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4 BLIND REFEREEING, a policy
science publications, has recently
been adopted by a few humanities
journals under pressure to guarantée
fairneéss in the review of articles for
acceptance. Division over anonymous
reviewing at the Modern Language
Association, whose journal is the
most recent convert, exemplifiés
serious and lasting differences.

7 COURSES BY NEWSPAPER, a
California=based project which
replaces the lectern with the local
newspaper, has since 1972 offered
millions of Americans courses on
topics ranging from energy to
taxation to6 the American dream. Its
capability to coordinate with
television programming or college
coursework has made the project
uniquely suited for a broad range of

non-traditional students. S

1 1 NEH PEER REVIEW POLICY
continues to generate debate.
Endowment officials are being
pressed on at least two fronts to open
up the NEH grant review process to
public scrutiny.

1 2 BUDGET BALANCING EFFORTS
have most federal agencies looking
for fat to trim. Though NEH has not
yet been. asked to cut its FY 1981
budget, recent Senate appropriations
hearings signaled the possibility of
future cuts.
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COMMENT

Humanists Must Unite,
Enlist Allies, in Junior
Colleges

The mission of the nation’s community
and two-year colleges has undergone a
dramatic transformation in the last 15
years. In 1965 the dominant curricular
studies were in the arts and the sci-
ences; career programs attracted only
13 percent of the full-time studént pop-
ulation. By 1978, however, this figure
had risen to 52 percent. Today the
major curriculum interest of most full-
time and part-time students in com-
munity colleges is career education.

The impact of this shift on the hu-
manities was not felt for several years,
largely because of the extraordinary
growth of thé community college sys-
tem in the late 1960s and eatly 1970s.
Enrollments in humanities courses
were high; additional faculty members
were employed; new courses were
added.:

changed significantly. In addition to
the shift in curricular interests, the
total student population in community
colleges has leveled off. The combina-
tion of these factors now threatens the
existence of the humanities. as a vital
educational component in the nation’s



community colleges. The question nat-
urally arises: What can—indeed must
—be done to reestablish the hiimani-
ties in community colleges?

We would do well to consider first
what the present circumstances imply
for the humanities. The broad implica-
tion is that advocates for the humani-
ties in community colleges must come
to terms with and support career edu-
cation. This is intellectually defensible
and politically prudeiit. We cannot af-
ford to be hostile—or even to be per-
ceived as hostile—toward this new and
probably lasting curriculum trend. If
we are perceived as hostile, then the
humanities will Aot only have little role
in career education, but they will also
continue their general decline in com-
munity colleges.

At the intellectual leével, we muist
make clear the esseéntial contributions
that the humanities can make to
students’ career prospects. The funda-
mental defect in current career educa-
tion in community colleges is the sys-
tematic neglect of the capacities and
attitudes enhanced through study of
the humanities. I have in mind such
things as the refinement of language,
reasoning;, and interpretive skills; the
development of critical and aqalytlcal
habits of mind; and an understanding
and appreciation of the social and
moral dimensions of life. The message
humanists must get across to their col-
leagues in career education is that
these qualities are indispensable for
viable, lifelong careers. Otherwise the
students are cheated; their reputed
education is simply training for jobs in
an uncertain marketplace.

Infusing the humanities into career
programs will require, among other

things, some feflection about the hu-
manities curriculum and about peda-
gogy. What are the most effective
means of achieving our goals? Many
possibilities exist==the humanities
module, the interdisciplinary core
course, the disciplinary course that fo-
cuses on a particular topic. Whatever
the form, teachers of thé humanities
should use their studies explicitly to ex-
pand those qualities informed by the
humanities. )
While ways to strengthen the hu-

manities in community colleges are

centrally linked to career education,

there are important additional consid-

erations, Humanists must think about
the role of the humanities in honing
basic academic skills; they must take

initiatives.in adult and community edu-

cation programs; they must see to it
that an appropriate humanities compo-
nent is included in every degreé pro-
gram. Most important of all, humanists
in the nation’s two-year colleges must
begin actively to make the case for the:
humanities within their schools. At
stake is the future of the community
college as a college.

How this can be done will depend to
a great extent on the circumstances of

individual colleges. But in general, the

major step is for humanists in com-
munity colleges to overcome their iso-
lation and diffidence. We must speak
with.those we neéd as allies, both with-
in and outside our individual colleges:
career faculty, administrators, com-
munity and business leadefs, county
boards, state and federal agencies, and
funding bodies. Many of these indi-
viduals and institutions will be recep-
tive to our arguments. After all, they
too have a strong interest in the human

quality of community college educa-
tion. N

We must also establish a strong ¢com-
munity among ourselves and with
those who share the concerns of hu-
manities education generally. By and
large, humanists in two-year colléges
lack professional identity. Historically
our concerns have been limited to local
bread-and-butter issues. Important as
these are, they must be balanced by a
commitment. to our disciplines, to the
humanities, to our profession: To ig-
nore this level of responsibility is to
make the long-range prospects of the
humanities in community colleges slim
indeed. )

Reestablishing the humanities in
community colleges will not be easy.
But given a proper analysis of the is-
sues and a willingness to meet the chal-
lenges, the humanities can once again
assume. their rightful place. L]

=Donald D. Schmeltekopf

Donald D. Schmeltekopf is associate
professor of philosophy at Union Col-
lege in Cranford, New Jersey and presi-
dent of the Community College Hu-
manities Association.
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Blind Rewewmg, Hotly
Debated, Taking Hold in
Humanities Journais

It has been over a century since Mary
Anne Evans packaged up the manu-
script of Amos Barton, her first piece
of fiction, and sent it off to Blackwell’s,
the London publishing house. The fact

that she signed the manuscript George-

Eliot is taken today as evidence not
that Evans was imagining prejudice
but that she had accurately assessed
the Victorian publxshmg world’s inabil-
ity to give a woman’s novel a fair read-
ing. The world of publishing was no
meritocracy in the 1850s. Some argue
that little has changed.

