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SECOND THOUGHTS ABOUT FIRST PRINCIPLES
THE FEDERAL HUMANITIES PROGRAM

by Williad Brennanl
-" AN

In their origins there is, nothlng esoteric in the humanities.
They express a distinctive- digposition of the buman animal—

the disposition to think a second thought even while thinking
a first thought, the impulse to live internally and not only

externally. They speak for human reflexivity, for the double
and triple lives human beings live, acting on one level, com~
menting on these actions at -another level, comméenting on the

commentary at a third. The humanities, in brief, are a civ-

ilization's organized tradition of self—consciousness,

Charles Frankel?

H

1. CHALLENGING DIFFICULTIES IN THE FEDERAL HUMANITIES PROGRAM

A, DIFFICULTIES OF NATIONAL/STATE 'COLLABORATION

At the 1979 arnnual meeting of state-based humanities en;ii:'-w.ri_;:anl:si3

tﬁe following resolution was passed without dissent by the House of Del- .
egates of the Federation of Public Programs in the Humanities:

In recognition of the special character of state programs and their
partnership with NEH in bringing the humanities to the public of the
several gtates,

and in appreciation of the opeﬁﬁess of REH to collaborate with the
states toward that .end,

be it resolved that the Pederation NEB-Relations Committee undertake,
ag a major agenda item for the coming year, a comprehensive review
designed

(1) to clarify and reaffirm the-special status of state programs as
distinct from all other NEH grant-making activity,

(2) to completely examine the NEH state program review process, to—
wards the end of providing for full participation by the states in

designing and conducting reliable review and reporting procesaes in
~ the least burdensome mammerx, and

(3) to clarify the meqping of ‘the term ‘program development,® and
deseribe its role as a component element of each state: program..

1



ments.

The Federation resolution revealed concern.among state-based endow-
There abpearqd to be confusion and misunderstaﬁd;ng on three im-

portant questionS'

(1) Special Status What is the mnature of the state endowrent in

’ itself, and in relation to the National Endowment? This presuppos-
" es clear understanding and agreement about the nature of the Nation—

al Endowment. Mbst basically, As the. state endovment an indepen—

-dent agency serving the unique needs of its individual state? Or,

is the state endowment a collaborator; even a "partumer,” with NEH,
pursuing national goals within its state boundaries? ' In removing
state enduwments from NEH control was it the Iintent of Congress
to also isolate them fram the fedéral humanities program? Or was -

Congressional intent merely to liberate the states from an exces— '

. sively constricted role so as to free them to make a major con--

tribution to the fedgrai program? NEH policy on this point is con-
fused and confusing, and appears té be in conflict with Congres—
sional intent. The affirmation of special status is an affirmation

of partnership for the only two kinds of organizations charged 1n
the 1egislation with the accomplishment of federal purposes. As
long as it. 15 mistakenly censtrued simply as a request for "special
privilege,” the collaborative possibilitiea of partmership will be
unrealized.

(2) Prqg;am.Developmentﬁ What are the goals of a state éndoument,

‘and, more specifically, what is a state endowment expected to dol

Ave stateendowments pégsive, grant-makiag agencies; or should they
also be characterized by the kind of dynamic, goal-oriented, activ-
ity thdt we gather under the umbrélla term "program development??”
How does ;hat state endowments do relate to';hat the National Endow-
ment does? Is NEH intendédlto be merely a passlve. grant-making

agency, or should it also be characterized by dynaﬁic, goal-orien—
ted activity?'.ls it possible that state endouments should be ac-

-tive while the National Endowment remains passive? If so, what are

the iﬁplicatiqns for collahoratibﬁ, the characteristic behavior of
pa;fnets? Finally, what do we mean when we use tlie tern "program-
development™? At presént, ‘our meanings are as obscure as our pol-
icies, providing rich soil for misunderstanding, and A limited .-
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field for collaboration. If -the federal program has goals, and if
it intends to succeed, if it is meant to make a difference and not
nmerely to -reinforce the ttatus ggg, then program development activ—
ity will be its major concern, | ’ '

(3) Program Review.' Confusion about what we aré, and about what

we are intended to do and to accomplish, reaches its natural term
in the process of program review. How can we know whether we have
been successful unleSS‘we-knéﬁlwhat we were supposed to have accom=-
plished? The absence of a comprehensive federal policy to guide
our programs and set criteria fo: their success means that the
federal program is quite literally "urnmanageable”™: it can neither
be mauéged efficiently to accomplish objectives, nor can its achiev—
ment or failure be documented in a verifiable manner. In the ab-
sence of true 36als, the means we take become goals in themselves,
and the demonstration of "success" becomes merely a description of
the effort being made. But, neither good intentions nor noble_ef—

forts make good goals. It is quite possible to do many good thipgg

without addressing your own. raison d'etre. On both the natiopal == °

and the state levels, we suhmit endless reports describing what we
are doing, and (barripg some peripheral attention to affirmative
action targets) mnever establish in a verifiable manner what we have

accompiished specifitally with respect to the federal goals of our

program. We exhaust ourselves with endless, self-congratulatory
rhetoric, and accumulate testimonials from those who have 5epefited

from our efforts, but never address the bottom lipe: are we accom—

. plishing what ‘we are supposed to be accomplishing?.(Do we even know

what we are supposed to be accomplishing?) These problems are com-
pounded on the level'of staté endowments by an NEH review process
that is based upon the assumption that state endowments are not
permanent componeﬁts of the federal humanities program, collaborat-
ing pattners with NEH in the pursuit of federal goals at the state
level, but merely one other new applicant uith a novel fdea for a
possible pregram. For this mindset," proposal ideas rather than pro-
grém accomplishments are the focus of review, and "proposals" rather
than program reports are the vehicle. It is striking that, in its



. "Seven General Questions for State Proposal Review," NEH does not even
pose the question: is this program accomplishing the pﬁrpose for wvhich
it was established in the federal legi_slation?4 Pt e T

Everyone is busy, and that: explains, in part, why no one yet has _
had the time to give:" secaqd thoughts" in any systematic way to the way
we ate doing what we do. 'Suph reflgctiﬁq, so characteristic of the human=
-.itles, is .largely absent from tﬁé”}edetal humanities program. Also often .
absent has. been ‘the passion for clear ‘terms and thoughts, and the prefer-
.ence for reaaaning -over rhetoric. This essay will try to provide some '
measure of all of these things, beginning with an examination of the most
‘.important stumbling blocks that 6ver and over again pose serious difficul- .
" ties for the federal program as a whole.

B. OTHER DIFFICULTIES OF THE FEDERAL HUMANITIES PROGRAM
1. Interpreting the Legislative Intent,

The National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities Act of 1965
begins:

AN ACT to provide for the cestablishment of the National Foundacion
on the Arts and the Humanities to promote progress and’ scholarship
in the humanities and the arts in the United States, and for other
purposes.s (underlining added)

The undetrlined. phrase both-commmicates the core of Congressional purpose
and gives rise to our first confusion. What a strange dichotomy, "prog-

tess and scholarship," implying, as it seems to do, that scholarship is
to be promoted in isolation from progress, and that progréss is to be pro—
moted in isolation from scholarship. The phrase “and scholarsh;p has

- the quality of something tacked on after the fact, that does not quite
make sense in the context (much like the later additions to the "defin-

. "~ 4ition" of the term "humanities"). Had the phrase read: “to promote pro— . -

greas in the humanities and 'the arts" its meaning would have been much
more clear. Cértainly, scholarship is implicit in the term "humanities,"
and-progfesé in the-humanitigs.cannOC'be accomplished.without progress

in scholarship. Why, then, is if broken out,-and tacked on? The reason-
seems to be that Congress intended to exempt scholarship, in some sénse,
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from the focus upon progrééa characteristic of all other aspects of the-

: humanities. With resﬁect to scholarship, alone, it would be enough to
ﬁrovi&e support, without $pecifying progress. This seems to be confirmf
ed by a raréfuL analysis of Section 7(i) of the legisiation, in vhich
Congress spellsldut the tasks that it expects NEH to undertake (all of the
terms in the chart immediately belgy, except the headings, are taken ver-

batim from the legislation) -ir f-

] 7 OBJECT OF ACTION REQUESTED .
SQURCE ACTION REQUESTED PROGRESS SCHOLARSHIP ‘MEANS TO USE
Sec.7(c) _

(2). |to initiate programs to
) strengthen
research and -
teaching (1970) contracts
. SRR D | . grants
go.suggort _ research loans
) _ etec,
(3 |to award training (study, fellowshipa.
workshops research)? grants
(4) |to foster information
interchange
(5) |Jto foster ' education (1970) grants
. public under- other arran—
standing & gement with
apprecia- groups
(6) |to supgort——.—_._.._;._fi°n’ — —].scholarly
publications
(7) {to insure (1976) | programs avail- '
able to citi-
zens: '
geographic
economic

0f all of the questions raised in Congressional bearings, none is
more fundamental than this one: 1is the federal humanities program merely

a passive, supportive program, responsive to the initiatives of a special
constituency according to standards of quality and access? Or, is the

.federal humanities program also an active, promotional program, itself ind—

tiating actions directed towards achieving progress in terms of specific
measurable objectives? Noting that the ipfiq;tivg to support™ 'is used.




. on;j in comnection with scholarly research and publicaﬁion in- the table'_

above, we may surmise, .for the moment,..that Congress intended a passive,
supportive. role, with respect to scholarly research, and an active, pro—
motional role, with regpect to all other aspects of- ‘the humanities in the’

United ‘States, Thus, the concern: éxpressed by the 1964 commission on the :
Humanities lest government involvement lead:to.government thought—control 6

is addressed in the legislation withou: at the same time, excusing the
federal program from the obligation,nf an active, goal-oriented program
Naggressively 20, seek imaginative new means of service“7to the citizens

" of the nation by ' promoting progress“ in the humanities. Charles Frankel

once commented that the humanities disciplines "have usually been at their

-best when'they have had a senSg of engagement with issues of public con-
.cérn," and alsdb that "scholarship cannot and should not be shackled to

problem solving: It must -be free to follow crooked paths to umexpected -
conclus:lons.“8 Ronald Gottesman has asserted, without prejudice to the

ﬁquali;y of ‘traditional humanities studies, that, "if everyome in higher:
education is concérned with advancing particular aspects of knowledge, -

who will take care for where it is going as a whole?” 9 According to NEH
Chairman Duffey, NFH is "the only Federal agency with specific and statu-
tory responsibiiity for the state of the humanities in the~Nation."10 We
may conclude, for the moment at least, that the mandate entrusted by Con-

' gress to its federal humanities program encompasses support for scholar-

ship as well as promotion of progress for the humanities as a whole,

2. Defining the term "humanities.”

From those readers who may.be exhausred by previous fruitless at-—-
tempts to deal with this question, so frustrating, and so peremnial, I’
ask a measure of patient indulgence. Something intelligent munst be said

.about this thorny problem; and I“think something helpful can be conclud-

ed. In his 1980, reauthorization ‘hearings Senator Pell was still repeat—
ing his request for a Simple. and intelligible definition of the term,ll
Congressman/Governor ‘Albert H.Quie advised us some time ago that unless
we can explain more intelligibly what the humanities are, and what they
do, we cannot.reasonably ‘expect continued federal support:

.
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What is a definition of the humanities which most people can under-
stand? . s s .. there is a problem. I would welcome any of you who
would be willing to send me 4 one—page letter attempting to describe-
the humanities; < » . You do not face in Congress a negative mood
toward the humanities nor do you compete with any lobby who feels

we should terminate our programs of federal support. Rather, you

face a situation vhere leaders in government 13 not for the most

part understand or appreciate the humanities.
Robert Hardesty, vice“preaideutqdf'EheﬁUﬁiversity of:Texas system, ex-—
pressed both our perplexity and our frustration when he said: "What is
the humanities? Of what are the humanities? We don't even know if it is .
singular or plural."13 Richard-;ymap also stumbled over the singular/plur—
al question, and with good reason. It will help us to realize that the
humaniries are both singular and plural, and something else besides. Let
me try briefly to. describe each of the three kinds of humanities that I
think ve ought to distinguish clearly in the future. I will also give :
them each a néme-that I will try to use consistently throughout the re-:
malnder of this essay.

(1) Academic Humanities. (plural)

The tradition of regarding the humanities as a set of academic .dis-
¢iplines was perpetuated in the firsﬁ definition of the lhmanities provid-
ed in the federal legislation. The. advantage of this definition is that
it is intelligible within the academic world. The disadvantage is that it
is not intelligible outside of the academic world., A supplementary qd-

vantage is that it grounds the disciplinary specialization of academic
huﬁanists, providing juétification and legitimating what they do. A sup-
plementary disadvantage is that it provides no coherent ratiomale for

wvhat academié humanists do, leaving. them open to the charge that their aca-
demic specialization 1s deracinated and fruitless, detached from the es-
sential nourishment of basic human cdhcérns and making no usefulicontrib- .
utlon to society's deliberations about such concerns. Persons wusing this
definition tend to regard NEH as anélogous to the National Science Found-
ation. Bat, science brought us aht;biécics, the transistor, and the moon

landing. What have the humarities disciplines brought us? A recent ar-
ticle in the Chronicle of Higher Education attributes the following opin-—

ion to Bermard Bailyn, Winthrop professor of history at Harvard Universi-
ty and president-elect of the American Historical Association: "Recent



historical échblarship has failed to produce a coheiént'ovérview of the
past.“_l4 Now, incoherence is a weighty charge for the humanities to bear,

but it is not the only charge. Jennifer Lee provides a handy summary
of charges in an essay published by Pederation Reports.

The, specific charges leveled against the humanities and higher educ-
ation from within and without the discipline are not unfamiliar or -
unexpected: trivialization-of, scholarship, speclalization, petty
boundary disputes, elitism, the. encompassing and stinging chargels_
of irrelevance,. and even of being deficient in-a sense of humnr.

(2) Applied Humanities. (aingular)

The importance of relating the humanities to bread, . general concerns.:
a8 expressed by Congress in its amendments to the definition of the bum-
.anities in 1968, and again in 1970. Albert Quie explained this as follows:

The Congress noted that scholars are willing and able to receive
federal funds to do what might be called baslic research, working

with primary sources finding personal satisfaction in scholarly work,, -

. but there appeared to be a shortage of capable individuals who can

| translate and apply that basic scholarship to contemporary problems -

¥\ , . i o « That is why a few years ago we added the words in the defin~

‘ ition of the humanities 'with particular attention to the relevance
. of the humanities to the current conditions of national life.'

| ] It 1s vital that the humanities, for which so much is c¢laimed, begin to
1 ’ demonstrate in some tangible wvay the kind of benefit they provide. Quie
‘ : elaborates.

