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V. THE ENDOWMENT UNDER THE CHAIRMANSIHIP
OF BARRABY C. KEENEY

A. The summer of 1966

Personnel changzs. In accordance with the urderstanding at the

time of his appointmen:, Dr. Moe resigned the chairmenship of the En-
dowment effective June 30, 1966.l/ On.the same day Lhe Senate confirmed
Mr. Reeney's nomination,g/ and he assumed office in the first week in
July.é/ The President at this time appointed Dr. Moe to £ill the result-
ing Vécancy on the Council,ﬁ/ where he ‘continues to serve.

On the staff, Philip Broughton also departed on June 30, as had
“been agreed, and was rcplaced as deputy chairman by tlallace B. Edgertomn
on July 1, 1966. Besides the new deputy, four professional staff posi-
rione were filled for the first time between mid-June and mid-July:

Gladys Hardy, as Director of Planning and Anaiysis, beginning
July 11, 1966.

John Barcroft, as her assistant, beginning (&t first, as an
expert) on June 15.

James Blessing, as program officer and acting director of the
Division of Feliowships and Stipends, on June 26.

J. Saunders Redding, as director of the Division of Research
and Publication on July 5.2

Mr. Blessing was shortly appointed director of the fellowship division,é/
thus leaving one important vacancy on the staff, the position of director

7/

of the Division of Educational and Special Projects.t

Structural changes. When Mr. Keeney arrived cn July 5, there

were two broad tasks to be accomplished during the summer. One was to
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prepare tO process applicgtions in volume for the first time; the other,
to draft the fiscal 1963 budget for review by the Council and submission
to the Budget Bureau iﬁ September.

On the processing of applications, it may be néted that about
175'proposals had been submitted to the Endowment up to the beginning
of July 1966.§/ During Dr. Moe's tenure, there had been no serious effort
to act on all of these, partly because of the lack of staff, partly be-
¢ause programs and polizies were still being settled, and, in iarge part,
because it was felt that it would be improper to spend more than a token
amount of the available funds on the first comers, to the detriment of
those who delayed submission until application procedures had been
officially announced.g/ When Mr. Keeney arrived, the first formal
announcement of programs, application forms, and instructions for sub-
mission were at the printer; they were mailed during August 1966. The
announcement,lg/ carrying out the program decisions agreed to by the
Council in June, set an application deadlines for all programs in mid-
October 1966 and stated that awards would be announced the following
February and Narch; A flood of applications was expccted, and it was
therefore essential to set up workable means of processing them within
the announced period.

The first step :oward both the review of applications and the
preparation of the 1963 budget was an appropriate division of responsi-
bilities emong the newly increased staff. To Mr. Blessing of the Divi-

sion of Fellowships and Stipends there were assigned, naturally, the

three programs of postdoctoral fellowships and surmmex stipends, both for
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younger scholars, and senior fellowships. To the Division of Research
and Publication, headed by Mr. Redding, there went the approved pro-
grams of support for general scholarly research, special historical
studies, research tools, the editing for publication of the works of
American authors, and support for American scholars' travel to interna-
tional conferences. The third division, Educatiomal and Special Proj-
ects, was taken to include educational television ané talking books,
for each of which funds had been earmarked by the Ser.ate Appropriations
Committee; the program for museums and historical societies; and the
"general educational programs” with whose content Joln Ehle's committee
had been struggling.ll’ |

Planning for the implementation of these prograﬁs called not only
for delegations to the staff but -for attention to the guestion of how
matters both of prograr policy and of decision on particular applications
were to be organized for presentation to the Council. Up through June
1966, the volume of business had been small enough to permit, and most
of the decisions to be made had been basic enough to warrant, considera-
tion of each question that arose by the Council &s a vhole. It was quite
clear, however, that once the Endowment became fully operative this would
no longer be possible.