Recent developments in the world of
scholarly publishing suggest that schol-
ars who are women either are paranoid
or face a publishing world based no
more on merit than was Blackwell’s.
At the very least, it is a system that has
some women hiding their idéntity
much as Evans felt compelled to do.

In January 1980, the Publication of
the Modern Language Association
(PMLA) adopted and began using what
is called “author anonymous review”
or ““blind refereeing”—a policy which
requires that authors’ names and iden-
tifying information, such as rank and
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institution, be removed from all manu-
scripts before their review for publica-
tion. The adoption of the policy caps
what has been a long and not always
collegial debate among MLA members.

O

The change in PMLA is a victory for
the MLA Commission on the Status of

Women in the Profession, which has

been pushing for an anonymous review
policy since 1975, and a setback for,

among others, former MLA director

William D. Schaefer, who has just as
energetically opposed the system.
Both have their arguments well-
honed. The MLA debate actually had
its orlglns in the 1974 conventlon of the
the first at which the. class_u_:lsts used a
system of anonymous review to select
program participants. According to
Wellesley classicist Mary Lefkowitz, it
seemed that, although the discipline

had always had a considerable number

of tenured women, disproportionately

few were reading papers at the annual’

meetings. In 1974, therefore, women

philologists called for an experiment.

with ‘anonymous review. The result,
Lefkowitz says, was more dramatlc
than even the activists had anticipated
=—a 100 percent increase in the number
of accepted papers by women.

It was these APA statistics, according
to Domna Stanton, Rutgers French
professor and MLA member, that in-
spired the debate at MLA, in which
Stanton has from the beginning taken a
major role. “The results of the APA
experiment were my first contact with
the iﬁcrédible dimensions of thé prob-

_____ ”” Stanton says. “I pushed, using
the Commission on the Status of Wom-

én as a catalyst, for PMLA to adopt such
a policy, but there was enormous resis-
tance—mostly from the editors, who
were senior men. It took a lot of lobby-
ing on our part.”

It did, in fact, take four years and a
lengthy study of the issue before: MLA
finally voted to adopt the policy.
Schaefer, who was editor of PMLA at
the height of the: debate, was largely
responsible for conducting the study, a
detailed statistical analysis of the
PMLA. The results of that study, Schae-
fer argues, did not ]ustlfy a change of
MLA policy—an opinion he put forth in
the MLA Newsletter before leaving the
association last year to become vice-
chancellor at the University of Califor-
nia at Los Angeles.

The analysis, Schaefer argued, re-
vealed many discrepancies in the jour-
nal’s record of acceptances and rejec-
tions. It showed a higher acceptance
rate for male full professors than for
women of the same rank, but it also
revealed that independent women
scholars had a higher rate of accep-
tance than did their male counterparts.
Furthermore, the study indicated a
higher rate of acceptance for full pro-
fessors than for assistant professors
and graduate students; for articles on
British Romanticism than for articles
on Shakespeare; and for Yale scholars
than for those from small colleges,
'many of whom had more acceptances
than did scholars at Harvard or Duke.
In short, Schaefer concluded, the sta-
tistics could easily be marshalled as
evidence for divergent conclusions.

But Schaefer’s argument against
anonymous review is not based on sta-
tistics. “I have come to respect—in-
deed, to cherish—the openness of our



Even the suspicion of bias is demoralizing and more
destructive to the sense of community than anonymity

could ever be.

present system,” Schaefer wrote.““I be-
lieve PMLA’s current procedures have
helped create a vital community of
Scholars anid have thereby strength-
ened our Association and our profes-
sion. To me, anonymous review would
be like asking us all to wear masks-and
to disguise our voiceés when we speak at
méetings at the MLA Convention,
thereby ‘ensuring’ that colleagues
would not be biased against our views
because of who of what we are or are
not. If we have come to that, what a
sad commentary on our profession.and
the state of humanistic endeavor.”

Pointing out that “as soon as I
turned my back, the MLA adopted the
policy,” Schaefer says that his deepest
regret is that the teaching function of
thé pMLA will be lost with its new ano-
nymity. “One of the main purposes of
the PMLA has always been pedagogi-
cal. There aré as many departments as
there are schools in the country, and
getting an expert in the same field to
read your manuscript is not easy. Of-
ten there will be no one else in the
department who is an expert in your
area. Those 600 to 700 manuscripts
submitted to PMLA are read and criti-
cized by expeits.- Normally, you just
can’t get Northrup Frye to sit down
and criticize your manuscript.”” Others
suggest. that the tone of critical re-
sponse may change, that readers may
bécome more cautious in criticizing
what might be the scholarship of a se-
nior in the field.

Supporters of anonymous réview—
mostly women, though there have
been complaints about institutional
and age bias as well—dismiss the ap-

peals for collegiality and pedagogy.

Publication, they allege, means noth-

ing less than promotion, and, for ju-
niof people, even the suspicion of bias
is demoralizing and more destructive
to a sense of community than anony-
mity could ever be. Futthermore, they
argue, there is no good reason why a
journal’s instfuctive role must be di-
minished. A sound critique is a sound
critique, one editor says, regardless of
who pens it.

The PMLA is actually a latecomer in
adopting a policy of anonymous re-
view. A survey of the 43 constituent
societies of the American Council of
Learned Societies revealed that; of 24
respondents, nine, or 38 percent, en-
dorse or use such a policy, and an addi-
tional three use it to select convention
participants. The remaining 12—half
the respondents—do. not use anony-
mous review. The five largest associa-
tions that have such a policy, however,
all fall within the social sciences: the
American anthropological, economic,
political science, psychological,.and so-
ciological associations.

“As a general rule,” Schaefer says,
“the harder the science the greater
ease with which blind reviewing is ac-
cepted. As you move toward litera-
ture, the resistance to blind reviewing
becomes more inténse. It has to do

‘with the degree of allowance for facts

to speak for themselves. The more self
in the article, the greater the difficulty
for anonymous review.”

