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" words, less than Y of Yio of 1 percent of the total number of grants

arousad proiest.

Recently, the Committee has been made aware of two visual arts
grante made by NEA which have srounded great controversy be:
cauvse of the content of their aubject matter

In 1955, the question of grant subject matler received the atten-
tion of the Subcommittee on Post Secondarv Fducation of the

House Committes on Education and Labor, which heas legislative

jurisdiction over NEA when the siubcommitiee reviewad 2 contro-
sersial grant which was alleged to be pornogreohic That subcom-
mittee was aware of the difficulty of the sublect There was no
mguestion that a conriderable number of people ohjectad Lo the use

[ public funds to subsidize pornographic material At the same
Lime the subcommittee did not want to sapprove any provision that
would have a chilling effect on fresdom of artistie expressior,
knowing that artists iraditionally have explored the outer limits of
public acceptance. To meet the challenge that subcommiltee recom-
mended that NEA panelists “recommend for funding only applica-
tions and projects that in the context in which they are presented,
in the experts’ view, foster excellence, are rellective of exceptional
talent, and have signiﬁca.m literary, scholarly, cultural or artistic
mert’. That provision is ow the law (20 U S C. 853

The art of our country leads the world, attributable in significant
messure to the role played by NEA. In every field our artists, our
composers, our writers, our musicians are smong the greatest he-
cause they can work in freedom without the restraints on their
thinking and thelr work which are found in communist countries
where the state dictates the artistic pathe which must be taken.
Uitizen sre experts make up the pe=r ele which make funding
recominendations, not government employees '

The panelisis who approve the grante are smong the most in-
formed and highly respected in their artistic fields of endeavor
Their recommendations are submitted to the NE4 chairman for
consideration and to the National Council on the Arts before they
can be approved.

It is important, therefore, that adeguate timne be made available
to hoth the panelists and the Council in order for the procedures
and guidelines to function properly. The Commitiee iz concerned
with reports it has received that enough tima is not availeble for
the panelists or the Council, that they are rushed because of the
ever-increasing number of applications flowing into NEA and that
imperfect reviews of applications are taking piace Obviously, this
is grosaly unfair to the thousands of applicanls whose hopes and
dreams are riding with the papers ﬂ‘.c“,‘ file, Moreover, it dves not
vermit the Council to meet its responsibilities for giving {ull consid-
eration to the artistic merits of applications placed before them for
review.

Thersfore, the Committee directs NEA to make vary sure that
sdeguate time and opportunity for review of the applications filed
with NEA is made available for both the paneliste and the Council

The Committee had occasion recently to lock into the extensive
practice hy NEA and NEH of making grants to persons or organi-
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zatione as subgrantors who in turn act as grantors to e;g licants
seeking grants. The authorizing legislation for NEA and NEH pro-

vides for no such subgranting procedure. On the contrary, the right

to approve grants is given only to NEA and NEH chairmen after

due consideration by their councils.

[+ appeers that aithough NEA and NEH make the usual thor-
ough review of their grants to the subgrantors, neither NEA or
NEH makes any review of the subgrantees or of their work or of
their applications. That review is lell to the subgrantors who make
the awards, a delegation of the grantmaking authority that is not
recognized in the basic statule.

For that reason, becsuse the Commitlee believed it was the
intent of Congress that sll granis be approved in accordance with
the procedures in the statule, Lthe Comimnittee seriously considered
the adoption of an amendment to the law which prohibited sub-
Eranting pending an opportunity to hold hearings on the subject.

iscussions were held with the chairmen of NEA and NEH, both of
whom were quite emphatic in asseriing the necessily of continuing
subgranting to the proper administration of NEA and NEH. It
became clear that the subject 18 very complex and that in some
cases subgranting may be warranted.

It is also clear that if subgranting is permitted it should be un-
dertaken with procedures thst will make the chairmnen and coun-
cils of NEA and NEH as thorcughly informed and respunsible for
the subgrants as they are for direct grants.

It appears to the Committee that the objective can be achieved
by giving subgrantors authority only to recommend to NEA and -,
NEH awards they propose (o make to their subgrantees, leaving the
NEA and NEH the power of final approval. NEA and NEH ere
directed to amend their procedures and guidslines accordingly.

Of the 3 recommended for the support of projecis and
productions pursuant to section Hc) of the Act not less than 20
percentum shall be available for assistance to States.

MATCHING GRANTS

A ropriatbnonmt«d‘,—mﬁﬁ..“ $27,200,000
Mﬂwmmondad. 17 T o e 27,150,000
Bu BOTEENEE BOD0 ..o tian e seqisisssciv isiisibsosssnibansrsidskrndias iiovnts. esNs s R Sensnns

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $27,150,0600, the
budget request, for matching grants, of which $17,150,000 is for
challenge grants and $10,000,000 is for Treasury funds. Treasury
funds are used to accomplish the same goals as definite funds pro-
vided under the salaries and expenses account except that they re-
quire at least & one-le-one match from private monies

Challenge grants are awarded to cultural institulions or groups
of cultural institutions that have demonstrated a commitment to
artistic quality and have arts programs of recoimized national sig-
nificance The funds are used to broaden the base of contributed
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: 3 T sﬁpport and achieve financial stability.— If one takes into consider-

ation the minimum three-to-one matching element of the challenge
;hgr?nts program, the amount of new money which would be avail-
e

to cultural institutions during the time period for which funds

are being provided should exceed 68,000,000
NaTIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES

The Committee recommends a total of $161,330,000 for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities. This represents an increase
of $8 330,000 above the 1983 appropriation and $8,080,000 above the
1990 request.

