels of funding, it would not be that——

Mr. Lopez. If I might add, the other way would be for the budget
of the agency to be increased.
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Mr. REGuLA. Over the recommended $88 million?

Mr. Yates. That doesn't mean that you are supporting that.

Mr. Lopgz. Oh, of course not. No, I would like to go on record,
sir, as saying that the National Council for the Arts was in no way
responsive to or did they in any way endorse that figure. We deal
with that number only because we have a legal responsibility to do
S0.

Mr. YaTes. It was the suggestion of the Chairman of the commit-
t(}e‘e, that they come up with alternative budgets. We will get into
that.

I was reading the annual report for 1980. I notice a very fine
explanation in Ms. Tighe’s statement of her concern for rejection. I
wonder why the 16th District of Ohio, if it applies, could not come
under your extra care provision.

Mr. Recura. I am not sure that we have applications for more
than we receive. I am sorry I even injected that note.

BUDGET BREAKDOWN

Mr. YaTes. At any rate, let’s get on with the budget. We will
adjourn in five minutes.

Let’s start on page 4 of your justification. You show a separation
by the Reagan budget.

Ralph, I think you would be interested in this, too.

How would you break down the 10, 15, and 20 percent budgets I
asked you to show the committee in those four categories? Can you
do that, or have you already done it?

Mr. Moore. Yes sir.

Mr. YaTes. Let's take a look at it.

Mr. Moore. We do have further breakdowns by category.

Mr. Yates. This says confidential. Why is it confidential?

Mr. Mooge. It is for the committee’s eyes only, sir.

Mr. Yates. Why is that? It is no longer confidential. But why? If
I dare open my mouth am I breaking a confidence?

Mr. BiopLE. It is confidential until you wish to release it.

Mr. Yartes. It is released. This shows a five percent, a 10 percent,
and a 15 percent reduction. This is to be compared with which
chart? These budgets will be a part of the record.

[The information follows:]
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I have to go answer a quorum call. Let's adjourn now and come
in at 9:30 tomorrow morning, if that is satisfactory. Mr. Regula has
some questions that he would like answered for the record.

[The questions and answers follow:]

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS
SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN RALPH REGULA

Question: Between the submission of the first Fy 82 budget and the
March revisions, the NEA decided it needed to purchase Automated Data
Processing equipment at a cost of approximately $325,000. This purchase
was not cleared by OMB, I understand. After President Reagan took office,
a general freeze was put on equipment purchases, from which you have not
received an exemption. I understand your administrative budget fiqure
includes money for this camputer. Could you explain why your budget is
premised on purchasing this equipment, despite OMB's objections?

Answer: On January 30, 1981, the Office of Management and Budget
issued Bulletin B81-9 entitled "Moratorium on Procurement of Certain Equip-
ment." This Bulletin "provides for a moratorium on the procurement of
certain types of equipment by Executive Branch departments and agencies and
for a limited number of exemptions from the moratorium."  After receiving
that Bulletin, the Endowment informally and on March 18, 1981, formally
informed OMB that it intemiedtorequestanmaptionofthemminorder
to purchase a new ADP system. This decision resulted from a lengthy study
undertaken by the Endowment in which it was determined that
nmm@ﬁmtm.\ldbenecessa:ytompmveﬂw i
trative capabilities of the Endowment. On April 9, 1981,
requested an exemption of OMB from Bulletin 81-9 in order to procure com-
puter equipment. Included with this request was a report prepared by our
Grants Management and Information Office. To date (May 29, 1981), OMB has
not responded to our request,

Question: $60,000 was provided for equipment purchase in FY 81. Only
$4,000 is being spent for that purpose. What is the other $56,000 being
used for?

Answer: The chart below outlines the timing and history behind the
ing allocated for the purchase of equipment under Object Class 31.0.
Object Class 31.0 - Egquipment
($ in thousands)

Date and Reason

1. Feb 1980 - Congressional Budget Request

2. Oct 1980 - Reduced need due to FY 1980 Procurement
Nov 1980 - Reprogramming by Agency
Feb 1981 - Reduction in response to OMB Bulletin 81-9

B0-526 O—81——17
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Although $60,000 was requested for FY 1981, only $54,000 was initially
allocated due to two occurences: 1) our entire administrative appropriation
was less than our entire request, and 2) by the end of FY 1980, we were
able to procure same updated equipment, thereby adding to our inventory.

It socon became apparent that further reduction would have to be made
for two reasons:

1. To apply to persomnel compensation shortfall, necessitated by the
cost of living increase authorized by the Congress and the OMB
requirement to absorb 30% of our need within other cbject classes;
these actions resulted in a further reduction of the funds allo-
cated for the purchase of eguipment; from $54,000 to $24,000.

To bring up the level allocated for supplies and material to a
figure more in line with actual FY 1980 expenditures since these
costs are driven by private sector inflation.

Finally, the OMB Bulletin 81-9 directed a moratorium on procurement of
certain equipment. In response to this moratorium, the Agency further
reduced Object Class 31.0 and applied the savings to Personnel Compensation.
Further, OMB had allowed the Agency to use $10,536 in 130 Unrestricted
Funds for Supplies and BEquipment procurement (Apportionment Schedule Jan.
21, 1981). The availability of the 130 funds allows for a transfer of a
total of $20,000 to Object Class 11.0 as follows:

31.0 Feb. Level 24
Reduction 1AW C(MB B1-9 =9
Subtotal 15
Application of 130 funds
to Total -1 521
4
Amount Transferred to
11.0 Personnel Compensation 20

Question: $700,000 is earmarked for the Excellence in Federal Design
Program to provide technical expertise and guidance to Federal agencies and
departments in order to improve their printed communications. According to
the justification, the Endowment convenes panels at the request of the
various departments. Why shouldn't the departments using this service
reimburse the Endowment for the cost of these services?

Answer: The Design Excellence Project was initiated in 1972 under a
Presidential mandate to improve the quality of design within the Federal
government. We strongly feel that this project is an integral part of the
Endowment's charge to provide leadership in the arts and to promote excel-
lence.

The Endowment's chief role in this program is to produce studies,
analyze design management practices and promote, through advocacy, the
improvement of the quality of design within the Federal government. This
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role requires effecting cost saving design practices through improving the
visual image and increasing the utility of Federal architecture, and im-
proving the design quality of government publications, specifically the
graphic design of such publications.

To get the Federal Graphics component started, however, the Endowment
had to convince other departments of the value of good graphic commnica-
tions. The Endowment therefore offered to pay professional designers to
evaluate departments which requested a technical review of their graphic
comunications. This approach worked very well. To date, the Endowment
has reviewed the work of approximately 60 Federal departments and agencies.
After the initial evaluation paid for by the Endowment, departments would
often follow-up, with their cwn funds, to produce technical graphic commr
nications guidelines.

Several specific cases illustrate the cost savings to the Federal
government following the initial Endowment evaluation:

The Labor Department standardized its publications sizes and
minimized the choice of typefaces. The measures taken reduced printing
costs by 15 percent per year.

The National Park Service was confronted with ‘an assignment of
updating 150 brochures of varying shapes and sizes. After the Endow-
ment's evaluation, a single format was adopted for all brochures,
achieving economies in format, typesetting, map rendering and printing.
The result: the old brochures cost 4-1/2 cents each campared to 2-1/2
cents for the new brochures. On a run of .17 million copies, the
Service saved $340,000 in one year.

The Environmental Protection Agency redesigned a pesticide hand-
book to conform to new graphic standards. The new format reduced the
manual from 84 pages to only 44 pages. On a printing run of one
million copies, the savings amounted to $300,000. Three additional
printings of the handbook resulted in total savings of approximately
$900,000.

The Endowment intends to conduct a survey of the costs and benefits to
all departments which have engaged in this program to date. When we have a
more comprehensive understanding of the cost benefits, we will develop
reimbursable projects, when feasible, to allow the Endowment to recoup its
costs for assembling graphics review panels.

Question: The original FY 82 budget had requested only $283,000 for
the Excellence in Federal Design Program. Why have you decided to increase
the original budget request by 150% when other activities are being reduced
or eliminated?