A survey of humanities journals,
conducted by MLA in the midst of the
debate, tends to confirm Schaefer’s as-
sertion. It revealed that only six—less
than 16 percent—of the respondents
used a policy of anonymous review:
Victorian Studies, Journal of Asian
Studies, Journal of Aesthetics and Art

Criticism, Italian Quarterly, General
Linguistics, and Signs. At least one
other journal, German Quarterly, has
sifice adopted such a policy, but the
number nevertheless remains low.

a

The crux of the controversy seems to
bé the issue-of what constitutes merit in
humanities-scholarship. Is a good essay
a good essay, no matter who writes it?
Johns Hopkins University English pro-
fessor Starley Fish insists that it is not.
“The opposing sides in this debate,”
Fish explains, ‘‘actually agree more
than they disagree. The supporters ar-
gue on the basis of fairness; the oppo-
nents argue that anonymity as policy
wouild erode the humanity of the pro-
fession-and make literary studies some-
thing less than a community. Both,
however, support the idea of judgment
on the basis of intrinsic merit.

“But there is no such thing as intrin-
sic merit. Merit is always defined ac-
cording to the institution’s néeds, so
we must consult the conditions within
the institution=that is, the identities
of those who are writing. If Northrup
Frye writes an article attacking arche-
typal criticism, what he says is, ipso
facto, important. It’s a fact that the
words of some c¢ount more: than the
words of others, but that fact islament-
able only if there is an eternal, rather
than political, standard of merit—a
standard that exists aside from the peo-
ple.”

That argumeéit, according to Cath-
erine R. Stimpson, Barnard professor
of literature and editor of Signs, is
fetching but also theoretical and offers
little practical help in eliminating real
bias in academic publishing. “If you
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accept such an argument,” Stimpson
asks, “how are innovation, originality,
and change going to be responded.to?”
The Northrup Frye example—a famil-
iar example by now to everyone in-
volved in the debate—is, according to
Stimpson, nothing more than an ex-
traordinary case. “Obviously there will
be casés where anonymity is impos-
sible. Frye would be identified by in-
ternal evidence in any case, but most
people in the field do not fall into this
special c¢lass.”

Stanton agrees and adds that such
special cases merely cause a technical
problem that can be dealt with techni-
cally. “We recognize that merit is
never objective and that we become
carriers of ideological systems when-
ever we read, but the point is to take
steps to try to combat that. Yes, we
should all know what Roman Jakobson
is saying at any given time. At some
point the anonymous number must be
translated back into a person’s name.
At that terminal point, if the author
turns out to be Jakobson, the decision
can be made to publish.

“It’s a matter of how you go about it.
Often the reaction of senior men is that
something that is rightfully theirs is be-
ing taken away from them—as if se-
niors should be published as a perqui=
site of their position.”

MLA president and Boston Univer-
sity professor Helen Vendler points
oiit, to0, that the PMLA can commis-
sion an article by Frye if the editors
think it appropriate. The question of
merit, she suggests, is a red herring
that dlstracts from the real.issue, which
is that women are nﬁder’-r’épresented
in the pages of PMLA. Bias s a very réal
obstacle, Vendler insists, and she
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points to a whole body of
dossier”

The crux of the contro-
versy seems to be the issue
of what constitutes merit in
humanities scholarship. Is
a good essay a good essay,
no matter who writes it?

“identical
research which, she claims,
proves that anything with a woman’s
name on it is perceived as having less
merit than the identical male counter-
part. But, Vendler adds,. the question
of how and where to go about excising
bias is complex. It is possible, she
points out for example, that women
are under-represented in the journals
because they are, on the whole, receiv-
ing inferior graduate training.

Lefkowitz, similarly, underscores
the complexity of academic bias. Not
ofily do classicists who are women have
a poorer rate of acceptance by jour-
nals, but they also tend to submit fewer
articles, she says. The implication, ac-
cording to Lefkowitz, is that women do
not have positions at research universi-
ties where lighter teaching loads allow
them the luxury of writing.

O

Whether the composition of PMLA
undergoes a dramatic change under
the newly adopted system remains to
be seen. It will take three years to as-
sess the effects, and meanwhile the op-
ponents and supporters of anonymous
review are predicting different results.
Jackson Cope, professor of literature
at the University of Southern Califor-
nia and founder of Studies in English
Literature, suggests that anonymity
might actually encourage senior schol-
ars, who may have been timid about
rejection, to submit their work more
regularly. Currently, he points out, it is
only the senior scholars who are not
anonymous. Ninety percent of what is
publlshed is written by young scholars
who are, in fact if not by choice, anon-
ymous. Schaefer too, thinks the sys-

tem may benefit the seniof scholars.
“If there has been any kind of bias in
the past,” he says, “it has been in favor
of the younger, unknown person.
When you read somethmg by an es-
tablished scholar, it’s as if somebody
sends you to a movie saying it’s great.
You’re more likely to be disap-
pointed.”

Stanton and others who have advo-
cated anonymous review tend to down-
play the results of the MLA evaluation
system of blind rev1ew1ng now exists
and the suspicion of bias will be erased.
“Even if there aren’t cataclysmlc dif-
ferenices,” Stanton says, “‘the policy is
a sign th,at the profession does believe
in a meritocracy.”

—Wray Herbert
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Newspaper Courses: o
Seeking a National
Student Body

When histofian Melvin Kranzberg of
the Georgia Institute of Technology
was first approached about putting to-
gether a series of articles on energy fot
publication in local néwspapers, he
balked. He had other commitments.
His own students and research de-
manded his time. But when it was ex-
plained to him that such héwspaper
courses have reached as many as 15
million readeérs, he did a few calcula-
tions and figured that, given the aver-
age enrollments in his seminars, it
would take him 734,000 years to reach
that many students. He reconsidered
and agreed to supervise the project.
The dilemma of citizén edication
has always beén how to make knowl-
edge accessible to people who are not
enrolled in school, and in the past de-
cade few institutions have-gone untried
in the quest for non-traditional stu-
dents. Union halls, homes for the

aged, public libraries—each has played

a part in bringing education to Ameri-
can citizens. But there is probably no
single continuing education project
that has, either in sheer numbers. or in
the range of students, matched the im-

pact of the Courses by Newspaper
(CBN) projéct.