If you and I could explain to- another person how we have benefited

‘ ' . from a new insight gaired through someone's efforts in the humanit-
| ) .+ des,-and then.demomstrate it in.our daily behavior.-how that insight
f o has brought a new dimension of quality to our life and .those .about
| us, we would never have to be defensive about the humanities,l?

But, by and large, humanists are not responsive to this need. According

to Walte:d Capps, an ‘assoclate with the Center for the Study of Democratic
Institutions,

I . Humanists, the acknowledged custodians of a tradition of wisdom and
value that reaches back through the centuries, lending the society
the fiber and continuity on which it depends, are being looked to
for help. ~ But the humanists, in the main, remain silent. They
‘offer no perceptible response . . o . (there is) a pervasive lack,
a vacuum that needs to be filled. It calls for a translation, the
fitting of humanistic resources to issues of. public human concern.l8

The advantage of applied humanities is relevance, and manifest use-
fulness. The disadvantage is a certain incompatibility with the academic
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disciplinary specialization of humanities professionals, generating
frustration, on the ome Eanc, dilution of substance, on the other. In
many cases, well-intentioned humanists are frustrated because the kind
of work they do does not lend itself to ready application in public dis-
course: Why should they be asked to speak, as it were, the 1angqage.of.
the street, when their academic endeavors demand a precision rhat requir-
es its own. language? Such requestg-ere not made of scholars in other
fields. No one asks the thianai Science Foundation to support public
discussions of the mathematical, implications of the theory of relativity.
On the other hand "when humanists do try to engage in public dialogue,
they often find that their professional knowledge is either irrelevant,
or_gnst be so diigted that nothing of substance remains, There is oo
doubt that humanists-have sometimes performed with distinction in the
setting of public diéccurse. But, one may suspect, this is often accomp—
lished in spite of, or, at least, without recourse to their specialized
professional occupaticns. - More frequently, humanists aimply bore. those
whom -they are being asked to inspire. =-
It is both the glory and the cross of state humanities endowments,
with their spunky committees ard gritty staffs, that they have hEt wilted
in the heat of the challenge posed by applied humanities, Insteed, bol-~
stered by a;certain naive enthusiasm, and reinforced by an inordinate cap-
acity for pain, they have somehow managed to begin a process of cﬁange

whose consequences may be very profound, indeed. Applied humonities is

. the . centerpiece of the state humanities program, It is not a business

for the passive or faint-hearted. It requires aggressive, intelligent,

persevering program development activity.

(3) Comprehensive Humanities. (singular)
- Bere we -are discussing something that doesn't really exist, but
that might begin to do so by virtue of determined, collaborative action

by NEH and the state endowments. The concept was first revealed to me

in the writings of Buckminster Fuller. I first heard it applieq to the
‘humanities 'in a brilllant address delivered by legal philosopher Richard
Wasserstrom to a samnolenf audience following lunch at onme of the annual

meetings of pubiic programs in the humanities. Later, I found the same



vision expressed in the writings of Charles Frankel'

‘Nothing has happened of greater importance in the. history of
American humanistic scholarship than the invitation of the gov—-
ernment to scholars to think in a more public fashion, and to '
-thinklgnd teach with the presence of their fellow citizens in-
mind.

1f we ask, "is progress possible for humanistic schnlarship?" the an- -
" swer, in terms of comprehensive humanities, must be a resounding "Yes!“.
What Fuller calls a “comprehensivist." is one who can speak without
distortion or oversimplification about subtle, acholarly matters, in a B
way that can be understood by all //In the humapities, such an accom=-
plishment would require rethinking and restructuring the way in which
we do our scholarly work—precisely what Wasserstrom-was endoutaging.
For Hhsserstrom, humanities scholars have done themselves a scholarly
(as well as a human) disservice, by cutting themselves off from the
broad, human cnncerna that led them towards the humanities in the first
place. For their full perfection, scholarly humanities require a kind
of recurrent cycle by virtue of vhich they nurtmre themselves at the i
oasis of broad concerns,’ engage in their refined and disciplined mode- = ar
of inquiry in thelr desert retreat, returning to the ocasis to plant
the seeis of their newly deve10ped insights (thﬂs.metaphor, for better

. or worae, is mine, not Wasserstram'a). It is strange how frequently’
. one encoumters in the NEﬁ testimony before Congress references to the
"decline of support for the humanities without any corresponding 1nterest
being shown in either finding out -what is wrong or finding ways to remedy

the’ sit:uation.zo Trapped in its own passive self-concept, and fearful.that
| leadership will be mistaken for domination, the federal hnmanities pro-
gram may be missing a golden opportunity to catalyze fundamental changes
. in the role and accomplishment of the humanities-in the United States.

3. Defining Other Key Terms of the Legislation.

a. A Distinctive Federal Role.
In the legialative "Declaratinn of Purpose” we read:

It is necessary and appropriate for the Federal Government to
complement, assist, and add to programs. for the advancement of the
humanities and the arts by local, State, regional, and private .
agencies and thelr organizations,

-
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We also read in the same place that

the encouragement and support of national progress and scholarship
in the humanities-and the arts, while primarily a matter for priv—
ate and local initiative, is alsc an appropriate matter of con-
cern to the Federal Govermmnent.
The reason the federal govermment is concerned is :hat it has two national
responsibilities- the ‘quality of our civilization ("a high civilization"),
and the health of our democracy’ ("democracy demands wisdom and vision in
 its citizens"). It is noteworghy“;hat, in both of the quotes above, the
law specifically identifies a fﬁéﬁs on_"programs for the advancement™ and
"national progress'; that is, even when the word “support” is used (with
the piceptidn, as we have noted above, of scholarship), it is support, ‘
not for the humanities, but for advancement and progress.
Having said this much, let us proceed with an apparent contradictioém .
in Section 4(b) of the legiélation:

The purpose of the (National Foundation for the Arts and the Human-—
ities) shall be to: develop. and: promote a broadly conceived natiomal
~ policy of support ‘for the humanities and the arts. . « .=
(underlining-added)

NEH has often used this phrase, "a policy of support,” to justify its pre-
diléption for a passive role, and, at first glance, there appears to be
some justification, After all, the quote specifically says "support for
the humanities," not Support for progress or advancement . Let us look at
some comments by Chairman Duffey:

The Endowment is a sustaining activity. It is not, therefore, the

shaper of new i1deas » . « « that would be an inappropriate role for

a government agency. o . . the Endowment's job is ‘to sustain human-

itles study at a time of difficulty with a margin of support . o o o2l
. The agency 1s to provide a network having to do with support, ¢ . 22
' The ideas come from our applicants and not from us i o « 23{The NEH

mandate is) "to support the study 2nd nurture of the humanities by

as many people as possible . . . $V(NEH is beginning to do needs

assessment 50 that it may design) “a policy for support.23

During the reauthorization hearings for 1980, Chairman Duffey and NEH were
commended by Senator Randolph of West Virginia, as follows:

It is wy firm belief that the Rational Endowment has successfully
pursued a policy of support for the humanities in all its discip~:
lines.26

Permit me now to introduce a discrimination that only a humanist could
love, and to do so in the form of a question: what do you think is the

3
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difference in meaning,between the two phrases below? -

policy of sunport for the humanities

policy for support of the humanities
The grammarians amomg you will know immediately, the rest of us will
just have to guess. The legislation uses the former, as does Senator
‘Randolph. In-the quotes above, Chsirman-anfey uses both, I'Uonln ar-
gue that they are quite different in their meaning. The word "of"
" refers to .source; almost 1ike "from. The word "for" refers to end
" or goaI; A "policy of support" implies resources in search of a goal;

"policy for support” implies a goal but nmot necessarily any Tesources.
'If this analysis is sound, the "policy of support” sought by Congress
was asking to:what specific ends, and. within what limits, its resources
should be applied. That is, Congress was asking for a definition L
of the distinctive purposes and limits of federel support, not for a
definirion of the means by which support might be pro.vi'ded to the human-
ities, ' ' ' .

" We may approach the definition of a distinctine federal role from
another, and perhaps less mind-taxing, direction. If ome considers what
mnstrbe a rough annual cost for all of the humanities institutions in the
country that sre not directiy supported by the federal government, an an-
nual figure of $50 billion is not unreasonablegGaAt $150 million, the fed-
eral humanitieS'program represents 3/1000th of this sum, or,.$300 in fed-
eral funds for every $100 000 from other sources. Now, with these kinds of
proportions, federal domination of the humanities enterprise unuld not.
~ seem to be a major risk (by way of contrast, the National Endoument for
_the Arts estimates {ts $150 million budget is close to 107 of the total
funding for the arts nationiide, and that this could go to 252 without
serious risk of undae influenqe)o2 The challenge for the federal buman—
‘ities program is not how to svoid domination, but how to make a difference.
" With so little money,'the'federal program cen;make numerous trifling
contributions of a margin of support, without mskiné any significant dif-
ference with respect to our nation's standing as a "high civilization™ .
.or to our citizen's capacity to govern themselves with “wisdom and vision."

We may. conclude that Congress was neither careless mor unenlightened
vhen it called for a federal humanities program whose distinctive role
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would be to "promote progress and schplarship.ﬁ We may also conclude
that there was botﬁ serious intent, and serious purpose, in Congress'
'tequest that NEH "develop.and encourage the pursuit of 'a national policy
for the promotion of progress and scholarship 1n-thelhum§nitigs." With~
out such a policy, it is virtoally impossible that the fedéral program
will have ﬁ significant impact: the random forces for dispersion of ef=

fort are too great, and the resources are too limited,

b. A:National Policy.

.The legislation calls for the development and promotion of two nas-

tional policies; a policy of support, and a policy for promotion. The
former is requested of the National Foundation; the latter is requested
of the National Endowmengosthe legislation does not say what it means

by the term "national policy." "Policy" is the kind of word that every-
one understands-unfil they try to define it (;hteres;ingly, it comes from
the same root as "police”). At least part of the téason why neither of
the nationgl policies requested has yet been developed may be that no one
quite understands what is being asked. NEH, in any event, seems to feek
that it is developing a national policy when it decides its funding cate-
gories, guidelines, and emphases. But, certainly, a national policy in-
volves more than that. )

A national policy, it seems to me, should spell out in coherent de-
tail:

(1) the originating force behind establistlment of the program;

(2) the scope, limits, and special focus of the program;

(3) the difference that the program intends to make, in terms of

" objectives accomplished -(include priorities and urgencies);

(4) the measures that the program will use to verify the accomplish-

" ment of its objectives,

A'natiénal policy is the systematic, comprehensive elaboration of
the distinctive federal role. Without it one finds a proiiferation[of
activities without organic coherence, accompanied by the scatteration of
policy'stateménts that are difficult to reconcile or to6 rank, and that
ofteu‘apﬁear to be in conflict. ) “‘

' In defining a national policy, it is crucial to distinguish clearly
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between gpalsﬂahd effor;é, objectives and actiﬁities, ends and means.
This 1s not.as easy as it may'éeém, and, if one examine§ recent congress—
ional testimony it becomes: clear that confusion on this score is rampant.
One of the brobléms 1s that what 1s ‘2 means on one level may be a goal on
another. For example, take the phrase "to promote progress.” Here the
goal is progress, ‘and’ the .means is promotional activity. A policy for
progress would, ask : 'l*‘J'*a-. S e E . '

(1) why do we care about progress (needs assessment)?

(2) what do ‘we mean by progress?

(3) uhaf constitutes the acﬁomplishmeﬁt of progress?.

{4) haw will we kmnow when we get there?
It appears to be this kind of policy that has been asked of the National
Foundation. This 1is a policy for progress {the gqal) by means of pro—
méticn. Suppoée, on the other hand, that we use a vgry'sihilar phrase:
"a policy for the promotion of progress.” Here the goal is prdmotion,

_ and the means are to be chosen. To develop a policy for promotion ome

might ask:

(1) why .do we care about pfomotion (needs assessment)? o

1 {2) what do we mean by promotion?
(3) what constitutes the accomplisiment of promotion?
- (4) how will we know when we get there?

It appears to be. this kind of policy that has been asked of ‘the National

Endowment.

- 4, Defining the Conmstituéncy for the Fedetral Humanities Program:

This may be the hardest task of all because it is not merély a ques-

" tion of quality vs. access, of elitism vs. populism; it is also a question
‘of final goals vs. formal goals, of change vs, status quo. Let us try

to sort out the variables. _ )
a. Final goals VSe. formal goals. : .
Final goals always involve the accomplishment of a difficult objec-

‘tive, and they normally produce a change in the way things are. 'Formal

goals do not so.much involve accomplishment as they involve style (“"good
forn"), the way in which you go about things (although this, too, is sub-
tle, gince achieving good forn" may be a difficult accoupllshment) An
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example may help. The final goal of a business is probably to make a

good return on investsent;'a formal goal might be to have an effective
affirmative action program. The more urgent the challenge of final éoals,
‘the less compelling are questions of formal concern. For example, if mf

: business s going bankrupt, I am probably not going to give my greatest
attention to improving the affirmative action program. Now, let us apply
this example to the Ffederal humanities program: Suppose, for example,

that our "pdlicy of support" analysis disclosed that the greatest and

most urgent problem in the humanities in the United Stases today was’:the in-
effectuality of academic'humanitieSazg
the $50 billion invested every year by other agencies was having the op-

We might discovsr, for example, that

posite effect to what was intended: it was, driving people away from the
humanities, convinced that they were irrelevant. It is at least conceiv-
able that the federal humanities program might invest its entire $150 mil--
lion in a single activity: to find out what was wrong, and to correct it.
The reasoning would be that, if the federal program were to invest its '
funds as a_Catalyst for change, and if it were successful, then the forcs-
of the full $50 hillion would be enlisted in the objectives of “high * =
civilization" and self-government of "wisdom.and vision." In thé context
of urgent final goals, formal questions must take second place. Accomp-'..
lishing great things is of a diffetent order of importance than sharing
resources equally. When there are plenty of bullets, let everyone take
turns shooting the hunter's rifle; but when everyone is hungry, and there
is but one bullet left, you are well advised to let the best marksmin take
the shot, The federal humanities program faces a bit of a dilemma: does
it have a final goal of grear importance? If so, we had best husband our
reSouiCes carefully, and apply them as fruitfully as possible in the puf—
suit of that goal. If not, perhaps we should simply distribute our re-
EOUrces équitably among the general population, and go on our way.
b. Elitism vs. Populism,

' NEH has ssgfered more paln on this issue than could possibly be

warranted, On the one hand, within academic humanities, the charge has

been favoritism toward the elitist colleges and universities as opposed
o Yaffirmative action" to insure that the funds ‘are more evenly spread
around. The even spread of money is a formal goal. On the other hand,
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NEﬁ hae been charged with favoring eeademic humanities as opposed to pub~
~1lic applications of the humanities in non-traditional settings. 'But,.uni :
1e95 there is a final. gual here that I have not perceived. this is also

.a formal conaideration, i.e., one of spreading the benefits around. This
formal goal was canonized in the 1976 legislation when a seventh task

was added to the six that had sufficed since 1965:

to insure that the benefit of its programs will also be available
to our citizens where such programs would otherwise be unavailable
-due to geographic or economic reasons.