Dr. Moe had taken some steps, during his chairmanship, toward
setting up means for obtaining preliminary recomsendctions which could
then be presented to the Council for review in as much or as little
depth as they might choose and as time would perzit. He had invited

specialists from outside the Endowment to serve, witli Council members,
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on advisory panels in six areas where programs were contemplated;lg/ he
had had the Council discuss the means of evaluating fellowship applica-
tions at- both the May and June meetings, with agreement on the use of

outside panels reached;lg/ he had appointed subject matter committees

of Council members to deal with other applications not covered by the

14/

first two procedures;--~' and he had appointed the ccimmittee chaired by

Mr. Ehle to deal with all matters concerning general educational pro-

grams.lé/

By july, it ha¢ become clear that some changes in these arrange-
ments were called for. Each of the six advisory panels, for example,
had originally corresponded to a contemplated Endowrent program; but
with the appropriation of $2 million instead of $5 willion in May 1966
and the regulting redeli ¥, four of the six
special programs had buen eliminated. The two programs remaining were
those concerned with musuems and historical societics and editing the
works of American authurs.lé/ The advisory panels ior both these fields
met during June, each making recommendations for the use of its allotted
sum ($300,000 and $350.000, respectively) from the «7ailable appropri-
ation.lz/

Another difficuity with the early arrangements arose with the
assignment of program vesponsibility to the several divisions of the
Endowment. Under the ~riginal committee structure, applications to the
Division of Fellowship: and Stipends were to be revicwed by outside

panels and then by a single committee of Council members; applications

to the Division of Educational and Special Projects were to be reviewed,
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with minor exceptions, 2ither by the outside panel or. museums and his-
torical societies or by Mr. Ehle's committee; and mo:t applications tO
the Division of Research and Publication would have »een reviewed by a
rather large number of subject-matter committees of the Council. This
division of labor would have provided for individualized attention to
research applications oa the part of Council members cut of proportion
to the funds assigned to the research program; and the recommendations
of the several subject-natter committees, in practice, would have been
difficult for a single staff member, the division diiector, to cocrdinate
into a coherent program with a l1imited amount of ment¢y. There were also
questions whether the twenty-six members of the Count¢il, many of vhom
were not practicing scholars, provided enough manpowcr and enough depth
of knowledge in a wide variely u; [ields Lo evaluzie ail reseatcu appii~
cations adequately. Thzase considerations called for a larger share of
the work to be done witain the staff, or under its directiom; and such
a shifting of responsibility was even more pressing with respect to gen-
eral educational programns, where the two chairmen and the Council commmit-
tee had already reache: a near-stalemate on program content.

One of Mr. Keeney's first steps was to reorgarize the Council.lg/
The pattern that emerged was similar to the one alrecdy set up for the
Division of Fellowships and Stipends. Altogethexr, four Council Commit—’
tes were organized, corresponding to the three operating divisions and
the Office of Planning and Analysis. Grant applications, which would
usually be handled by the operating divisions, were O be ”discusseé

with the appropriate coxmittee of the Council before bringing then to
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'GZ;ELL.”EB/ The Committee on Planning and Analysis, of which
Mr. Keener himicli was to be chairman, was to advise on general matters,
particularly ir fne interim between fu11”Council meetings. While it

was Driginallwazdpcsed that this committee also be erpowered to make
recommendations on grants in the interim between meetings, subject to

ion by tae Council,zg/ this aspect of the committee's

dater-ratificaZ

-functions could “ot be used to any significant extent because the act

. required the full Council to recommend on every application. All the

committees operate as a matter of convenience, without formal legal
standing, and enable the full Council, meeting triannually, to get
through a greater body of work than would otherwise be possible on a

more than perfunctory busis.

accomnliched in

+ Akl ir-‘-u-w-\vv!- nf FhAaen £ouiv pprmitinooe
tablylcomonit CI TRULL v commlTTCCE, o

August and Septembex 1966, cleared the way for preliminary evaluation
of proposals within the staff and by outside consultants before consid-
eration by members of the Council itself. Most of the actual work of
evaluation, however, waited until later in the fall, when the earliest

unsolicited proposals to the Endowment could be considered together with

others received before the October 1966 deadline.

Drafting the 1965 budget: the definition of education programs.

The 1968 budget was due at the Budget Bureau in Septe:sber of 1966, before
any real experience had been acquired with the programs only recently
approved for fiscal 1967. For the programs in the Division of Fellow-
ships and the Division of Research and Publication, pzeparation of the

budget draft consisted mainly of describing to the Buceau what the
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Endowment intended to do in 1967 and proposing to exiend the same pro-
grams, with more money, for another year.gl/ Drafts supplied by the
divisions.were to be consolidated by the Office of Planning and Analysis
into one document, revicewed by the Council at a meeting scheduled for
mid-September, revised 4s necessary, and finally agaian consolidated with
the budget of the Naticnal Endowment for the Arts by the shared Office
of Administration. ‘

