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Prepared Statem,eht of

George C. Seyboit, Chairman
National MuSeum Services Board

before the

Sénate Subcommittee on Education,
Arts, and the Humanities

June 28, 1979




Mr. Chairman, before 1 begin, 1 would like to say for the record that your
leadership in the Senate is responsible for the Federal government playing its ;ightful _
roie in our nation's éultural affairs.

Last year; there were nearly half a billion visitors at our nation's museums. The
knowledge they took away and the experience they had were enhanced because of your
efforts over many years. We all owe you a vote of thanks.

As Chairman of the National Museum Services Board (NMSB) whié¢h is the policy-
making body of the Institute of Museum Services (IMS), located in the Department of
Health, Education; and Welfare (HEW), I am proud and gratified to be here today. 1
have served in this role since IMS began one and a half years ago. The qu;c_l,. which
also was designated at that time, is broadly based within the museum community.

 Itisa pleasure to appear before the Committee which g'_a\'re us thé opportunity to
demonstrate what a contribufi_on Federal assistance could make to theé effective .
operation of this nation's diverse museum éommunity.

We believe that the long-terin approach to operations that wé have developed
ensures sound operations. We have gone through a careful process since the beginning
to establish the Institute so it could have the most favorable impact on this nation's
museums. We realize that doing things on an ad hoc basis could minimize the Fedeéral
contribution. We are satisfied that we are developing coherent plans to channel
resources to institutions that make much use of them; both in opeérating day to day and
in finding local sources of revenue.

Not only do I sit on the Board as Chairman of the NMSB, but I also view our

activities through the perspective of one who served for many years as Chairman of

‘the Trustees Committee of the American Association of Museums. In that role, I saw

the day-to-day problems of museums and people who care about them, and I saw the

- growing response of the public to museums.




As a former Chairman of the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, I can testify that IMS

- has not encroached on the prerogatives of local museums, nor has it created - -

- unrealistic re].ignce on the Federal government—a fear expressed by the Nixon |
Ad'fri‘iﬁ,iétr&tidh in discussing this legislation. General operating support provides
maximum ﬂex1b111ty with mmlmum interference. ' | ‘ |

Your have heard from Mr. C. Douglas Dillon, a valued member of the National
Museum Services Board, and from Mrs. Lee Kimche, the Director of the Institute of
Museum Services, which acts as the operational arm; and the ﬁa’tio‘nal Museum
Services Board, m accordance with the legislation, has been acfing as a policy arm. In
order fot to repeat ourselves, we have each agreed to discuss éertairl areas of
reauthorization. My area will consist largely of observations on. how the present :
legislation and activities are functioning and to make further observations with regard
to future activities which have yet to be determined but which appear on the horizon.
This is in light of the fact that we are talking of up to five years reauthorization, and
these comments are given in that light for any guidance that may be valuable to the
~ Chairman, committee and staff in cohsidér‘ing changes in the legislation. |

First of all, let me say that we have found ourselves to be in a very large
department of an enormous government, and fears of being lést and subni'erge_d had
been anticiapted in part by our assignment to the Secretary's Office, a position which
.w'e would like to have continued in any cq’ﬁt’em'pl‘avted changes to a Department of
Education. With the curreht Education Bill we would not be at this level. Secretary

Califano, Undersecretary Champion and Assistant Secretary Berry have taken an

interest in us and given us support, which is above the routine of running a big . -

department. The Secretary, the Undersecretary and the Assistant Secretary have
more than once evidenced their positive regard for our function and have expressed a

belief that ours is a function that can be anticipated to grow. On their own, and.

-2-




without prompting, from the first year through to the current one, they have expressed
this attitude in concrete terms by the budget allocated to us. We would not be out of
'ord.’ei' at all to express our thanks for this and o‘ur belief th’at-t-h’ey have given us
extraordinary attention and support. | -
This positive statement of appreciation of the support of the management of the .
Department of HEW is a preface to the comments that follow. It i a departmeént
which has been in the grant-giving business for a long time. It is a department that
has been beset by litigation of various sorts, and it is a department that has learned
how to efficiently move through it great quantities of various kinds of grants and do so
with full consideration of the grantees as W'éil as the protection of the .Federal
government and the realization of its objectives. However, it is a department t,hat;,v'
for the most part, hgs bee.h dealing with long éstablished institutions, with professional
associations, acecreditation and highly developed standards of bookkeeping and
fields and levels of eduecation, welfare, social services and so on. This has produced a
_very monolithic and rigid series of procedures in the estabﬁshment of terms of grants,
the ngmg of grants, the application for grants, their review, granting, a grant itself
and dispensation. |
The advent of a very small agency in this department was é, good tnigg from the
viewpoint of being able to_ profit from their experience, and on balance it has been
helpful. However, there are signs that problems will develop from the viewpointvof'
the Congressi'onal vision of the basis for gr,ants and the routine. |
I refer specifically to the fact that by and large HEW's grants are given oﬁ‘.a '
quantitative basis of reference and review. They are made as objective as possible,
and because of the body of knowledge and practice which has developed in HEW over

the years, this has become a standard in which the various programs fit as in loekstep.