Let me confess here an abiding respect for Senator Claiberne Pell. His

insistence that the humanitieslﬁe made meaningful to the people has bro-

ken. the monopoly of academic hnmenities, encouraged the development of

applied humanities, ‘and set the stage for the possibility of eomprehen- '

- .sive humanities. But, the humanities are not.the arts, and different

. standards must apply_in the matter of populist access, The arts readily
conbine high quality with broad popularity; the. humenities do not. iIn the

_popular mind, with good reason, the arts are pleasurable; the humanitigﬁ
are. difficult requiring sustained attention and disciplined and subtle

.,inquiry. One may relax in enjoyment of the arts; one must -exert. oneself
to engage in the- humanities. .The thrill of intellectual insight ean be

as moving as an artistic experience, but reaching it is a far more arduoue
task. I will return to this question below,

The real di)lemma for therfederal humanities program in the question
of elitism 1ies with the fact that the "Deelaration.of Purpose” in the -
legislation i3, in snme sense at leest, profoundly elitist., It seeks to
support and promote scholarship, certainly an elitist occupation. It seeks

' to be instrumental in producing 'unrldw1de respect and admiration for the
‘Nation's high qualities as a leader in the realm of ideas and of the spir-~
ie,"” certainlﬁ an elitist objective. Can leadership ever be less than elit-
ist? It 'aims to produce a "high civilization," to value and supnort the
"great'btanches" of scholarly and cultural activity, and to. provide con-
ditiane that "can eall a great artist or scholar into existence.” Now it
- would be difficult to find anything more elitist than "greatness.” And
these are final goals, which,.if Aristotle 15 correct, take precedence

over all others. Shall we pursue greatness? Or shall we pursue equality?
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Let us decide, once and for all, _and not go on blaming ourselves for
not accompiishing both simultaneounsly.

co Quality.-vs. Access;

Were we to bring the humanities to everyone, there is some question

whether everyone would want them. Do we respect their preference, and

. confine our affirmative action" efforts, as Chairman Duffey suggests,

to those who are “willing and able“"3 I once had a British roommate who
stocked seven grades of tea. He always gave the lowvest grade to me, be-
cause he knew I would like 1t best. My sensitivity to quality in tea,
you see, was sowewhat undeveloped. Aristotle maintains that, while all
men by nature desire to know, there are certain conditions and limita-
tions. A crucial condition is, in the broadest sense, leisure (includ-
ing time, and peace of mind). A limitation, for moral philosophy at .
least, is sufficlent matufity of mind.  Reflecting in the same vein,
Milton Stern, an English professor and one-time Chairman of the Conmecti-
cut Humanities Council, argued ﬁersuasively that persons. on the other
side of "the grim margin of subsistence” could not possibly respond to
_the humanities: when your children are starving, and you are sick, you
do not readily discuss "social justice." But, economic deprivation is
not, as we all know, the only destroyer of leisure: The comitment to
doing things, so characteristic of our culture, whether induced: by guilt,
ambition, or simply by custom, can do a pretty good job as well, The
busy end Succeseful may be as difffcult to reach with undiluted humanities
as the impoverished and the deprived, expecially if college exposure has
demonstrated the irrelevance of the humanities to their lives, Once
again, what is our task: to make the humanities available to those who
are "willing and-able”? Or is it to make them useful te everyone, a
quite different task?

There 13 another, related question, that I have yet to see dis+
cussed. Society is organic, structured, not atomistic; evem a society
as fragmented as ours. People turn to other people to perform opinion-
formation funetions, and for other reasons. Wich our oversimplified
view of both the humanities and the public, we have yet to think deeply
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about the implications of social strﬁcture for.public humﬁnities-pro—
grams, If we think of_éociety hlerarchically, it may be that there iﬁ-
a modality in which "quality" humand ties material can be madé attractive
at each level of the hierarchy. If we think of soclety as a metwork,
it may'be that there are ways of designing public p;oérams*so that they
enter the netwq;k at one point, and then spread throughout tpe system.

-
-

._/ . ~
II. POLICY FOR THE FEDERAL HHMANITIES PROGRAM: TO BE, OR NOT 10 BE

A. THE ‘NATIONAL PROGRAM: NO POLICY YET
1., Congressional Expectations,
In the-1965 legislation, the controlling vision guiding efforts to
promote progress and scholarship in the humanities and the arts was two- '
fold:

(1) that the United States might become a “high civilization."
(2) that its self-government might become characterized by

"wisdom and vision." : : .=
Congress hoped that, through the efforts of the National Foundation for
the Arts and for the Humanities, the United States would earn the respect
of the world for 1ts qnalities as a "leader in the realm of ideas and of
the spirit." 7

Since the United States was already making a substantial investment
in pursuit of these same géals through its schools, colleges, universities,
and other cultural institutions, Congress requested the National Founda-"
. tion to provide a "policy of support,” defining the distinctive role that
the federal program should play:

The purpose of the Foundation shall be to develop and promote a
. broadly .conceived national policy of support for the humanities
and the arts in the United States, pursuant to this Act, Sec.- 4(b)

Congress asked ‘the National Endowment to provide a "policy for promo-
tion" that would define the character, objectives and priorities of federal
promotional activities under -the law. WNEH was "authorized” to

develop and encourage the pursuit of a national policy for the pro-~
motion of progress and scholarship in the humanities. Sec. 7(c)(1)
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These two policies were related as goals are related to means, with the
Foundation to delineaté the ebjectives, and the Endowment to determine
thé means. (Cf. page 13, "A National Policy".)
2. Congressional Disappointment, and_Concern. ) _
Neither the National Foundation nor NEE has yet provided Congress
with the national pelicy requested of each 15 years ago., The Foundation,

long inactive, has recently been activated, but in a coordinating rather
than in a policy-making roleoslThe National Endowment appears to have sim—
ply ignored the request, In the early years NEH was so small (initially
$2.5 million) in a multibillion dollar Interior budget that Congressional
oversight was ﬁinimal. Now that NEH has grown to a $150 million a year
operation, Congress 1s looking more closely.. A 1979 House Staff Invest-—
igative Report called Congress' attention to the failure of both agencies
to develop theilr respective policies. The Investigative Staff was quite
critical of this failure, because it left the federal humanities program
without objectives, priorities, or criteria in pursuing its wmandate. In-
stead of leading, the National Endowment was passive, reactive. Instead
of national policy being carefully and thoughffully developed in advance.
it was beiﬁg made incidentally, and after the fact, by the relatively un-—
controlled pattern of individual funding decisions:

The legislation specifically identifies the development and pursuit
of a national policy for the humanities within the authority of the
Chairman of thé Humanities Endowment. 1In the opinion of the Inves-—
tigative Staff, neither the NEH nor -the Federal Council (of the Nat-
ional Foundation) has made any significant progress in achieving this

_ purpose, development of a national policy. The Investigative Staff
believes the Endowment has abrogated its leadership rele and allowed
the various project applications submitted from the field to become |
4 surrogate national policy, shaping the program direction and em—-
phasis of the Endowment,32

3. NEH Response: National Policy was not requested: is‘not_QgEirable.'

In fts formal response to this critiqisu§3NEH gave six pages of ar-
gument to the effect that the Investigative Staff misread the legislationm,
that no "national policy for the humanities” was requested by the legis-
lation, that no such policy should ever be set by the federal government
(for fear of unwarranted federal dominafion and lack of proper restraint),
'that the absence of such a policy is no impediment to the accomplishment
of federal objectives, and that NEH was, in fact, making policy suftably
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when it established funding lines, budgetary leielei'guidelinee and con- .
ditions, and special efforts with respect to its grant making. Ia argu-
ing that the Investigative Staff misread the legislatiom, HEH7does not

provide a corrected reading to explain what precisely the policy was that -

Congress did in fact request, nor whether NEH was prepared-to fulfill the
request as NEH understood it.
4o Analysis of the Disagreement. A'policy- was ‘requésteds: - iS‘needed. .
It seems clear that the Investigative Staff was lacking io precision’
intdescribing the nature of thefpolicy Congress had requested (NEH is cer- -

- tainly correct in asserting that Congress did not intend NEHW to functionm ..
as a "ministry of culture,” setting norms and standards fat the humanities

througheut the nation). It seems equally clear that NEH was lacking in
the"same pteeisibn,'fitat, by confusing the request made of the Natiomal
Foundation (a national policy of support) with that made of the National
Endowment . (a policy for promotion); eecond by evading acknowledgement of
the fact that a request for some- kind of policy had been made; and, fi-
nally, by failing to distinguish between a "policy for promotion,™ clearly
requested of NEE,.end a "policy for the humanities, clearly. not request-—
ed of NEH. -
While the terminology of the- Investigative Staff appears to have

‘heen” imprecise, their main conclusion (i.e., that NEH had failed to artic-

ulate a coherent policy and was operating consequently in a policy vacuum
with respect to its objectives and7priorities; passively responding rather

than aggressively lcading) seems to be entirely correct. It is pnot ade-
quate for NEHto Tespond that it makes policy decisions with respect to fund—

ing lines; budgets, guidelines and special initiatives, The question is: -

in the framework of what ccherent overall policy for promotion .of progress
and-scholarship are such decisions being made? One egsential element of
such a policy would be the esl:al?lislinent of the objectives by the achieve-

_'mentuof'whieh,suctess‘or failure can bé measured, Because such a peliey,

and ‘such standards, have not been developed, it is literally impossible
for -anyone :6 say whether, in ite'first'ls years, NEH has been a success
or a_failure., One simply does not know what it was supposed to have ac— -
cempliehed. o ‘ ; - '

"By way of extenuatiom, what‘appeers to be a very-pnusual-situation,'
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an organization étaffed by intelligent and indastrious people..working
auay.diligently,: when no one has a clear idea of where they are going
or how they will know when they get there, i5, I understand, not only com—
‘mon among federal organizations: it 1s characteristic of ;hem!;4 This is
no grounds for applause, however. It 1s natural to regist specifying ob-.
jectives; first, because it is very hard tb‘dbvthis well, .and, éecdnd, be-
cause one may éasily fail to accomplish themo- Still, failure to specify
objectives, especially for a ccﬁﬁ;ratively tiny, necessarily catalytic,
organization such as NEH, almost guarantees that no really significant
accomplishments will be achieved

5 Egplanation' Why No Policy Was Developed and Promoted.

‘ No policy was developed and promoted because those responsible did
. not realize the neéd for one. The program was administered by academics
who took it to be self-evident that. the objective was to provide academic
bumanities with "a margin of support." Providing support is am activity,
not a goal; it is an activity supﬁorting the goals of others. ' Consequent—
ly, no need was felt to develop a comprehensive national policy of distinc-'
tive federal goals, priorities, or criteria.” Formal, but not final, goals_
were involved, i.e., to provide suppert fairly, and with quality consider— '
ations in mind. Furthermore, a constituency "willing and able” to receive
all of the support that was available'uas immediately accessible (the col-
leges and universities, and their teachers and scholars), so there was no
need, initially, for a plan to accomplish “constituency development”™ goals
' and objectives.' l
Quickly these assumptions began to break down, and the long history
of clash between Congress and ﬂfH may be looked upon as an attempt by Con~
gress to coavince a reluctant NEB that Congress had something else in mind
other than simply a passive role in support of academic humanities on the )
basis of quality and fairmess, Inﬁensive Congressional pressure was ex-
erted, to the point of repeated legislative ﬁmendments, to convince NEH
that it was expected to reach beyond the academic constituency towards the
géneral public, that it was expected to go beyond academic humanities to—
wards applied humanities, and that it was to go beyond fairmess in the
direction of affirmative action. The academic humanities, with their $50

. 'billion, were not accomplishing the objectives of the legislation, and
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were, poésibly, impeding their accomplishment. To simply.provide them
.an additional stipend of ihqignificagt amount could hardly bé'expected
to accomplish anything. And Congress expecte& some results. (The de—
. velopment of this.clﬂsh from the 1968 legislative amendments to the re~
port of the House Investigative Staff in 1979, will be traced in the next

- major section of this essays o)

6. Agsessment: Cansequences:bf'Havigngo Policy.
2. Lack of Leadership. ) '
In the absence of policy, leadership was impossible, and NEH was
unable to fulfill what Chairman. Duffey has called "one of the most impor-
tant responsibilities of the Chairman of the National Endowment for the

Humanitjes . . . . the task of expressing the nationsl interest in these
fields of knowledge."35 '
b. Dissipation of Resources.

In the absence of policy, a program lacks focus and coherence,
Whatever coherence and focus pertained to the original; purely acgdemic
program, has been substantially confused by Congressional intrusions amd
NEH respomses since that time. An'important_s:atemeﬁt of concern was
' made during appropriation heariqgs by W.McReil Lowry, for many years the-
- Ford Foundationié key executive for humanities and arfs programs, and,.
according to Congregsman'Yétes, a major influence in the creation of the
arts and humanities endowments. In a statement-directed specifically to
the NEA, but also intended to be instructive to NEH, Mr. Lowry said:

I think that most of us fourteen years ago would have expected that
by 1979 we would have a clearer idea of federal policies in these
areas . . o « In a longer statement I have filed with the Committee
which deals with the humanities as well as with the arts, I have
concentrated on the need’ for policy and planning, particularly as
-it concerms the National Endowment for the Arts, and a clear state—
ment of priorities and choices that could be defended or at least
argued about. At present, there is not merely the absence of clear
priorities but the scatteration of funds, the diversion of many art—
istic enterprises from their chosen objectives and functions, the
attenuation rather than the discrimination of standards, and .the
creation—together with State and community agencies—of a delivery
system that is expensive, cumbersome and parasitical ¢ ¢ ¢ o If I
belabor. the importance of'ppiicy; strategy, planning and evaluation,
Mr. Chairmap, it is because I think the longer the federal govern-
ment goes without priorities and choices, the more difficult it
will be to make them. It is already very late. 36 :
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¢. The absence of, or confusion of goals°

] Chairman Duffey has remarked that it was not until 1978 that
NEE specified any goals in its appropriation requests to angress.sTNEH;
since then, has provided "gpa;"”gtgteménts that reveal a serious con-
fusion of "goals" with "méans." Currently there are four major "goals":

(1) To promote the public understanding of the humanities,
and of their value in thinking about the current conditions
of national life; .

(2) To improve the quality of teaching in the humanities and
its responsiveness to new intellectual currents and changing
social concerns; ed

(3) To strengthen the scholarly foundation for humanistic
study, and to support research activity which emriches the
life of the .mind in America; and

(4) To nurture the futute well-being of those essential in-
stitutional and human resources which make possible the study
of the humanities,38

The first three of these "goals" are restatements and amplifications of
three of the seven tasks assigned to NEH in Section 7{c) of the legiéla-
tion. As such, they are activities, not goals. They also stimulate a
question: where are the other four? The other four were (in Summary):=.