Answer: As described in the budget request, the Excellence in Federal
Design category seeks to improve the quality of design at all levels of
government. The apparent increase in the revised budget represents a
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consolidation, for administrative purposes, of all activities related to
this advocacy effort. Included in the revised request are funds for the
improvement of design projects not only at the Federal level but at state
and local government levels as well. A number of these activities were
previously funded under several grant categories in the Design Arts Pro-
gram. This consolidation took place within the limited time frame in which
the entire FY 1982 budget was being revised and the Design policy panel is
now addressing the issues related to the restructuring of the category,
including re-naming the category to reflect this consolidation. The re-
quested $700,000, however, would be used for those activities stated on
page 47 of the revised FY 1982 budget request.

Question: I understand that in the last quarter of FY 81, the NEA
intends to award 25 Ethnic Heritage grants. This program was not justified
in the FY 81 request. Has it been your practice to establish new categories
of grants without prior notification to the Congress?

Answer: After considerable discussion between the Endowment and its
appropriations subcommittees a few years ago, the Endowment evolved a
budget submission in which for the first time the Endowment's program areas
became the visible measure of spending allocations. We intend to maintain
this format of presentation and where allocations are altered between say
the Music and Theater Programs in a given fiscal year, the Endowment, of
course, could approach the Committees for reprogramming approval, where
appropriate. Within its program areas, however, the Endowment believes it
is important that there be discretion from time to time to adjust or modify
categories as necessitated by changes in the field as judged by our policy
and grant panels and as reviewed by the National Council on the Arts.

Basic concepts of the program are not altered. We believe this procedure
is in accordance with the views of our appropriations subcommittees with
whom we worked out the presentation of cur budget in a program-by-program
display a few years ago.

The Heritage Awards category, for instance, was reviewed for two years
by the Folk Arts panel before being presented to the National Council. The
Council, in turn, referred the proposal to its Policy and Planning Committee
for analysis. It was then reviewed a second time by the National Council
and finally approved by the Council in May of 1980 for implementation in FY
1981. By that time, the Endowment's FY 1981 budget request had been sent
to the Congress. Given the lengthy and thorough review which the proposal
had received for three years and the relatively small amount of money
($25,000) involved, the Endowment decided to follow the Council's recommen—
dation to implement it in the current fiscal year. The Folk Arts Program
has always been concerned with the individual artist. Heritage Awards
emphasize such concerns.

Question: You have proposed continuing the Ethnic Heritage Awards
program at the same level in FY B2. How, in a period of retrenchment, do
you explain the addition of a new category of funding?
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Answer: The category stems from the Folk Arts Program's desire to
support and honor those traditional artists who most clearly demonstrate
the very highest qualities of authenticity and excellence and who have
shown themselves to be nationally significant influences on their partic-
ular art form, whether it be lace-making or ballad singing. There are a
finite number of stch individuals, just as there are a finite number of
pre-eminent painters or cellists; thus, we do not expect this category to
grow. It represents barely one percent of our adjusted budget.

For such a small investment of Federal funds, however, the impact
could be substantial. The nominees for these awards will be men and women
of substance whose work is of great aesthetic significance. They are the
senior practitioners who are all too often unknown beyond their own partic—
ular art forms. The government of Japan has long recognized the national
importance of their traditional artists and artisans through their "living
cultural treasures" program which honors and supports some seventy of their
highest quality potters, weavers, musicians, etc. The Heritage Award
category is a version of this same idea that has been especially tailored
to American needs.

Question: In the FY 81 justification, we were notified that the
Endowment had set aside $1.5 million of the FY 80 Challenge Grant program
to establish a program of Institutional Advancement Awards. Now we see
that FY Bl funds have been set aside for Ethnic Heritage Awards. Have you
initiated or do you plan to initiate any other new funding categories in
the current fiscal year or in FY 82 without justifying them to Congress?

Answer: The Folk Arts Program does not intend to create any new
categories in the current fiscal year. Other programs, such as Literature
and Visual Arts, are in the process of restructuring their categories to
meet the proposed 1982 budget cuts, but it is not anticipated that new
categories will be implemented in FY 1981.

Question: The justification states that in FY 81, 80 grants were
awarded at a cost of $1.1 million under the Interdisciplinary category.

In last year's justification for Interdisciplinary projects under Special
Projects, it was stated that only 30 grants would be awarded at a cost of
$750,000. Why have you increased this activity so greatly over the 81
estimate?

Answer: The Inter-Arts Program was re-organized in Fiscal Year 1981.
At the time of last year's submission, this re-organization had not yet
been campleted. The changes resulting fram the re-organization are as
follows:




FY 1981 Congressional Request

Interdisciplinary 750,000
Special Projects (including
Challenge Grant contracts) 1,620,000

TOTAL $ 2,370,000

FY 1982 Congressional Request

Multi-Program (described in

February 1982 request) $ 550,000
Interdisciplinary Arts Projects

(formerly Special Projects) 1,136,000
Challenge Grant Contracts

(transferred to Research Program) 530,000

TOTAL $ 2,216,000

The discrepancy from our anticipated to our actual budget for FY 1981
is therefore $154,000.

Question: A reduction of approximately 50% is proposed for the Media
Arts. Of the total remaining funds, the American Film Institute would
receive almost 30%, while there would be no funds for Services to the
Field, the Residence/Workshop Program or the Joint Fund with the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting. Why does AFI continue to receive what appears
to be such a disproportionate share of the Media budget?

Answer: The American Film Institute was founded by the National
Endowment for the Arts in 1965. Since that time, the Film Institute has
evolved into a robust and dynamic national institution, serving the media
arts field in ways entirely consonant with the policy gquidelines of the
Media Arts Program.

From the outset, the Endowment has realized the complementary partner-
ship between the Media Arts Program and the Institute. Both institutions'
goals and programs are in complete accord. For this reason, we view the
Institute as essential to the Endowment's contributions to the media arts
field; its presence magnifies the impact of the Endowment's programs. And
the Endowment fully recognizes that the presence of a national film insti-
tute is essential to the recognition of the arts of media.

In Fiscal Year 1981, AFI will receive a General Grant of $1,850,000,
which will be used to support the core functions of the Institute — the
Center for Advanced Film Studies, the Directing Workshop for Women, the
Exhibition Services Program, the Public Services Program, the Education
Services Program, the Feldman Library, an Interns Program, Student Film
Distribution, the Catalogue Project, and a program in Television and Video
Services.
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It was anticipated that AFI would receive an increased grant of up to
$2,000,000 in FY 1982. In line with the overall projected cut of 50% in
the Media Arts Program budget, the General Grant is scheduled to be reduced
to 51,000,000 in FY 1982.

The American Film Institute also carries out two important contracts
for the Media Program: £ilm preservation and film fellowships. These
programs are administered in conformance with quidelines and standards
established by the Media Arts Program. Because the bulk of the funds are
passed through to subgrantees as an extension of the Media Program, this
activity is not viewed as further funding of the Film Institute.

The two contracts have not been decreased as drastically as same other
program areas because they continue to be pressing priorities, particularly
film preservation.

Question: AFI administers a grant program funded by NEA for a f£ilm
preservation program. What portion of the grants funds are retained by AFI
for administrative purposes? How much would it cost the Endowment to
administer these grants directly?

Answer: In FY 1980, the Film Preservation Program contract budget was
$650,000. Of that, $76,560 or 12% was retained by the AFI for administra-
tion. An additional $85,940 was given to them for the AFI Preservation
Project, which enables AFI to coordinate the systematic acquisition and
preservation of the holdings of the grantees and to respond quickly, if
modestly, to preservation needs when they arise.

To conduct this highly specialized area for which the AFI has a staff
of five, the Endowment would most likely have to add at least three positions
—— a program administrator, a program specialist and a secretary, at an
approximate cost of $65,000. Modest part-time resources would also be
desirable if the level of service which now exists were maintained. Thus,
the cost differential is estimated as negligible.

Question: The original justification states that the New England
Conservatory received a $90,000 Treasury Grant to establish a program of
scholarship aid. In light of all the other programs that provide scholar-
ship aid for higher education do you believe the Endowment should be sup-
porting a project of grants-in-aid for higher education?