For eight years, the NEH-funded CBN
program, run-out of the University Ex-
tension of the University of California
at'San Diego (UCSD), has been making
non-traditional education available to
anyone who can read.a daily paper and
whose local publisher has chosen to
print the series. “Energy and the Way
We Live,” the twelfth and latest of the
CBN courses, i§ cutfently appearing in
512 newspapers, including the Chicago
Tribune, and is being-offered as a cred-
it course at 355 community colleges.

O

The otiginator and early director of
CBN was Caleb Lewis of UCSD, under
whose leadershlp NEH support was first
obtained in 1972. The first course,
“America and the Future of Man,”
was offered in the fall semester-of 1973
and involved 5200 students at 188 col-
leges and universities. By the fall of
1974, when the second course, “In
Search of the American Dream,” was
presented, Lewis had been succeeded
as project director by George A. Col-
burn. .

A Ph.D. in history, Colburn brought
to CBN ten years of practical experi-
ence in journalism as area. editor for
the Chicago Tribune. His impression
then was that newspapers wete gener-
ally so wary of the “ivory tower” that
they tended to neglect the intellectual
activity in academic communities. He
came to CBN, he says, determined to
change that and is convinced that he
has.

According to Colburn, the oppor-

tunity to offer credit or non-credit

courses is not the program’s primary

objective. He is more interested in pre-
senting “‘exciting news featires on sig-
nificant and timely Subjects” that are
written by the most qualified academic
scholars and then making it possible
for newspaper readers to pursue the
subjects further through the supple-
mentary materials compiléd by CBN.

The production of a single news-
paper course is a lengthy process in-
volving many people. There is fifst of
all a five-member faculty advisory
committee. at UCSD chaired by vice
chancellor for academic:affairs Paul D..
Saltman. With the faculty committee,
the university’s chancellor selects a na-
tional board including academic hu-
manists, journalists, and academic ad-
ministrators from around the country.
Currently, the chairman of the board is
David P. Gardner, president 6f the
University of Utah. Other members
are Saltman, ptofessors Carl N. Degler
of Stanford UniVersity and Robert C.
Elliott of ucCsSD, columnist Georgie
Ann Geyer, editors Richafd Leonard
of the Milwaukee Journal and Gerald
Warren of the San Diego Union, and
Thomas O’Connell, president of Belle-
vue Community College in Bellevue,
Washington. It is the national board
that selects the topic for each course
from a short list suggested by the facul-
ty committee.

Since 1975 CBN has produced two
courses in each academic year. Ac-
cordingly, the national board in its

June meeting adopts two topics and as-

signs a junior scholar to compose a.
prospectus for each, including pro-
posals for appropriate sub- -topics and a
list of scholars in the field. The faciilty
committee and NEH may make addi-
tional suggestions before the national
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It is the many aspects of the CBN program—ranging
from credit courses and exams on one end to télevision
programming on the other and including a variety of
printed and audio-visual resources—that allow the
program to reach citizens on whatever level they choose

to be reached.

board chooses an academic specialist
to serve:as the national coordinator for
the course. The national board and the
coordinator then refine the course con-
tent and format. Because a single
course takes approximately two years
from coneeption to production the CBN
staff is involved in the generation,
management, and development of six
different courses simultaneously.

a

Colburn’s original expectation was
that 200 papers would affiliate them-
selves with each course, a record that
would eclipse those of some nationally
syndicated columnists and even some
popular comic strips. There were pre-
dictable obstacles to such wide distri-
bution: For one thing, a newsprint
shortage causes editors to be jealous of
every column inch. For another, the
newspaper editors are not permitted to
edit CBN articles. Each course requires
the papers to carry weekly articles for
four months—a long-terin comfit-
ment that alarms some editors.

In spite of those problems, CBN has
never had fewer than 240 newspapers
subscribe to a course. Colburn’s orig-
inal goal of 200 is now merely the
number of papers that participate reg-
ularly, and the articles are currently
carried in every state, Canada, New
Zealand, Guam, Puerto Rico, and
Hong Kong. The military newspaper
Stars and Stripes is a subscriber, and
Colburn identifies the Zeitung Kollege
program. in the Federal Republic of
Germany as a “‘difect clone” of CBN.
For journalists, apparently, the most
popular course was the 1978 course on
“Taxation: Myth and Realities,” coor-
dinated by George F. Break of the
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University of California at Berkeley, A
record 531 papers subscribed to the
series.

The national coordinator is respon-
sible for compiling the Reader/Study
Guide, which is normally a volume of
some 200,000 words collected from a
variety of published sources. For “En-
ergy and the Way We Live,” Kranz-
berg and CBN staff members assembled
74 selections from sources ranging
from the Congressional Quarterly to
the columns of Russell Baker and arti-
cles by environmentalist Barry Com:
moner. Monographs, textbooks, tech-
nical journals, and popular magazines
were all consiulted.

O
Colleges that participate in CBN do

so more consistently than newspapers.

Colburn’s stated goal is 300 institutions
per course, and the record reveals
a low of 161—for “The Molding of
American Values” in 1976—and a high
of 359—for “Connections: Technology
and Change” in 1979.

Virtually all institutions adapt the
courses to theif non-traditional pro-
grams, and more than 58,000 students
feceived credit for the first 11 CBN of-
ferings while the combined readership
of subscribing newspapers exceeded 15
million. There is no predictable corre-
lation between student and newspaper
interest. The ‘“Taxation” course, pop-
ular as it was with editors, enrolled
only 3,500 students; compared to the
10,000 who enrolled in the January
1979 course on “Death and Dying:
Challenge and Change,” directed by
Robert Fulton of the University of
Minnesota.