For the programs in the Division of Educational and Speciél Proj-
ects,. the task was not soO straightforward. There was still no agreement
about the meaning of "general educational programs," which were to be
the division's main activity, and there was no division director to help
determine the meaning. The process of deciding how the Ehle committee's
$500,000 was to be used, and of finding the language with which to de-
scribe these activities to the Budget Bureau, was begin by the Chairman
in a memorandum in mid-July. He wrote that one of tne main objectives
of the Endowment was the development of teaching of the humanities in
schools, colleges, and universities, and the education of the public,
and that, toward that end,

"The fundamental program will be in the development of education

at the level of the college and the school. . . . The Endovment

will endeavor tc promote such improvement through the establish-
ment of summer institutes, special programs and workshops, and

to promote the improvement of teaching materials, particularly

books, through a variety of means. TFive hund:red thousand dol-

lars has been se: aside for this purpose from the initial appro-
priation.:g
The "cultures of the American peoples' program was referred to by the
Chairman only in a pencilled notation on his draft, "The American heri-
23/

tage and minority groups got left out,' The training of critics was
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referred to not at all and was reinstated as an area of iﬁterest only
at a later time.gﬁ/

1t. fell mainly to the Chairman and the Office of Planning and
Analy51s to work out the details of the program, botl. for the purpose
of using up the allotted $500,000 in 1967 and of stating the 1ntent10ns
for 1968. So far as the 1967 program was. concerned, of course, there
was no doubt that the money could be used and it would have been quite
possible simply to wait and see what kinds of applicctions came in by
the October deadline for "general educational prograns.' But there
were several reasons militating against this.

First, one could predict about the kinds of ecucation applica-

tions that would be received only that they would be extremely varied

that manyv of them wonld he rather nparrow Ov even trivial in

in purpnse
their effect and that cthers would be far too expensive for present con-
sideration, and that a very basic kind of sorting out would be needed
between the kinds of projects that were worthwhile iu purpose and jus-
tifiable on a $500,000 budget and those that were nct. The over-all
quality of applications for education projects in hend by mid-July was
not encouraging. In addition, there was a strong fecling that the En-
dowmenﬁ‘s function was at least as much to jnitiate and help share pro-
posals as to respond to them. It was clear to all concerned that the
Endowment should not abdicate its potential for leaccrship in favor of
simply provi@ing finan-ial supportkfor the status quo.

Accordingly, thz thinking that went into the Zfirst drafts of the

education sections of the budget began with ideas about rather concrete
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vprojects, or types of projects, that would be worthwhile, and not with

. the possible total scope of the program.zz/ 1t would have been possible,

at a later stage of the.drafting, to generalize the language in which
these ideas were descrited, but anothef complication entered at that
poinf: 1t was not yet clear to the staff just how spacific proper bud-
get language needed toO te. All were determined to avdid a recurrencé
of the previous year's experience before the House Appropriations (om=
mittee, where Mr. Dentor. had objected that he 'did not find any specific
information on just how you plan to spend the $5 million you are request-
ing . . . ."zé/ 1t had not yet been clearly established what kind of
specificity was needed, that is, whether specific price tags were more
important than completely worked out program content, nor, for that
matter, whether Denton's recaction of the previous ycar was the standard
reaction to a lack of specificity. This time, the Indowment was taking
no chances, and the working assumption was that, unlecss the Chairman
and staff were entirely clear in their own minds, a year in advance,
about the specific kincs of things the education bud:et should be spent
on, the Budget Bureau =nd the Congress would again find the document
unacceptably vague.gl/

A near-final drz’t of the 1968 budget was subwitted to the Coun-
cil in mid—September.ggJ John Ehle had already agre:d graciously to
the termination of his committee as'such,gg/ and the budget's description
of education programs to be undertaken in fiscal 1967 was accepted by

the Council without sigaificant change.ég/ With revisions more of

language than of substance, the document sent to the Budget RBureau On
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September 30 distributed.the original $500,000 for 'zeneral educational

programs" in fiscal 19¢7 as set out below.éi/ For clarity, the 1967

allocations for the thrze additional programs in the Division of Educa-
32/

tional and Special Projiects also are shown.=—

Allocation for

"general educa- Other 1967
tional programs'  allocations
Improvement of teaching and creation
of public understanding (Division of
Educational and Special Projects)
A. Structured educatioa
1. Curriculum dissemination
(elementary arnd secondary
level) $100,006
2. Teaching interaships
(higher education) 64,009
3. Iusiitciloual cuoperaiiou
(higher education) 60,000
B. FExtramural education
1. Training of critics 8,000
2, Talking books $100,000
3. Television 100,000
4, 1tuseums and historical
societies : 300,000
C. The Center 50,000
Subtotal $282,000
Development and plannirz funds (assigned
for administration to rone of the three
operating divisions, but corresponding
in general purpese to tae functions of
the Office of Pianning and Analysis) 218,000