Answer: The Music Program of the National Endowment for the Arts aims
to enhance the career development of susicians. It is hoped that those
outstanding students who benefit from the scholarship program will join the
ranks of other outstanding American-trained musicians. It should be noted
that funds for music scholarship activities are not available from any
other Federal agency.

The New England Conservatory is the oldest independent school of its
kind in the United States. The Conservatory, which was founded in 1867,
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provides a training envirorment for talented young people, producing musi-
cians of distinction for careers in a variety of professional fields.
Graduates of the Conservatory are members of the principal symphony orches-
tras of the United States, theater and ballet orchestras, jazz and chamber
ensembles, opera campanies and choral groups.

Students at the New England Conservatory of Music receive studio
instruction from a distinguished faculty consisting of Boston Symphony
Orchestra musicians and eminent artists from Boston and other cities
throughout the United States. Students receive reqular ensemble instruc—
ticn and have many performance opportunities with the school's numercus
performing ensembles.

The Conservatory's faculty and student ensembles and soloists present
over 300 concerts annually at the Conservatory and a large number of pro—
grams throughout the Boston area. The Conservatory regularly joins with
such institutions as the Boston. Symphony Orchestra, Museum of Fine Arts,
and the Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum in presenting programs of special
interest to the comumnity.

Before being admitted to the New England Conservatory each applicant
is examined in his or her major performance area. Auditions are heard
after all documents have been received. All applicants are expected to
have reached an advanced level of performance accomplishment.  Candidates
for advanced standing must present evidence of greater repertory and pro-
ficiency. Scales, arpeggios, and sight reading requirements are demanded
of all instrumental applicants in their auditions.

Question: Have you provided funds to establish scholarship programs
in any of the other program categories?

Answer: The Music Professional Training category is the only category
in the Music Program which provides scholarship assistance. There is no

intention of expanding any Music Program categories to include scholarship
aid.

Question: Research and Evaluation were justified and funded as two
distinct categories in FY 81, yet it appears that they have been combined
under the Research heading. Did you provide notification to the Comittee
that you were doing away with the evaluation program as a separate category
and using the $300,000 appropriated for that purpose elsewhere?

Answer: The functions of the Evaluation Division were merged into
Research in order to permit more efficient use of available staff. None
of the functions of the Evaluation Division were dropped, however.

The $300,000 appropriated for the Evaluation Division in FY 1981 was
used for evaluation projects, although the functions of the Division were
merged into Research to economize on staff costs. Because the funds were
expended for the evaluation purposes stated in the FY 1981 budget request,




263

we did not feel it was necessary to notify the Committee of an administra-
tive reorganization. We are making every effort to be as frugal as possible
with regard to staff, utilizing talents and combinations of talents and
still seeking to continue basic priority service.

Question: Could you give the Comittee a listing of the research and
evaluation projects in 80 and 81 and your plan for 827

Answer: The following are the Research and Evaluation projects =- FY
1980 and FY 1981 (to date):

Survey of solo recital musicians

Survey of crafts-artists (continuation of project initiated in FY 79)
Survey of arts organization administrators

Study of Expansion Arts organizations

Study of arts organizations in the decade of the 1970's
Dissemination of research results

Econamic data on applicant organizations

Conference on cultural data banks

Survey of public participation in the arts

Museum Coordinators: An Evaluation and Implementation Study
Programming in the Arts: An Impact Evaluation

Impact on Museums of Arts Endowment Support for Special Exhibitions

Evaluation of the impact and effectiveness of Endowment funding for
visual artists fellowships

Evaluation of the impact and effectiveness of Endowment funding for
CityArts

At the FY 1982 budget level of $88 million, no new research or evalu-
ation initiatives would be undertaken, except to monitor those activities
which were begun in previous fiscal years.

Question: $535,000 requested by the Endowment to analyze census data
was denied by Congress in FY 8l. This would leave an appropriation of
$665,000 for Research in the current year. The FY 82 justification shows
an FY 81 level of $1,495,000. Even with the transfer of the $300,000
appropriated for evaluation, this activity has a $530,000 increase over
the amount appropriated?
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hnswer: Under the Special Projects category described on page 151 of
the FY 1981 budget submission, a total of $1,620,000 was requested. Of
that amount, $530,000 was to be used for institutional advancement and
challenge grant application review contracts. When the Special Projects
Program was reorganized into Inter-Arts, it was felt that the review con-
tract funds, which are essentially evaluation efforts, should be moved into
Research with other evaluation projects. The Challenge program conducts an
extensive review of all applicants to review their fundraising potential
and management strength to determine the impact on the overall institutional
structure should the applicant be awarded a Challenge Grant. In other
words, we try to determine beforehand how well the Endowment's grant will
be used and if it will be effective in strenghtening the institutional base
of the grantee. It was felt that the same rigorous review should be applied
to the 300 Institutional Advancement applicants, as well as Challenge Grant
applicants.

Question: Did you go ahead with the census project the Congress
denied?

Answer: The census project that Congress denied was a post—Census
follow-up survey of the labor force in nine artists' occupations using
samples formed from the million or so artists enumerated during the 1980
Census. This project has not gone ahead.

Question: What are these additional funds being used for?

Answer: $665,000 for research projects, $300,000 for evaluation
projects and $530,000 for Challenge and Advancement evaluations.

Question: The Endowment offers grants for a variety of arts disci-
plines, each of which have their own Mational Service Organization. I
understand the Endowment also gives grants to these Service Organizations
such as Opera America or the Theatre Commmnications Group. These Service

Organizations, in turn, essentially "lobby" the Endowments for increased
support for their particular discipline. Do you think it is appropriate
for Endowment grants to be used in this fashion?

Answer: The Endowment does not provide money to service organizations
so0 that they can turn around and "lobby" the Endowment on behalf of indi-
vidual disciplines. The service organizations funded by the Endowment
provide a wide range of services in an economic fashion to their constituent
organizations, emphasizing the exchange of information through workshops,
seminars, conferences and newsletters. Much of this activity focuses on
how their constituent organizations might better manage themselves adminis-
tratively. These service organizations, of course, are interested in
Endowment policies, but they do not "lobby" the Endowment in a concerted
fashion to get special treatment for their own constituents.
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TERMINATION OF CERTAIN PROGRAMS

Mr. Yares. Mr. Reporter, show the hearing coming to order.

When we concluded our hearing yesterday, we had received from
you, in accordance with the request by the committee, your best
estimates of how you would distribute your funds, assuming reduc-
tions in the budget yet of five percent, ten percent, fifteen percent
and twenty percent. And we added the 50 percent reduction to the
sheet that we have.

Now, based on what this sheet discloses, the 50 percent request
would result in elimination of advancement entirely. What is Ad-
vancement?

Mr. BippLe. Mr. Chairman, that is the program that we devel-
oped last year that is to give a sort of Challenge Grant to smaller
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organizations that have the potential of becoming national—of
great national significance in the art fields.

Mr. Yares. How much money is available in the 1981 budget for
that?

Mr. Bippre. $750,000.

Mr. Yares. So that with a 20 percent reduction, you would be
able to restore the $750,000 for that account? .

Mr. BiobprLe. You may remember that there were discussions
about this at the conference. It was determined that it was best to
handle it through the Treasury program rather than the Challenge
Grant program as we had initially thought, although these would
require a three-for-one match similar to the Challenge match, but
not identical. To start off, Mr. Chairman——

Mr. Yates. Did you want to make a statement?

Mr. BippLE. I thought perhaps it might be an idea, subject to
your thoughts, of course, to put in some perspective in response to
your request of what 50 percent reduction entailed in general
terms, and then to demonstrate how some of these factors would be
brought back into the picture as the reduction becomes less severe.

Mr. Yates. I meant to read that portion of the justification
yesterday. Did I not do so? You say:

In general, the programs will be emphasizing direct organizational support and
providing considerably less support for service organizations maturing in other
outreach efforts will necessarily fail in purpose unless the arts producing organiza-
tion is sound artistically and financially. One should not conclude from this, howev-
er, there will be little effect on arts organizations seeking dominant support for
home based activity—symphony orchestras, et cetera, and those that will receive
less funding.