Each institution in which ten or

more students earn credit for the CBN
course pays the program six dollars per
enrollee and agrees to hold at least two
class or “‘contact” sessions during the
semester. Each also agrees to require
students to use thé CBN textbook.
Beyond those conditions, the institu-
tions are free to develop and staff the
courses as they please and to set their
own fees. To assist in the courses on
campus, CBN provides a Source Book.
Examinations are prepared by the in-
structors, although CBN may require
that its own objective examination be
used éithér in addition to or in lieu of
other tests.

The program’s operating budget is
provided by NEH. Since 1972 such
grants have amounted to several mil-
lion dollars. Smaller amounts may sup-
plement specific courses, such as the
1977 course on “Crime and Justice. in
America,” coordinated by Jerome
Skolnick of Berkeley, which was par-
tially supported by the National Insti-
tute of Mental Health. The National
Science Foundation ‘is helping to fund
the “Energy” course, and the Exxon
Corporation has made occasional con-
tributions. These supplemental grants,
says Colburn, have amounted to ap-
proximately 5 percent of the total bud-

get since the program began, and CBN

is always seeking new sources of sup-
port. NEH funding has permitted CBN
to devote its income from foyalties"and
student fees to what Colburn calls “‘ex-
perimentation”—the expansion and
development of the program.

|

While only a few institutions or in-
structors have ‘“recycled” CBN ma-




Geoffrey Moss, political illustrator with
the Washington Post Writers Group,
provided illustrations for the 15 léssons
that make up the current course on
“Energy and the Way We Live.”

more than once, Colburn is seeking
ways to make that practice more at-
tractive. “Death and Dying,” for ex-
ample, is now being adapted to a forth-
coming television series with the Public
Broadcasting Service (PBS), and CBN
will prepare a viewér’s giide. There is
precedent for that approach. The
“Technology and Change’’ course: was
in an early stage of preparation when
CBN learned of the BBC seriés called
“Connections’” then being filmed
under the direction of James Burke in
England. CBN accelerated its schedule
and presented the course in September
1979, when it was coordinated with the
television programs airing over PBS.
Colburn credits national coordinator
John G. Burke of UCLA with the suc-
collaboration has led CBN to work
again with James Burke in developing
a course and television series for 1983
on the history of ideas, which the
Briton describes as ‘“the intellectual
side of the great ages of man.” The
developmeéit of integrated audio and
video tape components is now under-
way in connection with two upcoming
courses: “The American Family in
Transition,” to be coordinated by
psychologist Elizabeth Douvan of the
University of Michigan in September
1980, and “‘Medical Science and the
Nation’s Health,” to be directed by
Philip R. Lee of the University of Cal-

ifornia at San Francisco in January

1981. Listings of audio-visual Tre-

sources provided by the Ameéfican

Film Library Association is now a stan-
dard part of the CBN Source Book.

O
It is the many aspects of the CBN
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program, many say—ranging from
credit courses and exams on one end to
television programming on the other
and including a variety of printed and
audio-visual resources—that allow the
‘program to reach citizens on whatever
level they choose. to be reached and
combine to make CBN unique in its
ability to educaté the non-traditional
student.

Since September 1975 CBN has also
been connected with community fo-
rums on the course topics. The Ameri-
can Issues Forum, funded sinée 1977
by NEH as a program of the American
Association of Community and Junior
Colleges (AACIC), enables tens of
thousands of people across thé country
to participate in community discus:
sions and workshops. The “Energy”
course is the focus of the first National
Issues Forum, a culmination of the lo-
cal forums, which is directed by Diane
U. Eisenberg at the AAcJC. The con-
cept began with model forums at
eleven community colleges in 1977 and
1978, according t6 Eisenberg’s col-
league Jeanne Picard. All of them used
the then-current CBN courses. Eisen-
berg and Colburn evaluated the ex-
periment and agreed on a national for-
mat for cooperation. Although it is as-
sociated with CBN, the National Issues
Forumiis distinct, with its own ten-week
calendar. Colburn anticipates the
American Library Association’s spon-
sorship of a similar forum program
which he believes could be a natural
partner for the “History of Ideas”
course in 1983.

As with the earlier forums, CBN ma-
terials will be used to stimulate public
discussions in a variety of local set-
tings. That the forums are coordinated
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by local colleges reinforces the com-
munity appeal and also opens the way
for involvement of local and state
agencies. The California Council for
the Humanities in Public Policy, under
the direction of Bruce Sievers, has
been working with CBN since Septem-
ber 1978. In California the “Taxation”
course provided an opportunity for the
Council, the Center for the Study of
Democrat_rc Institutions, the state pub-
lic radio network, and the state library
system to work together to produce
seminars and supplementary materi-
als. A series of articles by California
authors accompanied the regular CBN
articles in many of the state’s news-
papéfs, sometimes expanding on the
topic and sometimes providing a crit-
ical response. A weekly radio program
was aired in conjunction with the
neéwspaper series, and the CBN reader
was among the six volumes on taxation
provided by the: Council to each of the
state’s libraries.

‘The role of such state agéncies in the
“Energy CBN/National Issues Forum
organization Wwill be less dlrectly in-
volved than before, but it will allocate
$48,000 in grants through Indian Val=
ley College, which is the AAcCIC-
designated coordinating center for the

southwest. Nancy Tapper, regional co-

ordinator at Indian Valley, expects
some colleges to rely on their own re-:
sources. She points out that, except for

funds to the general program although
those in Arizona and Hawaii are fe-
sponding to requests from individual
colleges.