(1) to develop a national policy for promotion;

(2) to foster the interchange of information;

{3) to stupport the publication &f scholarly works; and

{4) to insure benefits to all citizens. '
What'we.havé here is a choice of emphasis among means, not the specific-
ation of goals. What we do not have is a comprehensive rationale explain—
ing this emphasis in terms of the goals to be accomplished, nor any means
to verify whether these activities prove :5 be successful in accomplish—
ing their goals. The fourth "goal" is espetiaily interesting, because
NEH is here adding a task not "authorized" in the legislation. Although

this task may well be implicit in the other tasks, it does represent a

significant departure, worthy of close scrutiny.

An argument could be made that it is better to express no goals
than to confuse ends and means, goals and acFivities. Confusion is com-
poun&ed, in the absence of a synthetic, coherent pelicy, when countless

- other “goal“ statements appear without a cléar rationale or apparent con—
nection to the four major “goals." Reviewing the reports and testimony

of the past few years, one finds "missions,” "mandates,” "priorities,”
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"objectives,” *roles,” "responsibilities,” and "purposes” for the feder-

- al program without. any definitfon of the meaning of these terms in rela-
tion to one another, nor any attempt to relate the content of the various
statements.to-each other or to the four majof goals. Sométimes it seems
that NEH really has a.single goal, rather than four, as in these state-
nents by Chairman Duffey: o

-

The Endowment's task, as 1 understand it. from the legislation, is
to try to comnect the interests and concerns of our citizens for
greater understanding of’ ' the complexity of our culture, with the
institutions and individuals who can serve those' interests, who are
irn a sense our cultural resources for learning the humanities,39

We have a mandate from the Congress to support the study and nurture
of the humanities by as many of our people as possible, 40

The real story of the National Endcwment for the Humanities 15 that
its grants make it possible for individpa1 American citizens to ex-
er¢ise their curiosity, to ponder age-old dilemmas and modernm per-=
plexities, to keep their minds alive to all the.great issues about
the human’ condition«al

-
.

It is this rele, to encble the ideal of democratic citizenship, that
is the highest public purpose of the Humanities Endoumentﬁz

NEH is the only Federal agency with specific and statutory respon-
sibility for the state of the humanities in the Nation.43

The course to be adopted by NEH is to keep alive the pogsibilities
for intellectual diversity and for substantive access.4ﬁ

Sometimes NEH appearS-to have not one, or four, but two goals:

NEH (has) two fundamental and complementary missions: :

(1) to assist scholars and teachers in the humanities and the in-

stitutions which nourish their work . . . and

(2) to foster, in the public at large, an awareness of the crucial
issues- in the humanities and of their importance for contemporary

1life in America. 45

(Note: ‘the underlinings above are ‘all added to suggest that these,
too, are actions, not goals, and to suggest their diversity)
Alchough these citationS'are, of necessity, taken ocut of their original

context, the varying contexts in the full texts did nothing to clarify the

relationships betwéen these statements in a systematic and coherent way.
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7. Reluctance to.Cbnsiderla‘?olicy-fdrfPrbmotidn.

What is far more perplexing than the failure to develop a policy
for promotion is the reluctance to acknowledge that such a policy is
called for, or to consider what such a policy would be. There. is even...
what appears to be avoidance of the phrase "policy for promotion"; im hun-
dreds of pageé of testimony and ;gporfs‘l only found it used by NEH once,
and that was an incidenfal, paééing reference., Far more frequently, NEH
connects with itself the Nationa;,Fbundation responsibility for a "policy
of support," usually t;anslaiiﬁé its meaning into "a policy for support.“46
NEH has never, to my knowléﬁge, acknowledged responsibility for a policy
for promotion, in spite of the most insistent Congressional questioning on
this point. One can only marvel as one observes Congressman Yates try
wi£h great perseverance to get NEH to acknowledge this resﬁonsibility,
and ultimately fail. Congressman Yates:

Again, there may be a failure of communication here as to what is
meant by 'natfonal policy.' The legislation does use the phrase
'national policy for promotion.' Whoever was the senior humanities
endowment official is quoted as saying, 'We do not have a national
policy, nor should we.' Obviously, you have to have a policy for
promotion, 47

When- NEH declined to answer yes, or no, Congressman Yates finally gave up
the attempt, consoling himself that, perhaps, NEH really did have such a
policy in operation but just did not want to tell anyone what it was.
Strictly speaking, the legislative mandate to NEH was to develop such a
policy, nbdt necessarily to write it down. Still, it is not easy to see
how NEH cou;d fulfill the second half of the request of Congress, to "en-
courage the pursuit of a national policy” without at least telling people
what the policy was.

Something more than an understandable reluctance to acknowledge a
fault secems to be at work here. Such an acknowledgement would, literally,
turn the NEH program inside out, transforming the agency from a passive,

responsive, supportive one into an active, initiating, catalytic one.
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B, THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT: PASSIVE SUPPORT? OR ACTIVE PROMOTION?
1. Ihe A;ggpent for A Passive Role, -
Although an important evolution is taking place, the leadership
of NEH continues to see theé :Federal humanities program as essentially
passive and supportive. NEH, in this view, 18 a grant-making foundation
vhose task is to make its grants according to standards of quality with

some attention to questions of access. It is not a federal agency, with
the responsibility to accompliah certain objectives. 'Its mission is, es~
sentially, supportive. - '

While there is no reason why 2 foundation should mot actively
bdréue goals, and, indeed, most foundations certainly do pursue goals
through their grant-making process, there are reasons, both.in the leg-
islation agd in the political situation, that give some credence to the
pass;vg'stance; In the first place; the original budget was $2.5 million, -
It is difficult to imagine the accomplishment of goals with such 2 sum,
Secondly, in the legislative "Declaratiom.of Purﬁose" one finds some jus-

tification for a passive, supportive role:

It is necessary and appropriate for the Federal Government to compie-
ment, assist, and add to programs for the advancement of the human-
ities and the arts by local, State, reglonal and private agencles
and their organizations—

But, even here, the support is not for .the humanities,. but fdr the "advance-
ment of the humanities," _

The original definition of the humanities in the 1965 legislation
was limited to é list of academic disciplines, encouraging NEH to think of
itself as a support group for the academic establishment. Thig was encour-
aged further by fhe name itself, "National Endowment for the Humanities,"
which seems rto suggest that the goal of the program is merely the nourish-
ment of the humanities disciplines, and not their application to important
national objectives, .

The passive role was also'politically sensible, at least in the early
- years. NEH.was an academically—oriented'insﬁitution, nun by academicg, in
service to academics. Its-scope was defined as a number of academic dis-
ciplines, at.least in the definitions section of the legislation., The pol~
itical power behind the 1965 act came from the colleges and universities.

. Senator Pell had joingd his interest in the arts with the humanities
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primarily to secure this political base, and he acknowledges that, with-
out the political clout of the colleges and universities federal support
for the arts could not have been accomplished. While Pell personally wish-
ed from the beginning that the federal humanities program wdﬁld'ﬁave the
same public focus as the arts program, he did not at that time have tﬁe
power to insist on that stipulation. Consequently, the early federal hu-
manities program provided a '&mrgin of support" for quality academic pro- -
jects. .

4 final factor in favor pﬁﬂpé;sivity is that it is comparatively
eaéya A passive foundation reiétes to existing constituvencies, and serves
felt needs, Responsiveness is all that is required; it is not mecessary
toc create a new constituency, or to define and address needs trhat have yet
to be widely perceived. The academic constituency was la;ge; gccessible;
and willing and able to apply for funds to pursue tasks of its own choos—
ing. It was easy to obtain an impressive array of applications. The main
challenge was a formal one: to develop and implement procedures for pro-.
posal review that would be sound, and defemsible, .=

2. The Argument for An Active Role,

. In fact, maintaining a purely passive stance proved to be 1mpossih1e,
and NEH is even beginning now to acknowledge an active orientation:

The Endowment has sought to stimulate as well as to respond to broad
and important areas of need in the humanities. Until the Endowment
instituted a program of grants for ‘media projects, for example,

the translation of humanistic knowledge into television and radio
progﬁ;$s has (sic) been, at best, limited in both quantity and qual-
ity.

An active stance becomes imperative in one of two cases: either an Impor-

_tant goal will not be pursued unless the agency acts, Oor a necessary con-—

stituency will not respond without active encouragement, Although not im—
mediately perceived by NEH, Congress intended that NEH reach beyond the
goals of academic humanities, to achieve goals for the country as a whole.
It also intended that NEH reach beyond fhe ready-made academic constituency,
to reach new (and often hard-to-reach) constituencies in the public at
large. To make this intent unmistakeably clear, Congress amended'the law
_significantly in 1968, 1970, and 1976. In 1968, the so-called "definftion”
o{nghe"humanitieq" was supplemented to add both the notion of applied

i
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- humaoities and the notion of public focus. The words added were: "and
thé study and application of the humanities to the human environmment,"
In 1970, the definition was further supplemented, this time stressing
the notionh of réievaoce to the present day. The words added were: "with
.particplar attention to'the relevance of the humanities to the current con-
ditions of natfonal 1ife.”  :- '
By 1970, NEH was beginﬂ;ng eo experiment with "public programming,”
in response to the Congressional encouragement. Some of these eiperiménts
reached traditional cultural institutions in what was essentially still.a
passive mode; q.g., sustaining grants to the New York City Public Library.
But tho ongothat shattered the tranquil passivity in Washington for good,
it would seem, was. the creation of the state-based federal program. In
terms of NEH's history, this development can only be seen as a shocking
abbrration, a strange marriage of the National Endowment for the Arts
- model with the National Science Foundation model, no doubt forced upon a

reluctant NEE by intensified pressure from Congress. Senator Pell had
wanted ‘state humanities agencies from the very beginningélalthough it is
not clear théo;he rea;;zed'that they would find no constituency there with
.an appetite for what they would be allowed to offer, The state arts agen—
cies ' were winning applause for NEA in the halls of Coﬁgress, for reasons
that were probaﬁly.both political and idealistic, while NEFH was scen as
merely.reioforcing the popular stereotype to the effect that.the humanities
were olitist, esoteric, and irrelevant. With the utmost reluctance, I
would suspect, but with no other choice, NEH created these state-based
programs, " This feluc;ancg found expression in their remarkably circum-
scribed prograrming scope. Rather than being invited to éollaboriﬁé_in'pfq—
‘moting the fedEral-program in the states, the state-based endowments

were pfohibitéd from'addressing any of the funding programs engaged in

by NEH. ~ They were allowed ‘only to fund policy issue discussions relating
"to a single theme, a program focus that required them to create a new kind
of. humanities (applied ‘humanities), and a new public constituency. In
short, the state-based endowments were to pursue goals that were largely
unrecognized, and to develop constituencies that did not yet exist. This
was a __51 active and promotional responsibility.
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Not only were state-based endownments surprisingly active, but they
also constituted a new kind of activity for NEH. No existing agency ap-
plied to be a state-based hmmanities endowment; the-agenéies ;ere created
“by invitation only.” In other words, although the grant-making pfoceés
was used to fund these state endowments, they were not the result of the
normal process of grént—making. No guidelines were written and promul-
gated; no open competition f0r_fﬁﬁﬂing was held; no judgments on the
basis of quality were rendered: Instead, what amounted to a contract
was made (through the propésal_pr6€ess, to be sure), with the tetms of
the offer and the acceptance being set by NEH, but fleshed out by the
hand;picked applicants, In summary, NEH was creating a new program
for the purpose of dbing program development and promotional activity
-in each state so thét the federal humanities program could begin to reach
the general public. This was a very active role on the national 1§y61
for ap organization that, to this day, regards itself as passive.

Congress ﬁpplauded NEH for this move, while expressing concern that
the narrow scope allowed the state-based endowments by NEH was an unwar-
ranted circumscribing of their role. In 1976, the state-based endqwménts
wvere written intc the federal legislation (occupying a large part of the
-total text),. For the first time they were specifieally authorized by
Congress to pursue all of ﬁhe programming options open to NEH; they were
required to formalize their accountability to the people and the govern-
ment of each state; and they were assured a minimum level of guaranteed
funding. NEH was to review, and to assess the "adéquacy* of each pro-
gram, but no longer to circumscribe its programming range beyond the
limits set in the 1egislation§2 NEH was to devote at least 20% of its
total progrhmming budget to the state=based endowments.

The appointment of Chairman Duffey to replace Ronald Berman wass an-

other sign of the need for a more active posture at NEH. More and more,
" NEH found itself criticized by Congress for failing to be aggressive
enough in reaching beyond the small group of elite academic institutions
most highly qualified, on the one hand, and in exploring possibilities
for non-academic programming (with special attention to hard-to-reach
constituencies) on thé other. If_quality had reigned supreme in 1965,
the dbminanﬁ thrust of the new, Carter administration was going to be
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access (and access requires action,-affirﬁative'aCtion).53In an early

statement of the new policy, in November, 1977, Chairman Duffey did not

~even mention the word "quality," something, I suspect, that would have

been impessible in earlier days:

‘What is this Administration's emphasis and policy with respect to
‘the.Humanities? . . . o Our goals are access for all Americans;
diversity of activity; respect for taste and judgment in every
reglon and section of the country; confidence in the shared

. concern and goodwill of people who cdre about these matters every-
vhere; enthusiasm for a national response to needs ‘in this area.’4

;

el
While the official rhetoric'of NEH is still overwhelmingly passive,

‘a conceptual transition towards a more active orientation is beginning to

become apparent. The attempt to specify goals, for the first time is one
sign. The tendency to move from multiple, formal goals, towards one or
two more final goals, is another, During the 1981 appropriations hearings

. Chairman, Duffey expreséed in a striking manner, a'goal—otientation that

goes far beyond notions of support, suggesting a dynamic and catalytic

.. role for NEH

.The task of the Humanities Endowment is one of comnection and incer-
action, .Its task is to encourage study and reflection over the deep—~
est and broadest of human concerns. To do that it has had, first and
foremost, to stimulate and nurture the interaction between our people
and their quastions, on the one hand, and our cultural institutioms °

and their potential on the other.d3

_ Another development is very striking. This one pertains to NEH's

.DiV1BiDn of State Programs. " Four years ago, when the Federation of Public

Programs in the Humanities was established, it was established on the pre-
mise that NEH's legislative mandate prohibited support services to the
stpte-baéed endowments. A little more than a year ago, in response to
charges of'thé House Investigative Staff that the Fedéeration had come in-
to existence because of a failure on NEH's part to providg leadership and

support to the state-endowments, Chairman Duffey stated:

Since the Endowment's essential nission as defined by Congress is

to function as 'a grant-making organization, the Endowment staff re-
" cognized at the outset of funding state programs that the Endowment
. could not undertake extensive service functions. 36 :

. This year, in.a 1 1/2 page document entitled "Program Initiatives,
1981," (would that state endowkent reports to NEH could be so brief!)
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the Division of State Programs outlined its plans for the coming year.
What do we £ind? Both a rather comprehensive list of support services to
_be provided state-based endowments, and a consciousness of trespassing on
the Federation's territory. '"What 1s needed (from the ﬁivision of State
" Programs, the document asserts) is sustained leadership on more gubstan-
tive matters.”" This includes: '

Further refinement and expansion of the Division's information
sharing function. The automatic data processing system inaugurated
in FY 1981 will‘be used extensively. Articles will be prepared for
NEH publications which describe distinctive projects funded by state-
councils. Thematic essays will-be prepared by Division staff on such
subjects as local history programs and methods of evaluation, and
"will be circulated to all the states. An orientation kandbook for
new members of state councils will be published. The Division will
invite state representatives to Washington for symposia on select-

ed subjects, such as rural programming, reaching Hispanic audiences,
and involvement of scholars from under-represented humanities dis-
ciplines such as anthropology and jurisprudence. Division staff will
work with groups of states to explore possibilities for multi-state
funding of regionally important projects, and bi- or tri-state shar-
ing of staff with special skills (e.g., media, Native Americans).