Some efforts supported out of program funds are not as directly involves with arts
producting organizations will be eliminated altogether. National Council on the arts
has recommended the termination of funding entirely for international activities,
research and evaluation, programs aimed at helping special constituencies, the
intern program and continuance of the Advancement effort involving the special
building grants to emerging organizations of high artistic significance and future

potential. Because the Endowment forwards funds that effort has been substantially
scaled back in terms of budget.

Did I read that yesterday? I meant to.

OUTREACH WILL SUFFER

Mr. BippLE. I wanted to add to that. I think the outreach part of
the program is the one that could suffer very seriously in terms of
this reduced figure. Organizations, large and small, when constrict-
ed, certainly tend to reduce their outreach to their communities. A
symphony that has less funds available to it will retrench by not
providing concerts for schools, going into its community, where
even the expenses, even a major amount of touring is more expen-
sive than staying at the home base.

So I think in a period of retrenchment you will have a great
restriction of the kind of activities that we have tried to develop
over the years, that is, the service of organizations large and small
to the broadest possible segment of their communities.

Also, I think organizations would tend to go with the safer prod-
ucts, and that could have an effect on new artists, new emerging
artists, new musicians, new choreographers, new composers, be-
cause it would not be perceived that those would attract at the box
office the same attendance as a traditional symphony or a classical
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piece that people knew and were accustomed to. So I think that is
a part of this that is important to bring up.

I think the Arts Endowment has been responsible, through its
outreach, through its help to smaller organizations. I think we
been instrumental in discovering assets in the arts that were not
previously known. Certainly that is true in our Expansion Arts
program. It is true in our Folk Arts program, programs that reach
(I)ut int the communities and away from the major centers of popu-
ation.

Certainly, touring and the media involvement with the arts
would gravely suffer with this restricted amount of money. As we
point out, the numbers of grants would be fewer, and there would
be lower numbers of grantees. Let’s take, for example, a symphony
orchestra that does get a Treasury grant of let us say somewhere
around, major symphonies, $290 to $300,000. That money has to be
tripled by the private donors in order for the Treasury monies to
be available. So if you roughly figure on a $300,000 federal invest-
ment in that symphony, the Treasury matching ratio brings an-
other $§900,000 into the picture, or a total of $1,200,000.

Most symphonies, including the one here, the National Sympho-
ny, $1,200,000 means the difference between a successful budget
year and a failing budget year. I think that is the area where our
help has been most significant.

Mr. Yates. What place in the scale of the budget will an organi-
zation like the National Symphony be able to receive $1,200,000, at
a cut of 5, 10, 15, or 20 percent?

Mr. BiopLe. I would say at a level of ten percent.

Mr. Yartes. So if there is a 20 percent cut the National Sympho-
ny still loses its money, is that right?

Mr. BippLe. Exactly.

Mr. YATes. That is interesting. How do you know this so exactly?

Mr. BiopLe. Well, a 10 percent cut from $175 million puts us to
where we are today, where those kinds of symphonies are getting
that amount. The National Symphony is not quite at that.

Mr. Yates. What kind of symphony is the National Symphony?

Mr. BiopLE. A major symphony orchestra.

Mr. Yates. You mean National Symphony made it?

Mr. BippLE. It certainly made the majors.

Mr. Yares. For a while it wasn’t in the major league was it?

Mr. BiopLe. Ezra Laderman could address that better than I. But
certainly I feel that the symphony has demonstrated its quality.

Mr. Yates. You have touched upon something I think we should
go into. I wish we had audio visual aides up here with the different
cuts up on the board. And say, at this point National Symphony
gets a million.

Mr. BiopLe. It isn’t quite that much for National Symphony. 1
am talking about the Chicago Orchestra, and Boston. There are
about six or seven.

Mr. Yares. Can I have a recess for about 30 seconds while I say
hello to some constituents?

[A short recess was taken]

Mr. Yates. I want to get a picture.

Mr. BiopLe. The federal investment is a quarter of the Treasury
fund total. The three other dollars must match the one.
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Mr. Yartes. I had hoped that the different reductions of 5, 10, 15,
and 20 percent, would show me how if affects the national arts
community. You have given one slight example as to where in this
spectrum of financing an organization like the National Symphony
would receive a million.

Mr. BippLe. That was not the best example of a symphony——

Mr. Yates. Give us a good example.

Mr. BiopLe. Boston Symphony. New York Symphony.

Mr. YaTes. We will pick a symphony.

Mr. Bippre. Chicago Symphony. Those are judged by our panel to
be the paramount orchestras.

Mr. YaTes. The major league?

Mr. BippLe. Those grants are now around $300,000 per orchestra.

Mr. Yares. Those grants are now around $300,000 under the
existing budget?

Mr. BiopLE. Right.

Mr. Yates. Under the Administration’s budget, which would
reduce your budget by 50 percent, what would happen to those
major symphonies?

Mr. BiopLe. They would be reduced by 40 percent.

Mr. Yates. That would be roughly $160,000 instead of $300,000.

Mr. BippLe. $180,000.

Mr. YaTes. $180,000?

Mr. BippLe. Yes. Ezra could be more specific.

I think that is the correct figure. While Ezra is coming, we have
prepared for you, Mr. Chairman, really pretty detailed——

Mr. Yates. Why keep them from us, then? Oh, my goodness, they
are detailed, aren’t they?

WHERE CUTS ARE MADE

Mr. Moogre. The charts here are program by program category.

Mr. Yares. Ezra, was I premature in calling you up? Should we
follow these in order? I would like to have you sit there to review
benevolently while we go through this until we get to music. 1
think we ought to go through these one by one and see what the
picture will be under the various categories.

Advancement is the Challenge Grant Program for the smaller
organizations. Under the 50 percent reduction they would receive
zero. Then where would that line be drawn? What is a smaller
organization?

Mr. BippLE. In order to initiate this program, we asked for appli-
cations from the constituency that primarily deals with the expan-
sion arts part of our program. Some 300 organizations applied. Not
all Expanson Arts grantees, but the smaller organizations that felt
they could make a three-for-one match.

Mr. YaTes. What is a smaller organization?

How do you draw a line between a large organization and a
small organization? I know a large organization is the Metropolitan
Museum in New York or Metropolitan Opera, the Arts Institute in
Chicago. They all have their Challenge grants.

Mr. BippLE. Right.

Mr. Yates. The Challenge Grant, according to your justification,
was orginally designed as a means of financing large organizations,
but where is the line drawn?
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Mr. BiopLe. Well, with these particular grantees, and I would
ask Mr. Spellman perhaps to come up and join us.

Mr. Yates. All right.

Mr. BiopLe. But I think these organizations——

Mr. Yares. Would you like to take Mr. Loeffler’s chair and tell
us what is a smaller organization? How do you draw the line?

CUTTING ADVANCEMENT GRANTS

Mr. SpeLLMAN. There are a couple of features in the Program,
one which is the imperative to enhance development of a lot of
minority organizations. There was a concern with some of the
minority organizations that are expressive of cultural pluralism in
the country, visibility heightened, and where their product was
strong enough to command national attention we thought.

But in terms of budget size, which is more germane to your
question, the organizations ranged in annual budgets from approxi-
mately $100,000 to up to $900,000 a year, with a mean of around
$250,000 a year.

Ms. TiGHE. There are other factors. It wasn’t simply a matter, we
all agree, of budget size.

Mr. YaTes. Excuse me a minute. You were saying?

Ms. TicHe. We were talking about the characteristics we had in
mind.

Mr. SPELLMAN. Again, back to the point——

Mr. Yates. This is for minorities, is that what you are saying?

Mr. SpELLMAN. Not exclusively. About three of the 15 organiza-
tions selected were not of minority makeup.

Mr. Yares. The example that is given in the Carter budget
Justification shows as an example founded in 1964, the Balkan Art
Center has always emphasized dance and celebrations. So you have
the Balkan as one. It demonstrates one of the cultures of various
national groups.

Mr. SpELLMAN. That is right.

Mr. BippLE. An ethnic background.

Mr. SpELLMAN. We try to feature a range of organizations.

Mr. Yates. Is this dead if the Carter budget goes  through?
Excuse me, if the Reagan budget goes through?