While Tapper’s region involves rela-

tively few colleges outside California,
Bernice Regunsburg, the coordinator
of the region including the seven Mid-
dle Atlantic states, is juggling pro-
grams at 60 institutions, workmg
through a so-calléd lead college in each
state. Based at Dutchess Community
College in Poughkeepsie, New York,
she is directly responsible for the fo-
rums in New York, where the state hu=
manities.commission is not funding the
program. Each of the colleges in her
region has committed itself to at least
three and up to tén forums on energy,
all of them connected with the CBN
newspaper readings.

O

The reaction to CBN of those people
who have worked with it is strong .and
positive. Sievers describes the relation-
ship between thé California humani-
ties council and CBN as a ‘“very healthy
partnership,” although he retains a hu-
manist’s sympathy for academic au-
thors whose work must be shaped into
journalistic form. Tapper expects that
the combination of the topical énergy
course with the forums will lead many
newspapers to carry CBN pieces for the
first time. If it works as well as its pro-
ducers predict, the National Issues
Forum-CBN association, many think,
could be an important step toward the
sort of innovation Colburn is seeking
as a means of keeping his program
fresh and provocative. ®

=Richard A. Harrison

Richard A. Harrison is assistant pro-
fessor of history at Pomona College.



NEWS

NEH advisers questioned on need for
secrecy in peer review

The February meeting of the National
Council on the Humanities was dis-
rupted when a reporter disputed the
Council’s decison to ¢lose a portion of
the proceedings to the piiblic. The inci-
dent rekindles an old debate about

whether or not the secrecy that has tra-

ditionally characterized the Council’s
work is necessary or appropriate. The
Council advises NEH Chairman Joseph
D. Duffey on policy matters and de-
cides on most of the agency’s spending.

Normally, the Council conducts a
public session on general policy issues

==as required by law—but then closes

its doors for any substantive discussion
of agency policy and for final grant re-
view. Michael M. Mooney, a Washing:
ton edltor for Harpers Magazme, ar-
_son_s _for scquesterlng itself from the
public violate the law governing such
federal advisory panels.

The Fedefal Advisory Committee
Act prohibits secret meetings but pro-
vides a few exemptions to the prohibi-
tion. The Endowment, according to its
general counsel; Joseph Schurman,
cites two reasons for closing the meet-
ing. First, Schurman explains, the
ﬁieetings include discussion of “trade
secrets,” including privilegéd or confi-
dential financial information. Second,
thé meetings are closed to protect ap-
pliéants from ““invasion of personal pri-
vacy.” Mooney argues that Council
business does not warrant either ex-
emption. Exemptions, he argues, can
only be applied if “overriding national
interests”” are at stake, and the per-
sonal privacy of grant applicants—sal-
aries are the example of confidential

information cited by Duffey—do not
qualify.

Mooney’s charges aré pait of a gen-
eral debate about how to balance per-
sonal privacy and public-accountability
in peer review. The Senate Subcom-=
mittee on Education, Arts, and Hu-
manities, chaired by Senator Clai-
borne Pell (D-R.1.), is also interested
in the issue and in the full committee
report accompanying the NEH reautho-
rization bill (S. 1386) states its position
plainly: “It is the understanding of the
Committee that all meetings of each
Council be open to the general public.
The Committee believes that the
Council réview of grant applications
can be conducted in public meetings
without jeopardizing the integrity of
the review process. . . . The Committee
is aware, however, that there may be
closed session, such as instances when
sensitive personnel matters are dis-
cussed. The Committee believes that
these exceptions to an opeén process
should be infrequently exercised.”

Most agree that the debate, which is
government-wide, will probably not be
resolved outside the courts.

O

Other parts of the Senate réport are
also causing Endowment officials some
consternation.. At the February meet-
ing, Cornell historian and Council
member Mary Beth Norton ques-
tioned the committeé’s requirement
that the names of grant reviewers be
made public as soon as they are ap-
pointed. Small panels of specialists se-
lected by NEH staff members conduct
the initial round of review and make
recommendations, through staff sum-
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maries, to the Council. Currently the
panelists’ names are revealed only
after awards have been made. There
has been mounting pressure, however
—including a report from House in-
vestigators to the House Appropria-
tions Committee last year—to open up
what the investigators charactérized as
a closed review system, and the Senate
report reflects these arguments. Duf-
fey, however, objects to the requlre-
ment and points out, as he did in re-
sponse to Norton; that ‘“‘applicants

would be free to call for the names of

reviewers and then free to lobby
the.” Such lobbying, he added, has
taken place.

|

The Senate report also makes some
changes in the réquirements for chair-
man’s grants, which can be awarded
without going through the normal pro-
cess of peer review. “It is the intent of
the Committee,” the report states,
“that these grants be made primarily to
respond to emergency situations when,
because of a pressing tifhe factor, an
application through the usual review
process is impossible.” Duffey testified
before Pell’s subcommittee last fall
that “emergency’” was too restrictive
and that some deserving projects fell
outside the Endowment’s established
funding categories—a sentiment he re-
peated to the Council. Like Pell, how-
ever, Council vice-chaifinan and Stan-
ford University president Richard W.
Lyman argued that the definition was
‘nOt inappropr’iately restn'ctive “Why
chairman’s grants?” he asked “As de-
fined here—*because of a pressing tlme
factor—it would cover most cases.’
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The Sénaté reauthorization bill in-
cludes an améndment raising the ceil-
ing for chairman’s gtants from the cur-
rent $17,500 to $30,000, as réquested
by Duffey. It was after introducing the
améndment—which Pell said he sup-
ported, ‘“‘though not enthusiastical-
ly”’—that the more narrow definition
of discretionary grants was introduced.

The language in the Senate report is
not binding unless the Hoiuse réport
includes identical provisions. Most
likely, a joint House-Senate confer:
ence will work out the differences be-
twéen the two reauthorization bills and
issue its own report to guide the imple-
mentation of the law.

DeConcnm questnons lack of private
humanities support
Senator Dennis DeConcini (D-Ariz.),
conducting March heanngs on the FY
1981 budget appropriations for NEH,
asked Endowment officials to 1dent1fy
which programs they woiild cut if a 5
percent budget cut should become
necessary; and he queried NEH Chair-
man Joseph D. Duffey about the pos-
sibility of increased private contribu-
tions to support huthanities activity.