The Division anticipates that there will need to.be "further clgrifiééfibn
of the relationship between the Division, the Federation, and the state
councils. There is potential for duplication between the Division and the
federatibﬁg" Quite so. A remarkably active program for a passive agency.
We might cbnclpde that this sleeping beauty is about to awake. What a stim-
ulatihg possibility! Of course, it is a large step from support services
to brompt?onal activity, but the thought of a true national/state partmer—
sﬁip for promotion of progress and scholarship in the humanities is an ex-’

citing prospect to consider.
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Co _THE STATE<BASED ENDOWMENTS: SPECIAL STATUS? OR STATE AGENCY?
1. Historical Bacgground
a. Pre—1976. NEH Program- Development. Activities.

Prior to. 1976 the state-based endowments were program development

activities. of NEH; Although organizationally distinct (independent, ad
hoc committees, in almost every case), they were created by NEH solicita-
" tion, directed towards NEH program development objectives (development
of a grass roots humanities constituency), controlled by NEH regula- " --
tions,- and programmatically circumscribed by NEH-developed guidelines.
The document that eventually formalized the role of the stateébesed en—
dowments was entitled "State-Based Program Principles and Standards,"
- The document 18 a-very strange mix of "offictal” NEH formal requirements.
without any- specific.indication of purpose, and "unofficial” goal-state-
wents derived, somehow, from the formal requirements by a panel of state-
endowment chairpersons working with NEH staff., The formal requiremente,
or "principles,” follow: -

(1) The humanities should be central to all aspects of the commit;ee s
) program, ‘
(2) Scholars in' the humanities should be involved centrally in
each project funded.
(3) All grants . . . should support projects dealing with public
policy issues (defined as "factually the subject of address”
by a government agency) .
(4). The committee should have a carefully chosen staté theme, and
the theme 'should be central to each project,
{5) Projects should involve the adult, out—of=school public.
(6). Conmittee objectives should be achieved by making grants,
(7) The first six principles of the state-based program can best be
' achieved by a representative and volunteer state committee made
up of scholars in the humanities, institutional administrators,
and members of the public.

Because the state-based program involved a focus that was equally foreign
to the public and to the academic humanist, it implied three major program
 development goals:

{1) The development .of a new public constituency for applied human-
ities .discussions and the extension of this constituéncy be-
yond "those segments of the adult public traditionally comfort-
able with and involved in conventional adult education.'

{2) The development of a new constituency for applied humanities
involving a large number of humanities scholars.

¢ (3) The development of an expanding number: of ‘institutional sponsors
especially those “noc traditionally involved in humanities
programming. .
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Thus, the programs were designed to discharge Congress' instruction

to NEH "to foster public understanding and appreciation of the human-

ities." Otherwise, prog'rammatiéally, the state-based endowments were

totally distinct from the national program: by and largé, NEH‘reéained

its passive, academic focus, while the state-base& endownments$ undertook

strenuous program development activities on behalf of the federal human-

ities program. Although NEH provided technical advice through a staff

of program officers, it did mot provide support services, nor was there

any programmatic collaboration between state—based and national staff.
This status for the state-based program was not just "special";

it was unique. I1f NEH had opened a branch office in each state-advised

by an ad hoc comnittee, the purpose served would have been the same,

One could look upon the state-based endowments as a means by which NEH

could accomplish program development objectives without greatly increas—

ing its need for administrative funds. The one drawback was a certain

‘break in the "chain of command," and more than once NEH found itself push-

ing on a rope, so to speak, trying to get the ad hoc committees to respond

to its expectations. . =

b, The 1976 Legislation: State-based Programs become State Prog-

rams on Thelr Way to Becoming State Agencies.

During the 1976 reauthorization process, the state-based program was
written into the Congressional legislation for the first time as a compon-
ent element of the federal program. The new law gave more atteantion to the
federal program in the states than it did to the program of the National
Endowment, While still required to submit a plan and periodic reports for
review by NEH, states were now authorized by Congress to become full colla-
borators with NEH, pursuing on the state level the same range of program
tasks that had been authorized for NEH originally in Section 7 (c) of the
law, including purely academic programming. . In effect, the state-based pro-
gram became directly accountable to Congress, with NEH functionlng as a
broker in the accountability process. The main adﬁanéage of this develop-
ment, from the perspective of the state endowments, was that it allowed
them to do at least some programming of a less strenuous, more traditional,

sort, éerving the cultural as well as the citizenship needs of their people.



The main disadvﬂn;age ues the introduction'of a new note of confusiqn.
For one thing, two agencies, NEH and Congress, would mow each be imposing
eheir distinctive sets of expectations. And these twoiagenciEs had mnot
always been noted for seeing eye to eye. For ano:her? it was not clear
whether the new situation would be but a half-way point on the passage
to state agency status, Now, the most 1mporcent poih: about state agem-—-
cy status was not the one most often mentioned,-that is, the question of”
possible politieal Anterference with the funding choices. - The most im-
portant question was whether statgq agency status would mean that the ..
state endowments would become instruments, no longer of a federal programn
in the state, but of a state program whose goals and objectives would be
set entirely on the basis of the distinctive character of the state. Such
programs might truly be called "state programs;" rather than "state-based”
federal programs. Since 1976, confusion over whether ‘the state endowments
are intended to serve federal goals, state goals, or some combination of
the two, has been a major-attribute of the program.

Soon after the legislation was enacted the NEH National Council
issued its first instructions to the state endouments, in the form of two
"comments" on the legislation. The first, Comments of the National Council
- on the_ﬂumap;eies Regarding the "Plan” Required of State—Based Committees

by the New Legislation (11/19/76) was a straight-forward review of the new

statutory'requirements for administfation of the state endowments, with
'speeial teferencé to accountabllity to the citizens and to the governeent

of each state.. The second, Commenps of -the National Council on the Euman-

ities (February, 1977): The Endowment'seRe&thordzinE-Legislation and the
_Programs of State Commictees for the Humanities, was not an interpretation

of the legislacion so much as an expression of NEH's concern lest state en-

dowmerits be precipitous and rash in broadening the'scope of their program-

- ming focus.along the lines authorized by éongress. The second instruction
affirmed NEH's continuing role of supervision of the state endowments; no
longer by means of establishing common'guidelines for all, but rather, af-
ter the faqc,:thzough the program review and'reauthorizatien process.

-While acknowledging that “the legislative history makes it clear that each
committee must now make i{ts own determination how best to serve the human-
ities-intérests of the citizens of the state,” aed'thet'"the National Council
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_may only advise committees of its own perceptions on opportunities for

humanities endeavors throughout the nation as a possible aid to their
planning,” the instruction reminds state endowments that the National Coun-
cil must "perform its usual function of recommendipg.to the Chairman action
upon the state committees' applications.” In other words, this "advice”

is an offer the state-endouments would do well not to refuse,>’

The "advice" was, in essence, to broaden programming focus cautious—
ly, and only after the most painstaking forethought and consultation, and,
above all, to avoid the kind of academic programming characteristic of the
NEH role. "The conviction of the Council is that the public interest will
not be wisely served by the creation of ‘mini-Endowments' in each state--
programs which fully duplicate all of the functions and programs of the
Endowment—because of the obvious danger of redundancy, inefficiency, and
waste of limited resources.” The instruction did not explain how its ad-
vice should be reconciled with the legislation which, from a programmatic
perspective, ¢reated "mini=Endowments" in each state by assigning to the
state endowments the same tasks it had assigned to the National Endowment
in Section 7 (¢) of the law, As a result, whereas the National Endowment
was functioning in a policy void, the state endowments were now the bhene—
ficiaries of two different policiles,

In fact, the "advice" was good advice, although, perhaps, unneces-

.8ary. Had NEH thought to ask the state endowments, it woild probably have

found little or no interest in académ;c programming, except as a support

for applied, public humanities programs. Having cut their teeth on the

zesty morsel of creating a new humanities and a new humanities constitu—
ency, few states would have willingly turned to the drab passivity of sift-
ing fellowship applications. The fears of the National Council were mnot
confirmed in practice, nor, to the best of my knowledge, was their new,
"advisory" role ever formally questioneda

To add to the confusion, the second instruction seemed at once to
call for cooperation between NEH and the state endowments to gain maximum. -
effect from limited resources,while avoiding all mention of ﬁays in which
such cooperation could be inaugurated, and ruling it out a priori with
respect to academic pr'o-gramming° In one place we read: "Frugality will

have to be the mother of invention and the mother of cooperation as well,"”
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and in another: "Nor ., : . does there seem to be a coherent rationale to
an approach which would’ 'divide up the pie' in such a way that'comﬁittees
would méke,'for example, one type of fellowship award while the Endowment
made others, or one type of education grant while the Endowment made oth-
ers,"” Why not? That sounds llke a good start towards cooperatiaq. 1s

there a serious intent here? There is no call for a meeting to explore

modes of communication, even within the sphere of public programming.

And yet, were the national publie prograﬂming efforts coordinated with
state programs, the impact énd efficiency could be truly impressive-

The instruction suggests that there are collaborative roles, State- endow—
ments Are encburaged to take their place in the context‘of_"nation-uide

priorities in the humanities,” and to honor the "relationship between the

Nationil Endowment's mission and the state committees' mission," when, as
we have seen, these missions and priorities have never been atticulated in
a coherent and ‘comprehensive policyfg;promotion for the federal humanities
programs, '

As has been noted, the most disturbing concept introduced by the
instruction was the suggestion that state endowments were no longer to

find their goals in the Congressional charge”to promote progress and schol-
arship in the humanities." Rather, they were to seek "imaginative new

means to be of service to the state."” They were to develop plans, not
based upon collaboration with NEH to accomplish the federal mandate, but
"after careful assessment and consultation within the state . ... to serve
broa@1§ the citizens of their state.” Henceforth, a major element in the
state endowment review process at NEH would be, nmot the fulfiliment of
federal priorities within the state, but assessing and serving the distinct-
ive needs of the indivi&ual state. But, $ince human beings’ neéds for the
humanities do not differ substantially between New York and Califormia,
and since "wisdom and vision" in citizens is mot something;different in
each state, what this shift means in practice is that we focus, not on
goalé, but on affirmative action quotas, This is a triumph of formality
over finality. )

Thus, not merely on the level of program focus, but in terms of the

very goals and ob;ectives of the federal program in the states, the.states uére

to be transplanted. from federal to state terrain. More and more they would
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be regarded not as state-based federal programs, but as state programs;
eventually, in all likelihood, as state agency prograﬁsn Affirmative
action to meet demographic targets is supplanting the accomplishment of
federal goals in importance, Why don't we simply give each citizen of
the state 5¢ to attend the humanities program of his or hgr'choice—;

a triumph of demographic balancing of no value whatsoever., There 1s no
necesséry connéc;ion between demographic balance and the success of the
staté endowments. '

This movement towards a state, rather than a federal, orientation
submerges the common féderal origin, support, and goal of out programs,
and renders the possibility of cellaboration with NEH remote, indeed.
It is cﬁnfirmed, if confirmation is needed, in NEH's “SeYen'Gengral '
Questions for State Proposal Review.” A question is asked:

Are the committee's overall program goals and objectives clearly
defined? Are they adequately explained in terms of the humanities
and of ‘the character and resources of the state? 58

One is not asked: "Are the goals and objecﬁives any.good? Do they have
" anything to do with Congressional intent? 1Is the program accomplishing.
the pufpose for which it was established ané nurtured?"

2, Special Status or State Agency Status?

_ If state endowments are federal programs in the states, then their
special status as the primary program development agency of the fe&eral
humanities program should be acknowledged and affirmed, and they should
embark upon an intense program of collaboration with NEH for joint natiomal/
state promotion of progress and scholarship in the humanities. If, on
the other hand, state endowments are to be separated from the féderal )
program in their exclusive pursuit of distinctive state goals, then they should"
affiliate with their states and seek their primary support and their or-
gaﬁizational base in state govermment. The present situation, in which
they are both, and neither, is not a promising one.