Mr. SpeLLMAN. In the second year, yes. The first year was fiscal
1981 money.

Mr. YaTes. Yes. We are talking about 1982.

Mr. SpELLMAN. That is right.

Mr. Yates. Let’s think in terms of 1982. As far as 1982 is con-
cerned, is this program wiped out?

Mr. SPELLMAN. Yes sir.

Mr. Moore. It is also I think the case that we had been planning
to try to fund for a three-year period the original grantees. There
are two points: One is that the original program, or the original
group of 15 would have to be truncated.

Mr. Yares. What is the original group of 15? This is new? Is
there a group of 15?

Mr. SpELLMAN. There were selected for fiscal year 1981.

Mr. YaTes. How do you select 15?

Mr. SpeLLmMaN. We put together a panel and also people strong in
the major disciplines because it was our sense that the organiza-
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tions had the quality of the art to present, but had not been able to
achieve the visibility. So we did want people of a high caliber
involved in the selection process so we could have representation in
the corporate community——

Mr. Yates. Excuse me. I see some Council members. Why don’t
you come up here and take seats at the table? Bernie, do you have
a seat back there?

Mr. LorEez. Yes, I do.

Mr. YaTes. Go ahead.

Mr. Bikel is here this morning. What happened to your attire?

Mr. BiggL. Oh, it is fine.

Mr. YaTES. Are you improving? I see you are walking without a
crutch.

Mr. BIkEL. Yes.

Mr. Yates. All right, so much for you. You and that program are
in trouble if the Reagan budget is approved.

Ms. TiGHE. Can I make a point about the 20 percent. Even at 20
percent, that $750,000 would just hold the program even. There
would be no new people because it is a three-year commitment. So
the program means simply that we can keep an existing commit-
ment.

Mr. YaTtes. How can you make a three-year commitment?

Mr. Moore. Technically we do not make a three-year commit-
ment in the sense of obligating funds ahead of time. If funds are
made available then we would make a second year commitment
?ndda third year commitment, depending upon the availability of

unds.

Ms. TiGHE. And grant letters go out year by year.

Mr. Yates. Yes, containing the condition, depending on what the
congressional budget shows.

Mr. Moore. Exactly.

Mr. SpeLLMAN, Could I perhaps amend Mary Ann’s comment?
The $750,000 represents a greatly reduced program. The Chairman
had originally committed a million and a half dollars per year for
this program. The organizations have shown that they can match
to the tune of $1,800,000. So if we were to carry through on the full
commitment we would be funding them at a level of a million and
a half a year. ,

Mr. Yates. If there were a five percent reduction, you would
have $1,400,000 available. If there were a ten percent reduction you
would have $1,250,000. Fifteen percent reduction, $1,000,000. And
20 percent reduction would be $750,000. The budget as is, zero.

ARTISTS-IN-EDUCATION PROGRAM

Let's talk about Artists-in-Education, of which the Council thinks
most highly, is that right?

Mr. BippLE. Yes.

Mr. Yates. So this year there is available——

Mr. BippLe. $5.2 million.

Mr. Yates. It had been proposed to increase that to $5.9. Under
the Reagan budget that would be reduced to $235,000 at a five
percent reduction that would permit financing of $5,705,000. A ten
percent reduction, $5,300,000. Fifteen percent reduction $5,000,000.
And a 20 percent reduction, $4,600,000.
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Your justification shows that the Council did anguish with the
Director and Deputy Directors over the distribution of the reduced
budget. Did the Council consider the amounts to be made available
under the various categories of 5, 10, 15, and 20 percent?

Mr. BippLE. No sir.

COUNCIL'S INPUT ON PROPOSED CUTS

Mr. YaTes. The Council has never considered it?

Mr. BippLE. Not that full—

Mr. Yares. We have the members of the Council here. Have you
seen it recently? Do you know about it?

Mr. BippLe. This is fresh as of today.

Mr. Yates. And the Council will consider it as of today?

Mr. BiopLE. Over the weekend.

Mr. Yares. You wrestle with it. However, I take it there
wouldn’t be too much objection if the committee found itself reduc-
ing your budget by 20 percent. Can I guess that the members of the
Council would be inclined to go along with the allocations of funds
as they appear in this chart?

Mr. BippLe. I don’t want to speak for the Council.

Mr. YaTEs. I was asking a councilman.

Mr. BikeL. Do you really want me to do this on one leg, literally
and figuratively?

Mr. Yates. Well, I want you to figure it.

Mr. BikeL. At first blush, it seems a schematic distribution.

Mr. Yates. All right, I will tell you what we will do. We will find
out from Liv how he did it first. Liv, how did you do it?

Mr. Bopere. If you would look at the percentage totals——

Mr. Yates. Yes. Does each of the Council members have one of
these? Would you like one of these? Do you want to distribute
these to the members of the Council?

Mr. BiopLE. We proceed from the basis that the Council had fully
considered and approved the budget that had been recommended
by President Carter. And that the configurations of that budget
related to the sense of priority that the Council had given to the
procurement programs. So if you look at the first column, not on
your sheet, which shows the 50 percent reduction——

Mr. Yares. I have it on this sheet. We have penciled it in.

Mr. BipDLE. The first column shows the relative percentages that
are applicable in terms of priorities approved by the Council to the
total of $175 million. We took, in terms of these reductions, virtual-
ly the same percentage of a total budget. We protected the prior-
ity——

Mr. Yates. All right. Let’s see if I understand that. The Council
had considered and had approved allocations based upon a 50 per-
cent reduction?

Mr. BippLe. No, based upon the $175 million.

Mr. Yates. But did not the Council also approve the allocation
under the $88 million budget?

Ms. TiGHE. The reductions you see here go backwards from the
Carter budget rather than building up the other way. That is the
distinction.

B0-526 O—81—18
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CHANGES IN PRIORITIES

Mr. Yates. Is there a difference in terms of emphasis in the
funding between the Carter budget and the 50 percent reduction?

Mr. Moore. Yes, there is.

Mr. Yates. Do you change the percentages?

Mr. BippLe. There is a slight difference, because while placing
generally an emphasis on the same priorities that are in the higher
budget does eliminate, as you pointed out, the Special Constituen-
cies program and the international program. There are elimina-
tions.

Mr. Yartes. It is a very tough job that we gave you.

Mr. BiopLe. We thought it would be more appropriate, since 5,
10, 15 percent——

Mr. YaTes. And 20 percent.

Mr. BiopLeE. And 20, but up to 15, are in my judgment, not
basically undercutting the whole complexity of our activities. In
other words, we can preserve most of what we are doing at a
slightly reduced level provided the budget does not go beyond that
level.

Mr. MurTHA. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. YaTes. Mr. Murtha.

Mr. MurTHA. Do you mean that you will be able to give approxi-
mately the same number of grants but which are smaller? Is that
what you mean, or do you have to reduce?

Mr. BopLE. I would think that in most cases, up to 15 percent,
the programmatic areas could be protected as they are today. The
diversity of the programs.

Mr. YatEs. Is your answer to this question, yes, then?

Mr. BippLE. The answer to that is yes.

Mr. YaTes. In other words, what you have done is taken the
Carter budget, and with respect to the proposals for 5, 10, and 15
percent reductions, you have mathematically reduced them by that
appropriate amount?

Mr. BippLE. Yes sir.

Mr. Bikel has a schematic reduction.

Mr. YaTes. With respect to that, I assume the Council had ap-
proved the original Carter budget. Would the Council members
accept that kind of formulation? Just accepting the Carter budget,
when you have a five percent reduction, I assume the change isn’t
so great that you would require a change?

Mr. BikeL. Five percent isn't so great. Even ten percent isn't so
great. I am starting to get very worried when we come to the 15
percent, because somewhere there lies the difference, in that
figure, between survival or not of smaller institutions, of those
things which are not of the obvious kind. We are in the business of
supporting only that which is palpably successful or success orient-
ed. We are also in the business of supporting that which is experi-
mental, bold, courageous, enterprising.