DeConcini, the -only member of the
appropriations Subcommittee on the
Interiof Department and Related
Agencies present, warnéd NEH offi-
cials that the mood favoring “ifitense
budget cutting” may require that all
agencies take cuts, not only in FY 1981
but in the current year, too. The ad-
ministration, DeConcini also indi-
cated, may eliminate all FY 1980 re-
quests for supplemental appropria-
tions. ]

The bleak funding outlook. was re-
flected .in DeConcini’s major line of

only legtslator present at recent NEH
appropriations hearings, alerted Endow-
ment officials t6- the possible necessity for
futiuré budget reductions.

questioning. What, he asked, is the
current level of private funding? Does
the Endowment have underway a con-
cérted effort to get more corporate
flmdih’g? Duffey r'é's'pOﬁded that cor-
durmg the past flvg yeg_rs, a result in
part of the Endowment’s use of chal-
lenge grants and matching funds to
stimulate private support. Duffey
pointed out, however, that during the
same penod foundation funding for
the humanities has diminished consid-
erably. “Do you think,” DeConcini
asked, “that the declme has occurred
bccause of the: increéaseé in government
funding?”’

DeConcini also questioned whether
NEH officials had considered i mcreasmg
the level of cost-sharing for universi-
ties, which is currently between 15 and
20 percent. ‘“The problem with such an
approach,” Duffey said, “is that it im-



'state funding;

mediately places certain institutions
at a disadvantage in competing for
funds.”

On a different issue, the Arizona
senator expressed dismay over the con-
centration of half the Endowmént
grants in four states—California, New
York, PennSylvania, and Massachu-
setts. ‘“What are you domg to balance
the level of support in the Sunbelt
states and other rural states?” he
asked.

Duffey replied that, though the sta-
tistics are somewhat skewed bythe fact
that many national projects—public
television projects, for example—are
located in New York, equity of support
is still a problem. The Endowment is
increasing its technical assistance and
consultation efforts, he said, to reach
underserved groups. Duffey added,
however, that sparsely populated
states often recéive higher average per
capita funding than do densely popu-
lated states such as New York.

“I am not. suggesting formulas for
” DeConcini stressed,
“but isn’t the need to promote the
humanities greater in the rural areas
outside New York? I think more atten-
tion should be given to the rural
areas.”

NEH exempt, for now, frbm_

budget balancing plans

The White House decision to submiit a
revised FY 1981 request to Congress,
which requires the elimination of con-
siderable federal spending in order to

- balance the budget, has apparéntly left

NEH unscathed for the time being.
Only cabinet level agencies were asked
in a March memorandum from the Of-

fice of Management and Budget to
identify dispensable programs. The
original budget request; sent to the
Hill in late January, allowed for a 9.5
percent growth in federal spending and
a deficit of $16 billion.

According to Armen Tashdinian, di-
rector of planning and policy assess-
ment at the Endowment, “Our expec-
tation is that we will not be asked to
make 'r‘edilctions during the next
month or two.” He adds, however,
that cuts might be required in the fu-
ture. Further réductions might be re-
quested during the summer, as the bud-
get begins to take shape through the
Congressional appropriations process,
or even as late as next fall, when the
administration can request recisions.

NEH clarifies its felllowshlp giiidelines
—once again

NEH officials, searching for the most:

equitable way to define its two cate-
gories of independent fellowships; has

once again altered the wording of its

guidelines. The newly defined catego-
ries fmake a clear distinction between
young scholars and. college teachers, a
troublesome distinction that has kept
the application process out of kiltét in
the past

elther category “A” or ‘category “B”
fellowship programs. The former pro-
vided fellowships for study and re-
search ‘which would make ‘“a signifi-
cant contribution to knowledge.” The
latter provided fellowships that would,
in addition to making a contribution to
knowledge, enhance the teaching of
undergraduates. These categories
caused confusion, according to NEH

fellowship director James Blessing.

gory “A” when they wanted to pursue
scholarship unrelated to teaching and
thus putting themselves in competition
with seniorscholars. At the same time,
young university scholars were domi-
nating category “B.”

“Heretofore, we have been encour-
aging young professors in major uni-
versities to include themselves in cate-
goty B,” Blessing explains. Now, he
says, they are being encouraged to
apply to the category defined as “fel-
lowships for independent study and re-
search.” The second category, which
replaces category B, is called “‘fellow-
ships for college teachers.”

“The idea,” Blessing says, ‘“is to dis-
tinguish between those whose careers
lie primarily in the area of teaching un-
dergraduates and those whose careers
will give them primary responsibility
for research and the teaching of grad-
uate students.” He points. out that the
young university scholars will be given
special attention within the category
for research fellowships. The guide-
lines will also attempt to make clear to
collége teachers that fellowships are
available for research unrelated to
teaching.

The new formulation replaces a pro-
posal, made last summér, to define
categories A and B very strictly ac-
cording to an applicant’s institution
and the time lapsed since completing a
degree. But that plan was never put
into effect. The over-representation of
young university scholars in the fall list
of awards convinced the advisory
council and Endowment officials that a
different approach was necessary. A
major goal of the newly revised guide-
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lines, Blessing explains, is to increase
the participation of teachers from
small colleges, black colleges, and two-
year colleges who have been under-
represented in the past.

Javits requests more study of national
periodicals center

Senator Jacob K. Javits (R-N.Y.) has
introduced an amendment to the reau-
thorization bill for the Higher Educa-
tion Act (S. 1839) which would estab-
lish a two-year corporation to study the
feasibility of a National Periodicals
Center, the controversial project
favored by large research libraries as a
means of expanding access to scholarly
journals. The proposed clearinghouse,
which is included in the House version
of the Higher Education Act, has
pitted scholarly publishers and re-
search librarians against one another
since its inception, and the Javits
amendment is viewed as a compromise
between legislating or scuttling the
idea.