What obstacles impede the acknowledgement of a "special status"
for the state endowments? One is certainly the term itself which, while
appropriate, is .rhetorically unfortunate. It suggests a slightly differ-

ent term, ''special privilege," and an even more offensive one, "entitle-

"ment.” Now, if there is one Congressional complaint from whick NEH has
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suffered more than any other, it is the charge that NEH has been ex-
tending "special privilege"” bordering upon "entitlement" to a limited_
number of prestigious and elite institutions and agencies. It has, so
the charge is made, fﬁnctioned in a "closed cirele," chammeling funds

to i.ts- f"r:f.ends and intimates, Nothing could strike more to the heart .
of a passive,.grant-making institutioﬁ, that the suggestion that its
goals of quality review and fair access have been undermined by favor-
"itism. This is why NEB finds it so difficult to consider with an open
mind the fact of the special status of State endowments, and to reorder
its relatiocnship to the state endowments from one of distance and de-
tachment to one of intimate,,mutuﬁl tollaboration. . '
_ 'The core. of the problem lies with NER's self-concept as a passive -
agency. It cannot be'resolyed unless NER becomes more aware of, and wil-
ling to embrace,_its active role and purpose. The‘reason is that active
'prbgrams have other criteria, besides the formal standards of fairmess
and quality, in ordering their affafrs;'namely, the accomplishment of
goals. For an active, goal-oriented, agency, the forming of partnerships
for the pursuit of difficult goals-is.a natural, not an unnmatural, act,
Were Ehg state programs supperted by contract, instead of by grant (and
there appears to be no reason why they should not be), then the acknow-
ledgement of special status would appear to be easily done. Or, altern-
atiﬁély, it might.bg possible for Congress to find a way to'appropriate
-fundé directly to the states, In any event, something should be  dome to
remove once and for all the crippling effect of a sitvation in which the
" state endowments are called upon to do, for NEH @nﬂ for Congress, tasks -

that no other grantee is asked to do, while, at the same time, they are

treateﬂ aé if they were no different from other, self-interested applicants. .
State endowments exist for no other.purpoée than to iﬁplement the

- federal humanities program. ' They were created by Congress and NEH exclu-

si&ely.for this purposﬁ. They do not apply for funds to suit their own

purgosés, as other applicants do. -They are in competition with no one;

rather, they were qll invited to take on é task for which no one was com-

peting, and for which few would care to compete. RNo applicationé were

' @ade in open competition in response .to widely promulgated guidelines and

a request for proposals. The proposals that werEwsubmitted'wete'really '
contracts dictated by ‘NEH, submitted in'the.fprm of proposals .to. fulfil Co
the jots and tittles of the grant-making process.- The 1976'1egislaqion o
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confirms, and does not alter, the special status of the state endowments,
Rather, it asks them to take on even broader responsibilities in pursuit
of the federal goals. What other NEH grantee is specifically authorized
in' the Congressional legislation, with detailed instructions guverning
its characteristics, its number in each state (one}, itS‘hinimum level
of fundiné, its required level of perforﬁénce ("adequate"), its perman-
ence (there must be one in each state), its accountability, its relation-.
ship to state governﬁgﬁ:, and 1its relationship to NEH? For what other
grantees is NEH required by Congress to spend 207 of its-prograﬁ funds
at a minimm. If all of these things do not constitute something spec-
1al, it is hard to imagine what would.

Chairman Duffey acknowledges the specilal status. He calls it a
"partnership”:

"I come to the chairmanship of the Endowment with confidence that
the partnership which has been forged between the State Programs
and the National Endowment is a firm foundation upon which ve can
build in our conmon efforts to insure that the humanities will
continue to play a central role in all our lives: o . « this part-
nership of purpose which informs our collective efforts in this im-
portant work and which defines the programs and activities at state
and national levels . . . .I accept my responsibilities as Chairman
on this assumption: that without your effort, the full mandate of
the Congress in this area cannot be carried out. . . . For my
part I pledge the full cooperation of the Endowment to this end
and look forward to working with the states in mapping a coherent
strategy which will meet our common objectives.39

But, not much has happened since Chairman Duffey said those encouraging
wordq to express their implications or to promote their implementation.
By way of contrast, the National Endowment for the Arts has established
an Office of National/State Partnership, and for more than two years
representatives of NEA and the state arts agencies have been engaged

in a shared decision-making process based upon shared long-range planning
for "better serving the arts nationwide.” 60 '

The task and the opportanity before ug is to translate the rhetoric
of "partnership"” into a reality of gollqborétion with openness and mutual
respect, The reward of success will be greatly enhanced fruitfulmess,
and a far more effective achievement of the goals that we jointly specify
within the overall general intent of Congress. In all honesty, not every
state will look with joy upon the prospect of collaborating with NEH. 1
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.suspect that maﬁy would be happy to surreﬁﬁer any claim to gpecial‘sta—
tus 1f they'couid get thetr money and be left alone to do their jobe

In fact, any af;empt to ‘collaborate will initially be simply one more

" burden on agencies that are already overburdened. NEH will have to re-
strain its penchant for paterhalism, and the states will have to learn

to be less wary and more trusfing and open, Some states have been hﬁré,
and they blame it on NEH. Others are so challenged by their local task
that collaboration in a national effort seems superfluuus, From NER's
point of view, the task of establishing a collaborative relﬁtionship

‘with 50+ programs and their thousands of active and inactive meimbers,

. not to mention their governors, representatives, and senatars, might

well seem a formula for‘certain madness. Nonetheless, as NEH moves be=
yond its former. exclusive preoccupation with judging, evaluating, and.
motivating, all rathber distancing kinds of activities, and begins to de-
vote its energies to supporting, helping and collaborating, as is forecast
in its—prpgram_initiatives for 1981; and as the state endowmenté develop
a national perspective, and we all increase our sensitivities and ﬁfofeé; -
sionalism so that we'ﬁre abie to hélp each other and not simply get in
each other's way, then we will discover both greatly enhanced productivity

and a lot more fun in our wortk,.

D. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT: THE CHARACTERISTIC OF AN ACTIVE ENDOWMENT
1. The Many Meanings of"Program Development.™ -

By one of those happy accidents, the state-based endownments were

prevented from addressing the needs of academic humanities during their
early yéaré. This liberated them, whether they wished 1; or not at the
.time, from the marql&'passive role, and channeled them in the direction
of the Congressional goals. Like NEH, the state endowments saw themselves
as grant-m;kihg institutions, and they would most likely have been happy
to function as passive imstitutions, carefully doling out funds teo an
eagetﬁéonsti;uency. Unfortunately, there turned out to be no ready con-
stituency'for the kinds of programs they were allowed to fund. Prepared
to review proposals with standards of quality and access "in mind, the
state-based endowments- quickly found that there were few applicants for
their funds. In those days, no one even knew what public humanities
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programuing might be; how could they, then, apply for funds to do it?

The task called for the creation of a new public comstituency for a new
kind:of public activity. It also called for the enlistment of a special
kind of humanist and the development of a special kind of humanities.
State endowments soon found themselves immersed in a wide range of activ-
ities degigned to inform, persuade, éséist, induce, convert, and seduce
constituencies, and designed to evoke, stimulate and foster exciting ideas,
In addition, they found themselves learning the skills of public human-
ities pedagogy and conference management, and training others in those
skills.' They became creative as conceptualizers, and the brokers of pro-
jeets that otherwise would not have come to be. They designed and Imple—
mented a variety of support systems to make it.easier for others to do
public programming. 1In short, they engaged in that bewildering complex
of activities we now call “program development."

For éoal—oriented, catalytic foundations thgt.-seek not merely to
support, but also to transform the status quo, program development is
equal in importance to grﬁnt—making. Their program activity looks like
this: '

J:__————_—_- PLANNING '—-—-—-:l
PROCGRAM DEVELOPMENT GRANT MAKTING

EVALUATION (—l

The term is sometimes used to describe a management process we might

rather call "development of the program.”" This process; which encompas-
ses the setting of goals and the monitoring of their accomplishment is not
what we will be discussing. We may define program development, in the
sense we are using it, as activity that facilitiates the accomplishment

of goals. In the analysis below I will indicate five majﬁr kinds of
program development activity, and fourteen separate variations, all of

which are presently employed in the state endowment programs. Every year

‘the program development agtivities of state ‘endowments. become more sophis~

ticated and more burdensome. It is because of the extensive commitment



to program development activity that state endoument operating expenses
are so high; in proportion to the total resources available (at present,
approximately $1 of every $3 is used for operating expenses). The most
promising means to further enhance the effectiveness of program develop-
ment activity while reducing cost lies in the possibility of national/
state collaboratiano
3o Outreach to . Important - Constituencieso
Outreach éfforts differ according to the kind- of constituency being

.addrfessed, and the purpose intended. .In some cases, it is enough merely

to communicate 1n£ormation;' In others, you are trying to persuade;;con- _
vinee,_or entice. In still otpers,.you are seeking to provide assistance.
(1) Reaching Academic Humanists. '

'The -first stage is s;mply making contact, and cemmunicating an
understanding of the public humanitiés. program. The second srage is -
encouraging participation, in spite of the fact.tha; academic reward
. gystems do not recognize such activity as professionally certifiable.

Some committees have sought to alter this attitude., Others have tried —
to-build into their programs ﬁrovis;on for publications that might legig:
imate participation. Ihe.rhird level is trying to improve the quality of
the invulvedent. This is approached, on the one hand, by means of direc-
tories of humanists that indicate special skills and capacities so ‘
that the talents may be readily matched with the needs of various projects,
Cn ;ﬁe.other hand, humanist pérfdfmaece in public.programs'caq_be struc—
‘tured -so as to prbmote-effectivéness, and some training can also be pro—
vided. It is all a matter of how far the state endowment staff can afford
to involve itself.

(2) Reaching Underserved Constituencies. This important activity

in récent years has tended to get attention at the expense of other im-
portant program development objectives. It has become fashionable, and
sometimes seems to be'all that NEH means when it speaks of "program devel-
-dpmenrn"'~1t_1s a troebleeome area, because the key terms are not defined,
and the.criteria have:not been clearly established. We all use the term
"underSerfed," but no-one knows what it means., In a simplistic way we

. tend to think that 1f, say, 10Z of the populatiom is rural, -then they ought
. to be sponsoring 10Z of our -projects. But that is not necessarily true.
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Suppose they do not want to? Do we make them? Suppose they are not
capabie? Do we support them? Supposé they are not ready? Do we rush
them? Chairman Duffey has used the interesting phrase "willing and able"
in this connection. That is, in this view, our reséonsibility is to make
our program available to those who are "willing and able™: to resPQnﬂ to
it But, in the coutext of needs assessment and affirmative action
targets, we have not the refined instruments to distinguish between the
willing and able, and those who are not. . Consequently, it is impossible
to tell who is really underserved. Inimany cases, we cannot even define
the target group. In Florida, we think we are underserving the Hispanies,
bué_we don't know who they are, or how many they are. Do we mean "Span-
ish-speaking”? Do we mean the descendants of the conquistadors? There
is a fair indication that the Spanish-speaking, right now, are not really
"rilling and able." It seems that grant-making is foreign to their cul-
ture, Should we undertake to transform their cultural perspective just
to get them to fill our quotas? Is the goal of affirmative action equal
opportunity (how is this measured?) or equal participation? There {s great
need for a national policy for affirmative action deuling with these - =~
questions, and others., There is great risk of tokenism and the mis-
application of resources here. The same three stages of contact, encour—
agement, and skill-development are involved here. Most programs provide
extensive technical assistance to all applicants for funding; here it 1is
apt ‘to be even more extensive., One of the problems here i1s that technical
asSiétance is easier to provide for the proposal than it is for the proj-
ect, Often, but not always, the skills required for one are also re-
quired for the other. Thus, we may get an applicant through the review
process, only to expose him or her to a failure experience in the impieﬁ
mentation,

(3) Reaching the General Public.

The primary vehicles for program development activity with the gen—

eral public are the newsletter and the projects themselves, Most states

disseminate widely their newsletter. They use the newsletter, among other
ways, as a means of suggesting project ideas to the broad public. Second-
ly, most states find ways to make use of their projects as forums for pub—

licitj about their program. This is done by providing handouts, banners,



or other printed materials.(one'qqggeséion: name tags, with the endow-
ment mame on them, for use in pfojééts), or by making personal address— -
es of welcome at project events,'

' (4) Reaching Opinion Leaders.

Opinion leaders -pose special problemns: they are busy, preoccupied
-and skeptical about ivory-tower.idealists. They are unlikely to read

’

the newsletter. They are too busy to attend any but the most carefully
designed project.. In my opinion, they reqﬁite a very special kind of
program development activity; they can be drawn by invitation into very .
selective programs offhigh quality. This raises questions of elitism,
which quickly yield, T hope, to the more important (and largely unaddress-
ed) question of a structured program. We tend to think in monolithic
terms, applying univocal standards to a wide range of different situations.
There is great possibility in a state endovment approach that deliberate-
ly seeks out projéétg embodying an elitist component, a middle level
component, and a lower level component., The humanities need not be fed

to all with the same strength of dosage. I am particularly intrigued by
the thought that a program at one level might generate the material for ‘
a program at another level--a little like the fourth—grader helping the

~ second-grader with her homework.

b. Removing Obstacles; Giving Special Support(Special Status)

(5) A very important area of program development that is edsily over-

loocked 1s the efficiency °f,the grant-management system. A program may

work hard to involve-an important constituency, and succeed, but for one
_time only. The experience of the applicant with the unnecessary burden
of the application and reporting system may be so discoukaging that it
discourages further application, The applicant may also experieﬁce a
‘kind of failure iﬁ the execution of an otherwise .good program that dis-—
courggeé further participation. In the former case, 'state endowments
‘try continually to balance their need for information against the weighﬁ
of burden placed: upon the participant. In general, the tendency is to
'pldy safe,” at-the expense of the applicant, by requesting more infor—
mation in proposals and reports than is really required to make good judge-
ments. In some cases we request “the wrong informatiom. Continual review

" is needed to simplify and_stream;ine the experience of the applicant. With
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Tespect to project implementation, there is a greater burden. Some states

have engaged in training sessions for new pro;ect directors. My impression

is that such sessions are not teally effective. States neither have the

staff, nor the right, to intrude in the execution process. This remains

a most vexing problém. There is a high enough incidence of experiences
that are depressing for project directors to suggest that we may be, 1n

‘ the lqng run, simultaneously developing, and discouraging, our constitu-

ency.- - ) '

(6) -Most states would acknbﬁledge;;hat they give sﬁecial attention to
proposals from hard-to-reach constituencies but, if you pressed them, they
would probably not want to admit that they show favoritism by employing a
flexible standard of qualit§ in proposal review. They'would be even less

likely to admit this in the case, not of an underserved constituency, but
of a program priority; e.g., If our priority is to involve broadcasters,
we “are likely to give very special éttention, indeed, to the First ap-
plication we receive from them. This makes us uncomfortable on the level
of fairness, but something inside tells us it is right. We are engaged
in the formal/final dilemma: our formalities are in conflict with our
goals., 1 would argue strongly that fixed standards of quality are not
applicable to an active foundation, that our goals have a very special
status, and that agen;ies submitting applications to foster our goals
directly should be given very special treatment. This is a basic form
of program development activity,

c. Systematized and Structured Support

(7).Packaggﬂ:Préiecf?;iﬁsn

~ Some states purchase, or produce, media materials, and combine these
" with background material and, sometimes, study guides, and then make these
available to their constituency for the basis of local humanities programs.
By providing the core content, they-make the execution of a project much
simpler while providing enhanced audience appeal. These kits are especial-
1y -useful for small projects ih remdte areas, typically a rural library,
where they make possible a series of good experiences with a minimum of
effort. Film, television, or exhibit material is the core of such kits.
(8) Media Centers.