To that extent, it seems to me that those marginal artistic insti-
tutions and individuals whom the Endowment supports, those who
suffer to an extent to which they might irretrievably be harmed if
it went beyond the ten percent into the 15 and beyond.
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HOW REDUCTIONS ARE MADE

Mr. Yates, I can understand that. The question was directed to
the formulations under the 5, 10 and 15 percent based upon the
original budget, as to whether or not the Council would object to the
use of that original budget in just applying reductions at 5, 10, and 15
percent. I don’t suppose the Council would object to that method of
calculation.

Mr. BippLe. I don’t think they would.

Mr. YATES. Because of the time frame for one thing, I didn’t have
a chance to take it to the Council. It is based on a previous action
of the Council and as I say, the impacts are not so different except
in funding at 5 and 10 percent, but you then begin to worry at 15
percent. At 20 percent you took another tactic, right?

Mr. BippLE. No, the 20 percent is the same tactic.

Mr. Yatres. The same thing?

Mr. BiopLe. Which, in essence, would be a ten percent reduction
from the existing $159.6 million.

Mr. YaTtes. I don’t understand.

Mr. BippLE. The Carter budget——

Mr. Yates. You started with the Carter budget and took a 20
percent reduction from that figure?

Mr. BippLe. Right, which is a ten percent reduction from the
1981 budget.

Mr. Yates. I see. You took the proposed Carter budget of 1982,
and that is a ten percent reduction from the 1981 budget?

Mr. BiobpLe. The Carter budget has about a 10.4 increase over
where we are today. So if we reduce the Carter budget by ten
percent, you get back to where we are today. You reduce it by——

Mf' Yates. If that is true, are you hurt by a 20 percent reduc-
tion?

S’Ir. Bmopre. That is what I am saying. It isn’t that magni-
tude——

Mr. Yares. But Mr. Bikel was saying that once you get to 15
percent he begins to worry. His worries are increased.

Mr. Biker. What 1 took into consideration was that the economy
and country moved into a ten percent higher ball park figure due
to inflation and due to the fact that the lumber to construct the
stage set is now 25 percent dearer than it was last year. And it is
because of that that 10 percent add-on in the budget figure in my
thinking as being where we are.

Mr. BiopLe. If you look at the rate of inflation over a one year or
two year period——

Mr. Yates. I know. We still have to worry about inflation. Is it
fair to ask you where is the line that you would draw if you had a
choice of a reduction, if all other programs in the government are
being reduced, except defense? At what level do you find an accept-
able figure?

Mr. Duffey, when he came in and testified, indicated that he
thought perhaps he could get along with a 20 percent reduction.

Mr. BippLE. From the Carter budget?

Mr. YATEs. Yes.

Mr. BiopLE. Yes, well, that puts me in a difficult position.

Mr. Yates. Obviously, but we are going to have to answer that
question.




274

Mr. BiopLE. I would say certainly the 20 percent reduction——
Mr. Yares. Maybe I should ask you that question later. Let's
take that off the record at this point and ask that question later.

Mr. Bippere. I will answer it now if you want me to.

Mr. Yates. All right. I wanted to go into a survey of where the
figures will leave you. I don’t know whether to ask you or your
program directors these questions. What happens to your programs
with certain kinds of reductions? We have Ezra sitting at the table.
Ezra, what happens to your music programs, according to the
reductions of 5, 10, 15, 20, and 50 percent? At 50 percent you are
hurt, aren’t you?

EFFECT OF CUTS IN MUSIC PROGRAM

Mr. LaApErMAN. Fifty percent is devastating. It is devastating for
a number of reasons.

Mr. Yates. Tell us what those are.

Mr. LapErRMAN. The Music Program was one of the programs
among a number that felt that program should remain intact. So
that I have not eliminated any part of the basic program. That the
Music Program attempts to service a whole spectrum of areas
within the world of music. So that instead of having one or two
categories, there are in fact nine categories that music funds and
has guidelines to.

So that meant that if each of them were considered of equal
importance, and I do consider them of equal importance, that in
some kind of fair and equitable way, they all have to equally
suffer. And suffer they have.

At the 50 percent level, orchestras have come down from about
$10 million to $6 million. And since we were talking about orches-
tras before, let me just tell you what that means. It means that in
1981 we have funded 153 orchestras. At a 44 percent reduction, I
would say perhaps one-half to one-third of those orchestras would
be funded. We would have to eliminate a whole number of orches-
tras that we have funded.

Mr. YAaTEs. Do you mean eliminate entirely?

Mr. LADERMAN. Entirely.

Mr. Yates. How many orchestras would be dropped?

Mr. LapermaN. Fifty. Maybe more. Those are the other orches-
tras unfortunately that have just joined us, that we just made
possible to fund, that we just brought into the Endowment to give
them support and guidance and that catalytic impact that we keep
talking about.

Mr. Yares. Can you give us an example of one such orchestra?

Mr. LapErMAN. Oh, Eugene, Oregon, which is now in the process
of building a music center which will be ready in two years and
will have an opera component and orchestra, where they have
grand designs for developing a real musical, theatrical, opera con-
cept.

Mr. Yates. How much mogey would you have given them?

Mr. LApErMAN. $5,000. But that seed money is terribly important
to give that orchestra opportunities to find other sources of income,
of gaining credibility in the area at a point when everything seems
to be moving toward building an artistic entity in Eugene, Oregon.
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Mr. YaTes. It seems to me as I sit here that a town like Eugene
devoted as it is to creating this music center, would not have great
difficulty in building up private sources, is that true?

Mr. LaperMAN. Right now they are having difficulty in just
creating the structure.

Mr. Yates. What you are saying in other words is that they
would have difficulties?

Mr. LaperMAN. That is right, yes, because there has been no
space in Eugene where an orchestra could play. They played in the
recital hall of the University all these years which seats about 700,
800. This will be the first time the orchestra will be performing in
a space commensurate with the sound of an orchestra. So the
whole process requires time.

Mr. YaTes. Except, Ezra, it also requires a great deal of money to
finish that music center and to pay for all the components of it.
You are only going to give them §5,000, a relatively small sum.

Mr. LADERMAN. At the beginning.

Mr. Yares. That is right. And the President’s message would say
to you, for that kind of money, certainly the community could
make up the difference and they wouldn’t have to go to the Arts
Endowment for friends.

Mr. LApERMAN. I think that one of the great reasons for the
Endowment’s position is that as a national organization it has an
overview of all orchestras, all artistic groups in this country. In
that overview, if it identifies an orchestra as worthy of support,
that orchestra in the competitive nature that we are in—and
indeed, other orchestras are competitive, no different than all the
other aspects of our society, there is a healthy competitiveness—
suddenly they gain a credibility they didn’t have before because it
has that Endowment support, far different than if we get support
from the state.

One of the incredible strengths of the Endowment is our peer
panel review system——

Mr. Yares. What you are taking away is the pride of the commu-
nity having been designated by the National Endowment for the
Arts as having an orchestra worthy of support, is that right?

Mr. LApERMAN. Right.

Mr. Yates. When you take that seal of approval away, the air
goes out of the drive and it becomes much more difficult to raise
money?

Mr. LADERMAN. Absolutely.

Mr. YaTes. Mr. Murtha.

Mr. MurTHA. Why wouldn’t you just reduce the grants? Why are
you forced to reduce these newcomers rather than just reduce the
grants?

Mr. LapErMAN. Indeed, what I am doing is speculating on how
the panel will act and the direction it will go. But one of the ways
that it can go, and I didn’t finish my thought completely, is that all
the grants will be reduced proportionately. Surely that is a way it
can go. Indeed, the panel in its wisdom may decide to do that, in
which case that major six or seven at that level will be reduced.

Liv was not incorrect. Somewhere between, I would say a third
to almost a half in funding. Somewhere along that line, depending
upon the way we structure, if we have $6 million to deal with the
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support to orchestras. So there could be a general decrease across
the board. The panel may not think that.

The panel may think it is far more important for these orches-
tras who have already had a great history of identity with the
Endowment and support, and importance within the community,
the major orchestras, the regional orchestras, those that have been
around for many years, are the most demanding of our support, not
those that have just come into the field.

Unfortunately, as in so many other aspects of life, those who
come earliest stay the longest. Indeed, I am not sure what wisdom
will be, but that is one of the ways that maybe we will work it out.
That we will save our money for the larger institutions and the
smaller institutions will suffer the most.