The problem arises froin the fact that the standards in our field have been set by -
the Endowments of Arts and Humanities with cfiteria necessitated by the .stage of
developmeént of the field, in thiS ¢ase museums. There hgve. not been trade
associations' or professional associations' i'epfeseﬁtafiiiés, nor has there been broad
use of the accreditation procedures, nor ha'w}e there been strong répréser_ltat_iong béfope
Congres or in the HEW itself by the various associations of the museum field. The
result is that the Endowments produce standards for grants largely on what has be_én_‘
termed a "quality basis" and in turn the "quality," which is a very subjective word, has
béeen determined by the judgment of peers. This has necessitated people reviewers to
have an intimate knowledge of the field. It also makes quality determinations from
peer opinion. It has worked well for the Endowments, and the field by and large has
had very little trouble with them after becomi,nvg accustomed t6 and understanding
both the grant application procedures and the rules. I think that it can be judged- a
success and has often been spoken of as "the heart of the Endowments' system."

Now to refer to the: HEW process which does not lend itself to this procedure. |
This year there were 1,700 applications and 99 people to read them in the first
gféisions means that there is a variation in results from group to group, and there is a
tendency toward statistical rating in ofder to compare groups. Because it was natural
and inevitable that the groixps will tend to come up with different results, there comes
into being a sort of computer override to massage the figures and to produce some
kmd of commonality removing the extremes or the aberrations.

This begins to produce an-entirely different effect on the results. It is an effect-
that will probably be enhanced as the number of applications increases. With only -
perhaps 20% of the possible applicants (iﬁ‘ only our second year of operation) receiving
grants, the differences are microscopic at the cutoff point bet"ween. those whd are

receiving and those who are not, and it is highly arguable whether the difference



bétwgen say number 300 and number 400 on the ladder can really be q_ifsti,nguished on a
: non?diréCt khowle'dge basis. Also, the people practicing the g‘ranﬁin'anShip must
necesarlly have & different viewpoint in apphcatmn and presentatlon when they know °
they are writing to a group that will have some personal knowledge of their financial, -
physical, professional and other sﬁuat,xo,ns or are having the réview done by essentially
stétigtiégj means: This is exacerbated, I believe, by the fact that an entirely new
group of grant applications are coming into being from smaller institutions and
institutions that have not received grants and that have their own problems in
organizing themselves to apply for, and deal with, the voluminous material necessary
to satisfy HEW's requirements and yet produce a complete grant application which
conveys a distinet picture to a reader.

N Iam told' that our 1,700 grant applications in this our second year represent 10%
of the total grants of the Department of Health, Educat;idn, and Welfare. The préssufe -
then comes on to increase the size of the grants in order to reduce the numbef. This is
an alien philosophy to the National Museum Services Board who purposely put a
$25,000 limit on the grants, the first two years at least, for the purpose of spreading
the funds more wide,ly' to the field and of making more organizations: eligible. With
better than 5,000 institutions éﬁg‘ible, Wwe can easily see the day coming when we will
get 3,000 to 4,000 applications a year, and the selectives and choices between each

. will be a difficult to :i‘mpossible job.

This is not to be critical of HEW's procedures: We have the impression fh’at they
are satisfactory to pedpfle in other fields and that they have been developed and
refined to a high point resulting from experiénce and a"ccomplishéd' administration. |
| However, the problem is that the word quality as associated with federal grants
is hard to deliver under the circunlstanceé. If a legislative requirement was made that
quality be a high part of the criteria, we anticipate that it would be necessary t’o's’e’tv

up & special way of handling grants resembling the Endowments' panels. Should this

=5=




oceur, it would be my rough estimate that another $1 million would be nieeded for

expenses. The very sharp increase in cost would be charged to this program because it
would be a special program within HEW and would not really be applicable to other
situations. The eeconomy of scale of HEW's current program and routines would
necessitate drastic changes and certainly substantial additional costs. Let me say,
however, that this would probably be tfué Wherever we were located, although the
degree of additiénal expense could be less in other aifcumstances because of
duplication within HEW. My concern in this is not so much the méehanical part of it,
as it is the tendency towards requiring objective criteria and the use of numérical
ratings instead of peer judgment. This is going to be very difficult to apply to a field
as -ihdividual and varied as we find in our charge, running from aquaria to zoos with
science, history and art in betwéen. The comparability problem is one that seems to _
me very difficult. We are waiting to see where we will finally come to rest in the near
future so that we can review this problem, but at the momeiit because of lack of funds
and our current placement in HEW, we must accept their criteria.