The Senate bill would establish a
National Periodical System Corpora-
tion to study the pros and cons of a
periodicals center and, if it is found
feasible, plan such a center. It would
also require a joint resolution by Con-
gress actually to legislate any such
system. According to Javits aide David
Morse, “Although the idea has been
studied for a long time, the House bill
doesn’t make clear just what a Na-
tional Periodicals Center would be or
how it would be administered.” The
bill, he adds, does not address the
serious objections of those publishers
who choose not to participate and of
scholars who fear diminished oppor-
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Senator Jacob K. Javits (R-N.Y.) has
requested a more thorough analysis of the
proposed National Periodicals Center.

tunity for publication. No extensive
congressional hearings on these issues
have been held, Morse says, and the
corporation would provide an oppor-
tunity for thorough review.

Ralph McCoy, director of the Asso-
ciation of Research Libraries which
has been backing the House bill, says
that research librarians think the issues
have been studied for long enough and
that the bill provides adequate protec-
tions for copyright holders and users.
The center, as written into the bill,
McCoy says, is an outgrowth of two
earlier studies—a general study by the
National Library Commission and a
highly technical study by the Council
on Library Resources—the so-called
“plum book—which proposes an ad-
ministrative plan for the center.

The research library community,
Morse says, is assuming that the Na-
tional Periodicals Center is a “fixed

item, based on the plum book. But
there is no mention of the plum book
in the legislation. It is the article of
faith in the research library commun-
ity,”” he adds, ““but neither I nor Sena-
tor Javits has seen a copy.”

Columbia University’s evaluation
calls for ‘‘selective excellence’’
Following an 18-month evaluation of
Columbia University’s academic pro-
grams, a special panel of scholars has
recommended that the university
diminish its investment in the humani-
ties, that it make more flexible the
rigid departmental organization of the
humanities disciplines, and that it
abandon programs in which it has not
achieved excellence in order to con-
centrate on those in which it has.
The 19-member commission, chaired
by Columbia professor of humanities
Steven Marcus, concludes that Colum-
bia must conceive of itself as “an ad-
mittedly elite institution” and ‘“‘must
articulate and pursue an idea of higher
education that is humanistic and intel-
lectual.” In austere times, the commis-
sion adds, departments—*‘the guard-
ians of our disciplines”—must seek
more and more interdisciplinary facul-
ty appointments. In addition, the re-
port says, the university must find a
way to replace retiring faculty mem-
bers with equally distinguished schol-
ars, while at the same time guarantee-
ing that “the most talented younger
scholars of the current generation do
not get lost because openings for them
will not come into existence for five
years or so in the future.”
Columbia’s distinction in the hu-

manities, the commission states, ‘“‘is



precariously held. It is threatened by
losses of both graduate students and
faculty.” In recruiting faculty under
such circumstances, the commission
has recommended that only untenured
professors be hired in fields that are
currently popular and that tenured
positions be allocated only in response
to “the intellectual needs of the field.”
Such a strategy is necessary, the com-
mission argues, ‘‘so as not to freeze
past booms into our tenure array for a
generation.”

The commission report includes spe-
cific recommendations for future facul-
ty recruiting in each university depart-
ment and calls for reductions in a few
humanities departments by attrition.
The most dramatic recommendation is
that the university abandon the *“‘nine-
teenth century notion” that the study
of language and literature be organized
by departments corresponding to
nation-states.

In its news section, Humanities
Report regularly covers distinc-
tive activities, developments, and
findings relating to the humani-
ties. Notices, news releases, re-
search findings, and other infor-
mation should be sent to the
Managing Editor, Humanities
Report, American Association
for the Advancement of the Hu-
manities, 918 16th Street, N.W.
(Suite 601), Washington, D.C.
20006.

LETTERS

TO THE EDITOR:

William Poe’s article on new moves
in engineering education (HR, Jan.
1980) is valuable, but it does not ade-
quately put its subject in context—a
context that is encouragingly broad for
humanists.

The effort to integrate the humani-
ties and training for engineers repre-
sents but one example of growing at-
tention in education to the relation-
ships among science, technology, and
culture. Hundreds of new courses of all
sorts have been started within this gen-
eral subject area during the last five
years, and in a few cases they are
linked to comprehensive programs of
study or even to cross-disciplinary
majors. While the focus of concern in
these programs seemed at the begin-
ning to be quite narrow, it has since
widened. (The evolution of the Lehigh
program described in Poe’s article is
typical.) “Service” courses for science
or technology departments have grown
into centerpieces of general education.
Once humanists got their foot in the
door, they quite rightly attempted to

open it wider and are finding success. -

Today, I believe, the science-in-society
area of many curricula is where most
new growth is occurring, and it offers
much intellectual and pedagogical
promise to humanists of every stripe.
For the foreseeable future, humanists
who are actively concerned about sci-
ence and technology will find their
skills and knowledge not only more in
demand but also more communicable
to a wide audience.

Barbara Currier Bell
Wesleyan University
Middletown, Connecticut

Humanities Report welcomes letters
about its contents and about issues
and developments in the humanities.
Send letters to the Managing Editor,
Humanities Report, 918 16th Street,
N.W. (Suite 601), Washington, D.C.
20006. Letters chosen for publication
are subject to editing for length and
clarity.

Change of Address

To notify Humanities Report of a
change in mailing address, please
send a mailing label with your old
address and a note with your new
address and effective date to the
American Association for the
Advancement of the Humanities,
918 16th Street, N.W. (Suite
601), Washington, D.C. 20006.
Please allow four to six weeks for
all changes.
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The American Association for the
Advancement of the Humanities, a
membership organization founded
and incorporated in 1977, seeks to
support the work of humanists,
foster communication and
cooperation among them,;

promote public understanding of the
humanities, and increase the
contribution of the humanities to the
national life.
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