Mr. YATES. As a matter of fact, we are presented with the same
possibility in congressional redistricting in so many of the states.
Last in, first out. That is the rule that you are providing——

Mr. LaApeErMAN. I don’t subscribe to that but it may happen that
way.

Mr. MurTHA. In answer to the Chairman’s question, we have in
my area an unemployment rate of double the national average. We
have substantial strikes in the coal mines. There is no way, for
instance, the orchestra in my area could make up for the loss of
the small grant in business contributions, because the businesses
are hurt by the high unemployment rate. It is a disastrous situa-
tion and I think it shows the importance of redistributing the
money from an area which has four or five percent unemployment.
I don't know if the prosperous Southwest gives more money, but it
certainly has much less of an economic problem than we have.

Mr. Yares. You say a 50 percent cut would be devastating. At
what point then does it become non-devastating? I am sure if you
were given an opportunity to choose you would say that any cut
would have its effect. This is a very tough question, as of what
point does a reduction sound the death of orchestras, or cause the
kind of impact that reduces the contribution they can make to
their community?

INDIVIDUAL ARTISTS WILL SUFFER MOST FROM CUTS

Mr. BikeL. May I answer that kind of question?

Mr. Yares. Will you yield to Mr. Bikel?

Mr. LapErmAN. I was going to emulate what he said just before.
I was going to share his view of the same world.

Mr. BikeL. In terms of the larger—one can live with anything.
You can live presumably with a 50 percent cut, but one also can
live with pestilence and disease because one has to. But you are
asking me in terms of the decent view?

Mr. Yates, Theo, no. I will accept that initial statement, except
that Ezra says at some point you don't live with pestilence and
disease, you are dead. Like Eugene, Oregon, is dead.

Mr. Biken. Right. I will tell you who is dead first. Individual
grantees will be dead. The sculptor, the painter, the writer, the
poet—the ones that we don’t see that much of, that we don’t hear
that much about, the ones that have absolutely no call on private
sector support.
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Have you ever known a poet who can go to the private sector
and say “Give me $2,000 so I don't have to drive a cab 12 hours a
day and can sit down and write my volume of poetry”? It doesn’t
happen. It doesn't exist, that kind of world, or a sculptor or a
painter or the small presses that the Literature Program has?

Mr. Yates. You raise a very interesting point because we are
told about the fund raising from the private sector of business and
the arts. They raised over $400 million last year. No, that was the
whole community.

Mr. BippLe. No, that is correct. $450 million is about where it is
now, corporate support.

Mr. Yates. That is corporate support only. How do they work?

Mr. BikeL. They work because they have our lines of communica-
tion with the artistic world. Before there was an Arts Endowment,
that didn’t exist. Before there was an Arts Endowment there was
corporate giving, but it all went to the Philharmonic or San Fran-
cisco Opera. It went to the big name recognitions and was all left
to the lords and ladies bountiful who knew what they were about.

Mr. MurTHA. Once the Endowment started it was not near the
amount they give now. Because of the Endowment’s coordination
and the endorsement of programs, are they giving more today than
they gave before?

Mr. BikeL. Much more, because of the catalytic effect that the
endowment had. If you tell somebody if you give us $3 we can get a
$1 out of the government, they say whoopee, that is great. And
they get it. There was much more corporate giving—contrary to
Mr. Stockman’s thesis in his memorandum—there was much less
industrial support and private sector support of the arts in Amer-
ica than there is today.

EFFECT OF 20 PERCENT CUT IN MUSIC PROGRAM

Mr. Yates. That is true, but let’s get back to the question I asked
him about the music world. And the contributions that you are
making to the music world. Where is the line to be drawn? Where
can ﬁ)u live? 1 didn’t quote Mr. Duffey exactly. What happened
was Mr. Duffey, in a letter to OMB, suggested that a 20 percent
reduction could be made with great difficulty. Now, what would
happen if you had a 20 percent reduction?

Mr. LapErMAN. We would have to live with it.

Mr. YaTes. Of course you will.

Mr. LapErMAN. We would hardly be able to service what we
believe to be important in our lives with a 20 percent cut.

Mr. Yates. These are conclusions. Give me specifics, what would
happen.

Mr. LADERMAN. At a 20 percent cut?

Mr. YATEs. Yes. Would you fund orchestras that weren’t funded?

Mr. LapErMAN. 1 would hope that we would fund them all. In
other words, I think that the perspective would change. I think if
there was a 20 percent cut in the Music Program, what would
happen is that we would not eliminate any orchestras—that is, I
hope so—but that we would kind of prorate the decrease in the
level that we have funded in this year.

Mr. Yates. So you would have some orchestra support reduced.
Do you have programs that you wanted to begin or to create? I
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know you were looking at festivals and choral societies, and you
were looking at other places. You had begun with chorals, I think.
What would happen to your beginning programs?

Mr. LaperMAN. I would say that in each of the programs they
would suffer relative to the Orchestra Program, they would all
suffer equally. What that means, say in the Recording Program.
Instead of being able to build on what was a very exciting begin-
ning, where in the first year of its existence we have just begun to
see the tip of the iceberg of what can happen, that momentum is
absolutely stopped, and what we can do is deal with fewer re-
sponses to the applications, which indeed will grow. They are not
going to diminish because the new programs take a year or so to
get out in the field before good applications begin to come in.

Mr. Yates. Describe what you mean by the Recording Program.

Mr. LapErMAN. The Recording Program was developed at the
Endowment to respond to a crying need to get major American
music recorded. That over the history of the recording of American
music so that we have had a good amount of chamber music and
solo music because that is relatively inexpensive to do on the very
small labels. But it is prohibitive to have—except if you are a
composer that has international significance—any amount of re-
cording done of larger works.

Yet we have a profoundly vital American composer community
that deserves to be recorded by American orchestras, by American
ensembles.

Mr. Yates. Obviously you are not talking about Gershwin or
Duke Ellington here, because they are recorded.

Mr. LapErMaN. That is right. I am talking about that whole
echelon of composers who for the most part get recorded with their
more modest works, in size, that call for three or four instruments
or five instruments, where that kinds of recording can be absorbed,
oftentimes supported and subsidized by the composer himself. And
perhaps the institution that composer works for.

Mr. Yares. What else will happen if you have a 20 percent cut?

Mr. LapermMAN. Well, at that 20 percent cut, one can only foresee
less Endowment involvement in the recording of American music.
We wouldn’t be able to fund the various orchestras to record sig-
nificant works by American composers on labels that would have
real distribution so that their works would get to be known and
into the mainstream of American music.

That was the purpose of the program. And this is a prototype of
all the other parts of the music program. Each part of the music
program would suffer that way.

Mr. Yates. I had better put the documents that were handed me
this morning into the record. And referring to the music portion of
one of those, you have laid out what would happen under music
applications, grant relationship and funding impact. You have indi-
vidual policy, individual creativity, composers, institutional, living
heritage, making arts available, music recording, and leadership.
That shows what reductions would be.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. Yares. That doesn’'t show, as your words show, what the
impact would be. At 50 percent you say it would be devastating. At
20 percent just livable?

A MORE “LIVABLE’ FIGURE

Mr. LApERMAN. It is hard for me to say it is even livable.

Mr. Yares. Where is it livable, at 15 percent?

Mr. BikgL. I think that is about the point.

Mr. BiopLE. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Yares. Yes, Mr. Biddle.

Mr. BippLE. I just would like to insert at this point a resolution,
an explanation that when the Council was considering what would
be a livable figure, it settled on the 15 percent reduction figure.

Mr. Yates. Did it?

Mr. BippLE. As livable.

Mr. YAtes. Did it take this formally?

Mr. BippLE. It considered it. There as a sense of the Council. But
it was a 15 percent reduction.

Mr. Yares. From which Carter proposal, 1981 or 19822

Mr. BippLe. $175 million, 1982, The 1982 proposal in the blue
book.

Mr. MurTHA. So you can live with a $27 million cut from $157.5?

Mr. Yartes. Is there anything else you want to say about music,
Ezra?