Some states have institutionalized their kit development efforts in

v
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."media centers.” These centers are s necessary base for exténsiye work
vith kits, since this is beyond both the time and ability of the regular
endowment staff. In addition, media centers turn out in practice to be
.advertising aggﬁcies, as well, providing very important public relatioms
services for the endownent, itself; and for its projects. The major- un—
.resplied questior about media centers is ome of cost/benefit, since they'
are very expeﬁsive operations. Here, the posgibility of national/state
collaboratiou is most exciting" The ideal probably would be to have all
state—baaed endouments satellited upon a single, extremely well staffed

' and equipped, media center. L
(9)'Broadcastipg. "

An ongoing liaison with ‘broadcasting agencies can be an extremely

,-

frﬁitful program development component. Although most program develop= -
ment 6ptfeach'is‘through the.organized struétures that represent constitu-
encles ‘and are likely to sponsor projects for them, some direct appeal to
the mass public through- the mass media can set the climate for humanities
programming and draw attention to the endowment, itself. The most natur-
al form of rélaticnship 15 one through which the content of other fﬁﬁdga
projects becomes the core of programs for broadcast. fhis may involﬁe

an edited presentation of the highlights of a conferénce, or simply an
interview with the principals. Or, a film or television program may be

* prepared both as a resource for a live project, and as a means to reach

a larger public, Since what broadcasting does best is to present the
surface of things, however, the}e is.always a problem that the substance
of the project will be lest on its way to the station. In this respect,
radio and print, with their focus on wurdé, are the nafural nmass media for -
humanities programming, and we have only begﬁn to explore their possibil-

ities. Courses by Newspaper is an outstanding example on the national lev—
el, but, because of the impossibility of natiohal/state collaboration in
the past, it is my_ impressidn'that state endowments have not benefited
greatly from this project supported by the National Endowment. Some state-—
‘based endowments have. had - -extraordinary success with brief public service

_‘announcements, or.programs ranging from one to five minutes and conveying
.8 single,-humanistic insight relevant to contemporary life. .
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d. Special Program Initiatives: Requeésts . for Proposals.
(10)Project-Concept Only.,

- At the most elementary level, a request for proposals simply iden-
tifies a general concept (topic, audience, approach) that the state-based '
endowment would like to promote, and asks for a response from groups Inter-
ested in the conéept; This is a very effective way to help the ﬁublic un-
derstand how the humanities can relate to their needs and interests and,
if it is well done, it invariabiy pr?huces results. The original "stare
theme" was based upon this insight;fsut foundered on the unwarranted as-
sumption that -special initiati;es should be the core of the program, and
could only be dealt with one at a time. An examﬁie of a concept initiative
would be an announcement of interest in progfamming for rural people,
possibly specifying a rural topic (the decline of the family farm), or
-‘involving use of a packaged kit of rural materials.

{(11) Project Design.
More ambitious special initiatives involve the state endowments in

the specification of the details of design not merely for the content but
also for the format of programs. An example would be a weekend retreat
for legislators to explore a specific issue in the light of'its value im-
plications, according to a certain process designed to produce a certain
kind of effect. While such a project would be announced in the newsletter,
it is véry likely that the endowment would personally solicit the poten-—
tial sponsor of such a project, an& collaborate closely with such a spon-
sor in the design of the program. Ihe more important it 1Is to insure that
the project is a success, the more necessary it is for the endowment to be
involved in the design. '

(12) Project”"Implementation,”

I have placed the word "implementation" in quotes so as to ease the
anxiety of the devotees of passivity. When an endowment wishes to bring
about a major project involving coordination between several different
sponsoring agencies, each of whom is responmsible for only part of the whole,
then it must of necessity get involved in the implementation, at least in
a coordinating role. When the components are intended to build together,
the endowment may find itself in a training role, as well. Suppose, for

example, that a state endownment .wishes to stimulate major conferences in
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'every region of the state to culminate in a statewide conference that is
itself based upon the regional conferences. Suppose further that it
trants; for policy reasons, to have each of these conferences sponsored
.and directed by a different kind of agency. Then, a coordinating and
training 'role becomes unavoidable. .

‘e. State Endoument Image - and Resource. Building.

(13) Public Relations, - _,x’ v

For -some time the state—based endowments thought that 1t was enough
to pramote progress in the humanities in a quiet way. Gradually it has

become clear ‘that that is not’ enough' they must premote themselves as well,
It is not .enough to,dq good, one must look good .as well. This is'mnot a

" matter of vanity, but of political reality;‘ Especially in the absence of
program. policy and verifiable systems to measure the accomplishment of ob-
jectives, the only grounds for continued public support is a favorable |
public awareness of the agency. Senator Pell made much of the fact that
the head of the.arts agency in one state did not even know the name of the
head of the humanities endowment in that etate, and thought of the latterx
ae'a "secret society.” In the absence of documented accomplishment, pub-

_lic visibility ie the only grounds for publiC‘support; Consequently, states
have be?un to give much greater attention to this element of program devel-
opment, Thé most effective form of image building is, first, to fund very

successful projects, and,’ second, ‘to be sure that you are identified vith

' them.. A second form of image building involves the design of projects

that will involve the opinion "leaders ef the state., By setting out to in--
'-noive them successfuliy in projects, you bring their attentiom to. the agen~
cy behind theeprojetts. A third important means of 1nage building, of
‘couirse, 1s broadcasting. Media centers, capable of designing and produc-
. - ing slick brochures and impressive releases of wvarious eorte are a major
help in- this connection. ‘

" (14) Fund Raising.

Fund :Taising for ‘state-based endowments used to be of crucial im~

7portance to rélieve. the crippling austerity of their administrative bud-
,'—gets whose size bore no relationship to the tasks expected to be done.
The intelligent response of NEH 1n recent years to this nced,  while it has
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relieved for Fhe'moﬁent the administrative crunch, has created a new prob-
lem: the disproportibn between the total budget and its administrative
comppneht. Currently state endowments are using $1 for administration
(primarilg for prograﬁ development activity, to be sure}, for every $2
tﬁey give in grants. Senator Pell has been raising the question of ad-
minigtratiﬁe ceilings’ in the range of 5410i. You can see that we have a
problen, at least potentially, We can easily cut back our admgnistrative'
budgets by eliminating our progrdﬁidévelopment efforts., But, without such
efforts, we‘will not acgompiish our cbjectives. The only other possibil-
ity is to increase the total siiéigf‘the program in corder to achieve the
efficiency of scale. Our‘proérams at present are simply too small to
sustain the.core staff necessary for the responsibilities involved. If

we double the size of each program, it is 1ikely that we could reduce our
administrative cost to less than 20%; if we triple the total 'size, to less
‘than 15%Z. In the absence of any indication that NEH is about to double
the budgets of its state-based endowments, our only hope 1s substantial
fund raising. ‘

t

2, The Opportunity for National/State Collaboration.

a. A Policy for Promotion.

One glance at the kinds of things Ehe state-based endowments are do-
ing with resﬁect-to program development, in contrast to what the National
Endowment is doing, should convince us that there is no real chancé for
collaboration without a new policy for promotion establishing the federal
humanifies program as indisputably‘active in the pursuit of clear objec-
tives, In a meering recently held at NEH, at which several states explor-
ed with NEH staff the difficulties of reaching Hispanics with humanities
. programs, representatives of the Hispanlc community entreated NEH to get
involved in doing somgthigg of significant scope in cooperation with the

states in order to put the federal program "on the map" in the Rispanic
community. The response was the predictable: we are a passive agency.
- But, if NEH and the state endowments are both commissioned by the same
legislation, and both pursuing the same goals, something is quite wrong
when one sees itself as passive, and the other sees itself as active.

A reconciliation 1is required before real collaboration can begin,
o



30

‘b, Collaboration in Program Development.. '

After the pgtional/state'partnership bas develeped a comprehensive
policy for promotion of pregress and scholarship in the hubanities, it
should review the kinds of program deveiopment actiiity I baveroutlined
above asking the question: in what areas could collaboration multiply
effectiveness? Let we simply list below some possibilities.

(1) A.national/state newsletter.

Hhacrabout a nationelly cdﬁ;ﬁtérized mailing 1ist? What about a
national neusletter incorporating substantial ‘material on state themes,.
and allowing for, the insertion of a different local section for each .

state? What about nationally produced special newsletters for state pro—
gram staff? For state committeées? For state chairpersons?

(2) Media Production.

What_eSOet the systematic production on a national basis 6f high
quality £1ilm, television and radio material suitable for promoting the
Progress ef the humanities, or for use.in state program projects? A fiim
could be prepared documenting the role of the humanities in exploring im— |

portant public policy issues, or demonstrating how humanists funetion ef-

fectively in an applied humanities context, Media materials could be pre-
pared that would set the base for a national debate 1in the scholarly com—

munity about the- concepts of academic humanitiee, applie& humanities and
éomprehensive humanities. These media materials could be complemented by

essays and other materials needed to support the great debates ‘both in the
public forum and within the humanities community. Just as it is almost a

scandal that the present pational media program opefates in complete dis~
regard of state endcwment needs, so it is~ cause for great concern on the

level of dissipation of resources that each state should seek to respond

separately to provide these important resocurces.
(3) Media Acquisition and Dissemination,
Besides producing media materials to order, there is a large oppor—=

. tunity ‘to make use of existing materials in new ways as support for the
federai humanities program. It is far cheaper to purchase than to pro-
duce.. .It is far cheaper to- develop packaged program kits on the nationw=

al level than it is'to do 1t separately in the 50 states. And, it can be done

]
1
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with far greater quality control. Economies of scale cannot be realized
in media centers at the state, or even at the regional level. The ef-
feétive dissemination of mediaz materials rEQuifeé the creation of a netr-
work of information based upon critical review, similar to the baok re=
view industry, that will make possible choices for use without pre—screen— -
ing of materfial. This is an enormous task. In addition, not everything
that is produced is worth saving, not to mention distributing. Theré has
to be some quality control.’ Onfzhe ather hand, it is likely that many
fine media productions at the $tg;g’ieve1 are simply being lost because
there is no provision for thgif'ﬁropet storage. This is a national prob-
lem requiring a national solution.

(4 Print Materials.

State endowments spend great efforts trying to tramslate the con-
cepts of their programs for hard-to-reach constituencies. Why sﬁould we
not make a national effort to éenerate print materials that will speak to
each constituency in its own "languagé“ about the relevance of the goals
we are pursuing to their needs and interests? What does the humanities
mean to the farmer, to the laborer, to the skilled eraftsman, to the Qﬁlte
collar worker, to the executive, to the professional, to the artist, to
the indigent? What do cultural roots mean to the American Indian, to the
Rispanic, to the Black, to the Jew, to the Irish, to the Italian, to the
‘Scandinavian, and so on ? Wﬁat does work mean to a person; and leisuref
What does family mean? and community? and individuality? What does justice
mean? and equity? and generosity of spirit? The most misleading assertion
about the state-based programs.is that they are not all, alike pursuing
these fundamental questionso_ By exaggetating the distinctive characteris-
tics of individual states we blind ourselves to the common core of cur pro-
grams, and to- the possibilities of common approaches to our goals.

(5) Major Demonstration Projects.

State endowments are handicapped in opening up new territories by
the limited funds at their disposal, The AFL-CIO is not likely to get
overly excited about the possibility of a $7,000 grant for humanities
programming. But NEH is doing work on the national level to reach the
blue collar worker with humanities programming. A national/state collab~-
cration here could producé frulrfulness beyond what one might imagiae, bﬁt,
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to the best of my knowledge, there .is no plan to use.the federal effort
~ as a dempnstration project in the states. The same is true-with';ural

people, recent irmigrants, and other. hard—to-feach cbnstituencies; We -
need the capability of major projects just to get their attention.

(6) ‘Image Building and - Fund - Raising

If ‘'we have to do theSse things, why not do them professionally,
;hrough a'national, humanities, public relations firm@’ I can hear the
groans-arisiﬁgAnowz- But, think a minute. Do you objéct to the substance,’
or to:the image? If we are, in fact, doing PR, and if we are, iIn fact, |

.seeking to raise funds, are we any more virtuous because we do so in a -

plecemeal and, I am afraid, often unprofessional manner? 1 am not sug—

._éesting a kind of centralized image-control that will constrict the in-
.dividual personality of the various state endowments. I am arguing for

" a national agency that will provide essential professional services to
the states individually, as well as a core of common materiais that each
state may use at its discretion. .

c. The Role of the Federation of Public Programs.

National/state collaboration need not be a threat to the Federation.

To the_contrary, the Federation 1s the natural vehicle through vhich the

- states will focus and express their collaboration. The primary and ad-
equate purpose of the Federatiom has always been to provide the states
with 2 single voice in their dealings with Washington. It can.now be—\
come the expression of that "single voice"as we explore with NEH the areas
in which collaboration will initially be most fruitful. It may also be-
-.come the contractual agency ﬁo implement the programs of collaboration
upon which we agree. '

E, STATE ENDOWMENT PROGRAM REVIEW. PROFESSIONAL? OR UNPROFESSTONAL? -
1. Background.
In 1979, the Florida Endowment for the Humanities received a poor
review. Based upon this review, NEH imposed conditioms on its grant that
‘hnd a crippling effect from which the‘progran 1s just now recovering. In
retrospect it Is clear that 1979 was by fan the most successful year FEH |
Ihadiever enperienced. For example, audiences for its projects increased
by 500% that year. The purpose of this study was to try to determine
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how such a thing could occur, and to make suggestions that would prevent
the same thing happening to others.61 While NEH was unable to release any
of its review documents for studyfzit did make a contribution of great
significance by directing me towards the Urban Institute, in Washington,
D.. C.,-an organization that has done outstanding work in designing eval-
uation systems for federal programs. A number of state-based endowments
provided me with coples of thelr recent proposals and review 1etterss3
view of these documents disclosed some of the patterns Fhat I will mention
below.. .

Very early in the study it -became clear that jyou could not begin to
desigp a professional evaluation system unless you had a clear idea of the.
nature and goals of .the organization you were trying to evaluate., This
led me to broaden my study to include the question of special status as )
‘defining the nature of the state-based endowments, and to explore the
question of program development as defining the goals. It quickly became
apparent that one could not define the special status of the state-based
endowments without some clear knowledge of the status (nature) of the NEH,
nor could one deal effectively with the goals of the state=based endowments
unless one also clarified the goals of the NEH. It seemed clear that both
the state and the National endowments were components of a single federal
humanities program, rooted in the Congressional legislation. Consequently
I reviewed éhe legislation and the reautﬁorization and reappropriations
: hearings, -and variocus reports related to these hearings, in order to discern
as best I could the nature and goals of the program in which we are all in-
volved so intimately.

I was very surprised to find that, as a federal program, we have no
comprehengive pblicy that tells us who we are and what we are supposed to’
accomplish. I was also surprised to find that, because of the absence of
clear objectives for our program that could be accomplished in a verifiable
manner, FEH was engaged Iin the same kind of wasteful and inconclusive self-
justifying actiﬁity that was the core of the state review process, As the
result of these discoveries, I found myself trying to deal with the quest{on
of program policy and program design ag a prerequigite to addressing the

quéstion of program review and assessment. In fact, the two are inseparable.