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION

Appropristion enacted, 1983 .. cuisans e . . $124,300.000
Budget estimate, 1990 ... .. : : : 126,550,000
Fecommended, 1990 ... - ) . 134,630,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1888 ... + 10,330,000
Budge! estimate, 1990 ... - . + 8,080,000

The amount recommended by the Committee for fiscal vear 1990
compared to the budget estimate by activity is shown in the follow-

ng table:
{in theusanes of Sellirs!
v oiped 1 Canm! t Lo - from
Eneotes In{-! Bl Eatimatas
o
arants
Pt lie Pregrase
Mpdin GPBATE .. . oo csiiaiiirsia ettt arny 8,450 [ § 400 m
Bravme and Mistorfcel Orgecizstisss . §,820 o, X N - e
Pralic husanitive grejecia. .. .. é ; SO 1.0 i 00 -—
Mmmanities grejsaty in Libraries . 800 T80 1.800 -
Sublstal. Pusiic Progrems.. . ......... ii,880 2,180 T, 400 120
pe=e -
Léusation Prograne
Tdugeljior programe 14 k0 18,200 18,200 ——
h'u.-._-h!r -
S51l ipe snd seminars ¢ EwasT '3 0 a8 400 18, 60
Fusplroh grania. ... .. .. : . . 18 400 - 17,800
Busiolal, "rogram Granls 7c 840 1,780 73,180
marasasanmmn - - ———————
Sials Programd . .- o.oes-- e P off 2§ 000 1a, 000 16, w00
S iles 0f Prarsrvalier i 12 800 T4 800 18,8000
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Adainint=allor 18 850 8 1% t2. 50
. SPmEmLsemmn e —— e
Total. Grente snd ASsinlatraiie e 1aa =0 a0 e L B0
D et S S—— ————

- The Committee recommends an initiative in ithe Humanities 1or
‘he Office of Preservation. An increase of $6.500,000 is prov ided for
matching sypport for museums, universities and other institutions
to gssist them in stabilizing collections of material culture and for
support of professional conservation training U address the needs
of these collections. Testimony before the Committes indicated that
the majority of material culture collections are housed in cramped
conditions, which not only makes them inacceesible but also threat-
ens their exisience

An increase of $200,000 has been provided in the administrative
area in order to handie the additional workload associated with the
new Office of Preservation initiative,
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o



b Nk

T

In response to the many proven successes of the State grant pro-
rams, a $1,000,000 increase iz recommended for a total of
26,000,000 This representa an increase of 22 percent above the

1988 a propriation

e $118.060,000 recommended for the suppert of projects and
producv 1ons pursuant to section 7¢! of the Act, not less than 20 per
entum shall be available for assisiance to States

MATCHING GRANTS

Appropriation enactad 1924 = ‘ : 5 $22,700,000
Budget setimaie [#% : 26 700,000
Recornmeruded, 1330 i e 26,700,000
Compsrison

Appropriation, 1335 - 2,000 000

Budgel estimate, 1890 ..

The Committee remmmands an ap mpﬂataon nf 3‘26 '700,000 for
matching grants, of which $14 700,/{M iz for challenge grants and
$12,000,000 is for Treasury funds

Ireasury funds are used to accomplish the same goals as definite
funds provided under the salaries and expenses account except that
they require at Jeast & one-toone match from private monies

The purpose of challenge grants 1g to encourage new end in-
creased sources of support on 8 continuing basis for our Nation's
artistic and humanistic institutions The challenge grants, which
are of a limited duration, are an important complement to other
Endowment progrem categories which provide ongoing sug-port to
groups of hl.giesi quality If one takes into consideration the mini-
murmi threeto-one matching element of the challenge grants pro-
gram, the amount of new money which would be available to cul-
tural institutions during the time period for which funds are being
provided should approach $50 000,000

INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM SERVICES

GCRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION

Appropriation enacied, 1989 . .. o L $22,270,000
Dudget estimate 1880 . . . .. ... . ‘ . 22,850,000
Recommended, 1990 eruacierEibe s enetanmanrelother sseBnredh R nessenstasrmr ey 28,030,000
ComKarhon :

) priation, 1689 . .. . . — "30000

The amount recommended by thP f‘or-vn ‘tee f’)r fiscal year 1990
15 shown in the following table’

P iksusards af dellars

Fr 1945 -i Commitine Ghan Trom
o Ermc tuz i- - L JRA hﬂuul
————— e e e e et e i e e . e i
Y

Upmialing suppart grents . g 7.70 i, L]
Corsurvalion grants . 3 0 3 m : ;g ..--“-,
Progeee suapori 3t weala O 0o > iso —
Progras pdnic . nirat!or PN V00 Vo0 iy
s . e T P pu———
Total, [(rptavite of Busess bemisns 1.1 T3, 980 21 20 e

— ey abae. ——

The 323,000,000 provided i# an increase of $650,000 over the re-
quest, All nf the increase is for mw—w operating support gr &Vlt\ It
I5 the Lommitise s expectation thet the ncrease "d arrest the de-
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