All right, I don’t know how you put that gesture on the record.

Mr. BikeL. I don’t know if this point has been made already. It
probably has. If so, forgive me. The national budget for military
bands has always exceeded that of the entire Music Program of the
Endowment, covering everything, orchestra, jazz, anything you
wish to make. If this 50 percent cut goes through, the budget for
military bands will exceed the entire budget for the Endowment,
because that will remain inviolate.

Mr. YatEs. It shows you where the priorities are.

Mr. LADERMAN. Mr. Chairman, there is one thing I would add. I
think that it should not get lost but that the psychology, the
philosophy of the Endowment, it is true we are dealing with
money. But we are also dealing with applications that demand a
rationale for that expenditure of money in that whether it is an
orchestra or chamber music, we are asking for a project description
of how that money is going to be used.

In that way, the Endowment acts not only as a dispenser of its
largesse, but it acts as a force for whatever the discipline is as we
perceive the good of that art form in this country. That is an
incalculable strength of what the Endowment has to offer. The case
in point, whatever orchestra it is, it is not that the orchestra comes
to us and asks for “X” number of dollars. We ask them to describe
how they are going to spend the money. We give them guideline
reviews of the kinds of things that we are concerned about. The
Justification for however they are going to spend the money.
Whether that money ends up actually as operational support or
not, that is really what we are about.

It is what we are about whether it is the Cleveland Orchestra or
the Chicago or the Philadelphia, the kinds of things we want to see
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happen to that money. As a result, all kinds of things happen in
the music world.

What we are concerned about is the future audiences in the next
20 years, of the intelligence of the audiences, the quality of the
musicianship, the kinds of repertory being performed. All those
things go into the application description. In that way, it is not just
money we give, but we give guidance and act as the soul of the art
form in this country. And I think that that is equally important to
the kind of money we give.

Mr. BiopLE. Mr. Chairman, could I take a moment and just
introduce some members of the Council who have come in?

Mr. Yates. You may indeed.

Mr. Biopre. Mrs. Wyman you met yesterday, Mr. Champ, from
Missouri; Dr. Boyd from the University of Iowa, and now about to
become head of %‘ield Museum in Chicago. Kurt Herbert Adler, of
San Francisco. We have Josh “Casey” Dickinson, now the Head of
both our Policy, Planning and Budget Committees.

Mr. Yates. I know Margo from way back. As a matter of fact, I
saw her in “High Noon" last night.

Mr. BippLE. I saw Charlton Heston.

Mr. Yates. He came in for some money for AFL. Not recently.

Mr. BippLE. Mrs. Lida Rogers.

Mr. Yares. From Mississippi, yes. Bernie Lopez, from New
Mexico, right?
£ Mr. BioprLe. Have I overlooked anybody? Jessie Woods also is

ere.

EFFECT OF A 50-PERCENT CUT IN DANCE PROGRAM

Mr. YatEs. From Chicago, fine.

Ezra, thank you very much. May we have dance?

Ms. Grauer, you heard all the questions I asked Ezra. I will ask
you the same questions respecting dance. Do you want me to ask
the questions?

Let’s start with the 50 percent cut. What would be your assess-
ment of what would happen to the dance in the states?

Ms. GRAUER. Could I precede that by a brief statement?

Mr. Yates. Of course you may.

Ms. Graukgr. Thank you. I wanted to second what Ezra said and
say it in a slightly different way for dance. And that is that the
importance of the Endowment is not just the grant, but it is really
the way that grant is given. In thinking about the whole issue of
corporate support and the suggestion that there are other sources
that might support the dance community, dance as a nationally
visible defined form in this country is very young.

I think that one of the extraordinary things that my predecessors
at the Endowment did was to set up a mechanism to help dance
artists communicate with each other and have these artists com-
municate with each other, really decide for themselves and inform
the Endowment of what their needs are and how the money should
be given.

I think in these proceedings the largest part of what we do and
really the core of what we do is never really represented for
financial and all kinds of reasons, but that is our panel, which is
made up of artists who tell us as administrators how to design
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programs. I think the importance of that is that even if Endow-
ment dollars were replaced, the sensitivity and direction from
which they are given would not be replaced.

Corporations have been fantastic. Programs like Dance in Amer-
ica at Lincoln Center would never, never have happened without
Exxon and I think they deserve all the praise that is possible, but
there is also the reality that they approach the arts to see where
their interests and the interests of the arts coincide.

We approach the arts from the interest of the arts and the
people of our country. There is really no place else where that is
done except at the National Endowment and state arts agencies,
which are an intricate network of communications. And I think
even at the state level, the states might most intensely question
whether more should go to the states or should more stay with the
Endowment, and would never deny that the lengthy communica-
tion provided by this network is an umbrella under which we all
develop what we do in collaboration.

I say always to people who apply to us, the Endowment is one
part of a very large jigsaw puzzle, but I don't finish the picture
without all the parts, when I say about dance in particular, we are
at a very delicate stage. We have gained more visibility than we
have financial and managerial substances. So there has been an
assumption that it is here, and in fact we are now at a very crucial
point where everything that has made that visibility possible has
got to be solidified with tremendous sensitivity.

In relation to cuts, a Harris Poll that was recently done said
some extraordinary things about the dance audience. That is the
dance audience as a whole is one of the largest growing audiences,
which I think we all have known for a number of years, but it is
through the universities, where dance has grown largely through
the support of dance.

Dance has a reasonably priced ticket. It has encouraged people
who can go too a dance concert for less than going to a movie to
get involved with an art form and make it part of their lives. The
dance audience is now going to become the young professionals,
then the older professionals, and our government an agent.

As time goes on if we lose the basic audience, the young person
who comes in without basic notions about what is traditional and
what is not traditional, if we lose those people we could really lose
everything the Endowment has done for the last 15 years, which is
in developing an overview, also developing a flow and continuum
that will continue to keep the art in development as it goes along.

I think certain aspects of that development will also need sup-
port, even if dance—which is I think virtually impossible—were to
become self-supporting by ticket sales or by the media. So no
matter what the cut, the potential impact of the cut, not to men-
tion the potential suggestion that dance is not important, as impor-
tant as sports at the universities, say, or something else, could have
an impact that will be felt not only next year with the reduction in
fg_Irants, but in ten years when we cut something that has begun to

ow.

Specifically, in relation to your question about the cuts, and I
should thank you for letting me get a little emotional about dance,
I think once we have gone beyond a 15 percent cut in the Dance




324

Program, we really get to the point where we change the nature of
how our decisions are made. We have been very mindful in sup-
porting the full range of dance. I think in the last three years, I
have seen the program be brutal where necessary in cutting back
certain organizations who have not maintained the level of excel-
lence, to let new artists in and keep the flow of younger people and
new ideas come to the discipline.

After we exceed 15 percent we have a very big decision to make.
I think my panel might react slightly differently than what Ezra
suggested the music panel might do, if I understood. I think that
people who are finding themselves as artists and finding their
place in their communities at the mid-level, not the youngest
emerging artists and not the established, but the one starting to
prove himself—and this sounds like a setup, but it is not—I have
been in Chicago with a dance community that is on the verge of
figuring out where they are and how they get to the next level.
That is the major area I think that the cuts would affect if we are
unable to support those who show promise.

Mr. YATtEes. Go ahead, Rhoda.

Ms. GRAUER. I think I need a question.

Mr. Yates. Oh, you need a question.

You drew the line at 15 percent. You didn't say what would
happen at 50 percent. Did you say we have that budget submitted
to us? What would happen if it were 50 percent?

50-PERCENT CUT IN DANCE

Ms. GrRAUER. I think if the Dance Program had to sustain a 50
percent cut, I think it would practically be equivalent to saying
that the program would lose its real position in the field as a place
that can make this go forward. We would give up some grants. We
would lose our viability with the field, which I think is essential.

Mr. YaTtes. Why would this happen?

Ms. GRAUER. If I understand the cuts properly, and this sounds
minor but I would like to reinforce it isn't minor, the program staff
would lose its ability to travel, the ability of our panelists to travel
and not only see the work of artists, but meet with dance artists
around the country. That would be greatly curtailed.

Mr. Yartes. If your panel can’