My colleagues now sitting before you, as well as those who will be further
appearing, 'm sure will talk at length about the funding problems, and I would like to
problems and T hope that they will. It looks very much as though the figure that I have
used for several years of about a billion doﬁaf's anntial operating expensé for the
museu_mé in the United States is very close. As mentioned by others,; museums are
labor-intensive with about two-thirds of our budgets going for wages. We are also very
heavy users of VOlunteérs = perhaps the last remaining bastion for large consumption
of the hours of these fine citizens. With this as a fact we are‘,-tﬁerefo’re, subject to

inflation; and if we are talking about a modest inflation figure of 7 or 8% a year, we



a;re talking about adding to the national museum budget something in lth.e 6i-de'r of $70
or 580 million a year if we provide the same services. Unfortunately, the démand is
not for the s#me éervices but for those, plus new and broadened ones — for education,
community activities, specialized programs for minorities.

Add to that the cost of the Federal programs for improvement of service and
facilities for the handicapped. |

Add to that the fantastic increase of cost and éne,ngy for institutions that really
have no choice in their obligations to conservation but to maintain constant climate
control.

Then one can see that museums, in any case extraordinarily sensitive institu-
tions, are more than affected by national decisions in policy or legislation. The -
cumulative effect on these insfitutiOﬁs if they are to maintain their programs can't bé
less than $100 million a year in additional costs over the last few years. |

Those testifying today will advise you that they can't begin t6 maintain their
services, let alone increase them, while serving legislated national programs and
mandated rulings without cutting down and reducing very substantially theif cuirent -
programs. With a growth of about $100 million a year in expenses to be. anticipated
and with the inability to provide this, the current funding to museums fr‘om the
different Federal funds can't be much more than $40 million a year. Such programs as
CETA that go and éome are tantalizing and not at all a solution to the problem. The
very pleasant growth of the IMS budget is encouraging, but we must reSpect,fully
comment that it is a losing battle to operate in the museum field today, and we are.'
losing the battle by important money — by tens of millions of dollars. In anticipation
of accelerated growth of appropriations it would be wise to set larger increases in
authorization ceilings. |

One of the great reasons for allowing flexibility in using resourceful policies and

programming activities is the faét that we badly need to provide services to the
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;nuSeum field. For that reason we will ask your com m,i,ttee t§ consider the possibilities
of allowing us to make grants to organizations other than museums, something we
can't do now. In most fields there is a high concentration among a few organizations
which dominate the field. This has some advantages in that these large organizations
. have the resources to do basic development and research and then to apply it to theu-
activities, usually followed by the smaller organizations. There is no dominating -
organization in the museum field, and there is a tendency fof everybody to reinvent
the wheel all at the same time. By identifying problems that are common to all and
making grants to a single organization or organizations which have the expefie’n’ce,
- whether they are museum organizations, allied ol‘ga'ﬁizat‘iOﬁs like museum assbcia‘tions’,
or perhaps non-profit as well as profitmaking, to study problems and attempt to come
up with solutions which would benefit the whole :field, such as security, insurance and -
personnel training, printing of catalogs, transportation of collections, etc; would be of
benefit and applicable across a wide range of museums. I can think of two items which
‘might be mentioned here which have brought benefits to the field. One is the arts and
article iﬂderrini‘ty' operate. The savings - without really costing anybody anythjj;g - are
an exu'acrdinary order of value. That was accomplished by using a pattern essentially
developed abroad by foreign nations where the collections were owned by the nation
and it did not wish to waste its money by utilizing profitmaking organizations to
underwrite them. Another example is the standardization of museum accounting, and
that was accomplished by enlisting a professional association in the museurn field
along with a professional group in the accounting field by means of grants made to
‘them. We see many opportunities to do this and then support thé results with -
publication seminars and other methods to disseminate thus allowing the aggressive
and alert museum director to apply them to his own situation. Dollar for dollar this is

one bf the best investments we can see ahead and would let us avoid building a

bureaucracy. The Board has taken the view that we are a grantmaking body, but the




. - desire to deal with common problems and their solutions will reduce costs and thus
reduce need for grants.

In our short existence we have found there is an appropriate role for the Fe,defal
government to play, and we thank you for having had the foresight to create our
funetion. |
that we can do our part to support and enhance the objectives you originally
established.

We look forward to that.
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