54

prfgssidnal,p:ogram assessment presupposes professional p;ogram design.
You cahnot measure suécess, uﬁless you have defined it. ihié is, I sup-
pose, the major conciusion of this report. Before turning to some mbre
particular aspects of the state-based endowment review process, I would
like to encourage as sttongly as posaible the employment .of the Urban
Institute specialists to critique and help us improve the program design
and evaluation system of‘the federal humanities program.

Of ‘course, this presupposes that we would prefer to function on
the level of reality and not on the level of appearance. The advantage
of-péofessiqngi program design 1s that it greatly enmhances the chance
for success. The disadvantage of professional program assessment 1s that
_1it. greatly diminishes the opportunity to disguise failure. If we are
content to continue to orchestrate the ‘plaudits of those who have bene~
fited ffom our funds, and if these voices speak with political force, it
may be unnecessary to document achievemerit in any othexr way. Certainly
this has been the‘basis of our success in increasing federal support to
this ﬁoint. But, a new age may be upon us, an age of minimal guvernment
and financial. stringency, and this may call for a new professionalism in

the way we justify support.  If so, our need for professionalism may be
. more urgent than we may realize,

2. The Review Process for State-Based Endowments.

The only thing more striking to me than the lack of professionalism

-in the present state-based endowment review process is the general lack of
awareness of -this lack of professionalism., The complacency of the Division
of State Prbgrams in this regard can only be described as stunning, if not
shocking;- The defects are not subtle, but gross; and, it seems to me, one
must be totally lacking in reflectivity not to perceive them. By way of .
exteﬁua;ion,amany‘éf them are rooted in the failure of NEH to recognize

the special status of state-based endowmenfs, and others are based upon an
"uﬂaﬁgreness of the role of goals and of program development activity in the

full sense.of the term. The confusion between federal goals and state goals’

pervades the process, as do'many of the other confusions and ambiguities

i

. that have been dealt with in the earlier portions of this report.

ek
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In summation, one may say uitﬁ accuracy that the review process is
based upon unreliable sources. and inappropriate assumptions; that it is’
implemented by persons untutored and unskilled in the demands of profes-
sional evéluatibn; that the process 1s, itself, unaccountablej and that
it produces results that are unverifiable, At extraordinary cost (perhaps
202 of the total administrative funding of the program), it produces re-
sults that are neither useful, mor used to any great extent.

It puzzles me that Jacob Neusner seems to stand alone in his aware-
ness of at least part of this problem when he says that the Endowment's

critical task in the coming years is to formulate criteria for suc-
cess, S0 that the Endovment will know what failure is—and therefore
how to improve. .So far as I can see, there is nothing akin to qual-
ity contfol, and we scarcely know when a project works and whem it
does not, por can we tell what we think a successful project succeeds
in doing. So, we are not learning from our mistakes.

The absence of criteria, naturally, yields little interest in an
'office' of evaluation of programs. I asked, for instance, how we
know when youth programs in the humanities-<surely an imaginative
jidea, but rich in kooky potentialities——succeed.

'"Do we even know that the program has been carried out?’

'Sure we do,' I was told, 'because there is a report on the project.’
'Who writes the report?' -

'The person who does the project.'

'Isn't that like having our students grade their own papers?’
Silence. 64

As Dr. Neusner correctly observes, the fundamental flaw is the lqck'of
criteria. The "policy for promotion of progress and scholarship,” so long
awai;ed'by Congress, is the document that would, did it exist, identify the
specific goals we are pursuing, the priofitigs we are honoring, and the
criteria of success we are using., The absence of goals and criteria means
that the state endowments do not know what they are supposed to achieve,

and thelr evaluators do not know what they are supposed to judge, or accord-

" ing to what standard. The absence of clearly defined criteria means that

judgments cannot be validated, nor, indeed, even replicated. As a conse-
quence, each evaluator supplies his or her own set of unmexamined and un-
measurable aSSuﬁptions, and uses these as the basis of judgment. Panelists

take comfort in the unanimity of the group, like blind people, holding

hands, The resulting chaos of standards is reflected in the bewildering
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variety of ebmmenip trensmi:ted'in review letters. This confusion is
amplified by the unexamiced (and erronecus) assumption that state pro-
grams shoald net be evaluated accordipg to a common set of goals, prior-

“ities, and criteria, as iflthef were not all rooted in the identical leg-

' islative'mahdaée. Misinterpreting the 1976 legislation, this_ﬁieﬁ pre-
supposes that, in fre"e_j.;zg the states from NEH control (to some extent),
Congress also intended to set them free from the goals of the enabling
legislation. Further refin;ng-this error, it 1is maintained.that state en- .
dawﬁents can be judged exclusively by their fulfillment of state goals; -
or, rather, since tﬁe accomplishment of fundamental goals 13 not measur-
ed in this system, by the process by which they go about assessing and
Tesponding to .state "needs,”

. In the absence of objective and verifiable norms of achievement,

' both :state endownents and NEH revert to self-serving descriptions of the
good things they have done and expect to do, complemented by testimonials
from.thefpeOple who have benefited from these good things. Like the states,
NEH is_forced-ro produce ponderous, aimost-unreadable, and certainly in-
eonclusive reports. The main point is missing in all of this talk: uh§é=
were you supposed to accomplish, and did you accomplish it? Yes? or No?
It is not enough to do something good, or even to accomplish.something
~worthwhile. It is essential to accomplish the particular worthwhile thing

- that you have béén asked to accomplish. No multiplication of words, 11ve1y
' -anecdotes, touching stories, impressive testimonials, can substitute for

'f.;he bottom line: did you accomplish'what you were expected to accomplish?

-Silence.

Cne finds evidence of a lack of professionalism in the use of Te-
ports by those being evaluated as the sole ‘basis by which reviewers and

- panelists are to form judgments of merit., This is an incentive to seduc—-
tion that would be out of place in any professional evaluation syetem, |
certainly ia one involving humanists,

There 19 'a distressing confusion in the Teview process of two very

_diffetent kinds of evaluation. On the one hand, the judgment of- accomp-
lisﬁmeﬁt'as the basis of reward or punishment cannot be done professional-

ly in.;he abserice of verifiable criteria. On the other hand, the attempf_

LYY
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to provide helpful suggestions for the improvement of performance would
never be made by a prefessional-without day-to—day involvement in the prb—'
gram, and interaction with those responsible for its implementation. It
is'very difficult for any one evaluator to provide both kinds of evalu-
ation, since the former requires detachment and objectivity, while-thé
latéer requires-an intimate and trustiﬂg'rélationship.

How long has it been since anyone has asked: why are we doing this
review, anyway? Are we simply trying to ape, in some inappropriate way,
other NEH divisions? What is this focus on éuality-and merit, this de- '
sire to increase the range of funds available to reward the successful?
This seems on the éurface to be directly contrary to Congressional in-
tent: that all programs should be "adequate," and that special help
should be provided to the weak.65

Why do we use the word "proposal™ to refer to the "reports" called
for by‘Congress, as if the state-based endowments were not permanent
programs? A proposal is a written rationale for something that might be

done, and it is evaluated based on the cogency and creativity of its . .-

_verbal presentation. A program exists primarily in deeds, and secondarily

in reports, and even the latter are deed-related rather than dream-related.
Program reports document the accomplishment of objectives over a 1qﬁg
period of time, and indicate what fine tuning will be undertaken to improve
performance in the future. It is quite feasible for a report to properly
affirm that the plan for the coming year is essentially to keep doing what
has been done in the past (to the extent that it has been successful).
Novelty 15 not a consideration. In a proposal, on the other hand,.the
phrase "more of.the_sgme" is anathema. A proposal always proposes some-
thing né;; by definition, it has no past. One of the more excruciating
infelicities of the present review process 1s the importance it places upon

the creation, every other year, of new, fanciful, imaginative and exciting

plans, for the delectation of reviewers who know nothing of the past. The

dull, determined, tenacious pursuit of long range goals, so crucial to suc~-

cess, has no honored place for proposal reviewers.
Why do we. presume that a group of 10 or so presumably intelligent

-and almost—certainly well-intentioned persons, perhaps half of whom have
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no.prior experience with the state-~-based program, can meet one time, for
a single hour, based upon a single report, and make judgments of program
performance &nd direction that contradict the judgment of 20 equally in-
telligent and well-intentioned ‘persons, who have spent, perhaps, several
_ hundred hours or more, designing and implementing a program for a state
of whose needs and opportunities they are intimately aware? Ihié uuuld
be a triumph of Temote- perception over immediate knouledge.
| 'The review process, itself, does not appear to be accountable.
Members of the- National Cbuncii who make the final-rehammendatinn, do
not even see the state endowment reports, in most cases, but only 3taff
sumnaries. Members of the panels, who make the initial criticisms, have
no knowledge of; or contrel over, how their critiecisms are synthesized
dnd translated by staff into judgments of "conditions" and recommended
levels 6f funding. Staff members accept responsibilit§ »for making de-
cisions, but do not accept responsibility for Ehe kind of decisions they
make (attributing this to the panelists). Not only is it impossible to
assign clear responsibility for the kind of decisions made, but there
has been no attempt, to the best of ﬁy knéwledge, to professionally =
assess the quélity pf the decisions that are being made in this cumber-

s50me manner.

Finally, no professional evaluation process could afford to be so

wﬁsteful to such litrtle effect. Efforts associated with providing document-

ation for review consume between 15% and 30Z of administrative resources
available to the state, depending upon whether the state happens to be

"{n trouble".at the time, Adding to this the cost of the Diﬁision of State
Programs, whose sole function until most recently was to administer this
system, one gets an overall cost of about 20Z of all administrative funds
available for the -program. By way of contrast, the Urban Institute rec-
ommends, based upon comprehensive study, that program review cost between
0.53 and 2.0% , or about 1/20th of what we are presently spending(and their

figure is for a professional, accduntable, reliable and beneficial evalu-
at:l.on‘sysr._em).‘.66

At



IITI. CONCLUSION

This report affirms ‘that we should give second ihqughts to ihe
things we are doing: «to our goals, to our means, and to our methods of
measuring progress and success,

It identifies and tries to clarify some of the most persistent
ambiguities in the way we talk about-what we do, so 'as to remove if
possiblelthe :h%torical blocks tgyclé?r thicking,

It describes a federel prpg;gm'btill without coherent policy,
and a state component of that effbtt sufféring from too many, often"
-confliéting policies.

It traces the history of varied understanding between Congress
and the National Endowment for the Bumanities made possible by the ab-
sence of a coherent, agreed—upon policy. It considers why NEH would
have resisted the formulation of policy, and why NEB contimues to do
so to-this day. And it reveals the state-based endcmm.eﬁts as caught
in the crossfire, receiving mixed signals from Congress, on the one N
hand, and from NEH, on the other,: -

It‘argpes that our policy, whatever else it be, should be an active,
goal-seeking, change-inducing, catalytic policy, and not merely one of
passive, acquilescent support for the status quo.

) It outlines the possibility of collaboration for a naéionallstate
' program development effort that will dwarf our previous accomplishments.

Finally, it suggests that it is time to liberate ourseélves from
wasteful and non~productive forms of self-justifications: It recommends
that we seek to employ the Urban Institute as a coansultant, and that to—
gether, state  and national, we design the program policy thatr will ground
our efforts, and the systém of agsessment that will document our achieve-

ment.
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First Session, Part 10, p. 1040. - R

60, 1980 Senate Hearings, pp. 22-23, 108,

0

_ 51 "Assegsment of the NEH State Program Review Process." A memo from the

Florida Endowment for the Humanities to the Federation .of Public Programs
and other state endowments, October 4, 1979,
"So surprising was the (NEH) review letter, and so inconsistent with FEH' :
own self-assessment and the NEH assessment 16 months earlier, that the
Interim Executive Committee decided to ask for copies of the written state—
. ments of readers of the proposal, A comparison of readers' written comments,
.- which were primarily positive, with the negative review letter, confirmed
.the Interim Executive Committee's judgment that the NEH review process was
' serlously defective and could not be taken to be an accurate assessment of
the FEH program nor the gfounds for future planning. :

"Attached is an outline of the kinds of questions and comcerns that arose
in FEH's careful consideration of the NEH review process. These are in-
- tended to suggest useful areas for the Federation to explore with NEH.

\‘-
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1, What is the extent and limit of NEH's responsibility and author-
ity with respect to the state programs? Can a merely advisory role be
reconciled with acts of dominion ¢ . + .?
2, What is the proper goal of an NEB review process?
a. What -are the standards of quality and success?
b. How is the unique context of each state program to be ~
-adequately recognized » « .?
c¢. Is the goal to evaluate ( ..., state programsS, OT - » «
state proposals?
d. Is the goal to evaluate performance plans, or both; if both,
what is the relative value of each?
3, Does the review process, as it has.been practiced, produce results
that are significant enough to:warrant the time and effort.involved . « « ?
4. -Does the present review process produce gemerally reliable results . .. . ?
-5," Are ‘the state programs radically different from other NEH funding
activities? In consequence, is it wrong to act as if they did not have,
in some: very real sense, an entitlement?
6, Is NFH well suited to review the quality of state programs?
7. Is there a sound alternative method of evaluating state programs?”

62, The difficulties were weil summarized by B. J. Stiles, Director of the
. Division of State Programs at NEH,in a letter to William Brennan, dated
. January 24, 1980:

"I do foresee complications in making extensive materials from our files
available without specific prior approval from the states involved, and
even then I suspect that there will be some materials dealing with sen™
sitive matters which both the states and NEH would be hesitant to open
to "public' use. As I statelin our conversation, I certainly would not
be able to give blanket or individual authorization for-such access to
oufﬂ%wnmurwmwmdnmﬁkawmmlﬁmbﬂhmemﬂmm
and the general counsel of NEH. They, in turn, could conceivably want
review and discussion by the National Council. All of which doesn't
.occur quickly, thus some further cause for allowing ample time for
clear preseatation of a formal request, and appropriate time for review
. and decision within NEH."

I asked that the question of access to evaluative materials by re-
searchers be brought before the National Council at its next meeting,
but, so far, this does not appear to have happened.

63. The following states provided copies of their review letters for com-
sideration in this study: Delaware, Florida, Illinois, Indiama, Iowa,
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana,
Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Virginia, Washington State, West Virginia, Wisconsin.

64, FR, Vol. 2, No, 4, January, 1979, p. 21.

65. 1980 Senate Heariggs, pp. 219, 402,

66. Hatrey, Harry P., Richard E. Winnie and Donald M. Fisk. Practical Pro—
gram Evaluation for State and Local Government Officials. The Urban
Institut2, Washington, D. C., 1973, p. 123t "A reasonable way to con—-
sider evaluation costs is to relate them to the magnitude of the programs
being evaluated. A figure of from 0.5 to 2 percent of program funds for -
program evaluation has. been applied to federal programs.”. . .
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