Total $500,000
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On the objectives of the division's programs, the budget submis-
sion stated:

"The objectives of the Endowment are 1) to improve teaching
of the humanities within the framework of education in its broad-
est sense; 2) to improve the public presentation of the materials
and results of the humanities; and 3) to inter-relate the sub~
jects of the huranities to each other and to bri?g them to bear
upon the problemns of public and private life.”gg

The budget added,

"The accomplishment of these objectives is more difficult
than those of thz first two programs because there is a better
basis of experieace on which to base programs of fellowships and
research support, because of the,uncertainty of what to do and
how to do it, and, paradoxically, because of the many other pro-
grams directed at the improvement of teaching, as well as the
efforts of the varioys agencies which seek to improve the quality
of life in general.”gi/

The content of the several programs in 1967, as stat:d in the September
budget. was to be as follows:

A. Structured ejucation

1. Curriculum dissemination (elementary and
secondary level) . o« o o o w e e e e e e e e e e $100,000

"The significant curricular developments in the humani-
ties at the elemesntary and secondary levels of education
have only particlly been disseminated into thc mation's school
systems. Good basic curricula exist in many {ields, but the
gap between development and application remains large. This
reflects lack of strong rapport between the uriversities,
which have developed the curricula, and the schools, which
must decide whether to accept and apply them. The Endowment
proposes to exarine the problem of university-school cooper-
ation by assemb.ing a conference. of experts from both levels
who have participated in joint university-school programs in
the recent past, as well as curriculum expert:s from both
levels who are interested in establishing joinut programs.
Out of such a conference should come a clearer idea of the
guidelines whicl: make joint efforts at curricu:lum dissemina-
tion successful, and new directions may be iniicated for use
of new teaching nethods and materials, and mezns of relating
studics to each other and to humane life. Universities and
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school systems will then be invited to submit joint pro-
posals for a continuing program. The Endowment will select

35/

one or more of these and fund it with 1967 furds . . . .'M==

2. Teachinz intermnships (higher education) . . . . $ 64,000

mplthough o sharp distinctions can be made, it is
generally true tnat colleges excel in teaching, and univer-
sities in research. We propose to establish internships to
permit young Ph.D.'s to work for a year with notable teach-
ers in colleges, and then either remain in college teaching
or return to university teaching. It is hoped that those
who return to thz universities will bring with them a greater
understanding and appreciation of teaching, and that those
who remain in colleges will conduct more active research
programs which will, in turn, influence their colleagues.
They will be in the approximate age range of the junior
postdoctoral recearch fellows. They will be selected on
the basis of their scholarly and teaching prowise, and they
will be assignec¢ as far as possible to the college of their
first choice but preferably not their own undergraduate col-
lege. During thair year at the college they will teach a
light load and s2rve an apprenticeship under s senior pro-
fessor who is a master-teacher in one of the bhumanistic
fields.

"puring the present fiscal year we plan to make twelve
experimental awzrds, assigning no more than ore fellow to a

n’h
college. . . . 22

3. Institvtional cooperation (higher education) . . . §$ 60,000

""The thrust of our program to give young university
scholars contact with liberal arts colleges is strengthened
by our program i) establish cooperative arrangements between
clusters of colisges and junior colleges in tre vicinity of
a strong university. The purpose would be to increase con-
tact between the colleges and the university wvith a view to
‘'strengthening the teaching of the humanities in both places--
by making the facilities of the university avzilsble to the
faculty of the colleges, and by making the attitude of the
colleges relevart to the faculty of the university. We plan
to make a few small grants in fiscal 1967 to zroups of col-
leges and universities who have conducted joint planning
for reciprocal strengthening of the teaching cf the humani-
ties. The Endowment intends to invite proposals and to
select two or thkree of the best to try out. Tach group
will be expected to construct its own program, but some
examples of what might be done would be excharges of faculty
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and students, opening of each institution's library to the
faculty of the others, joint colloquia and departmental sem-
inars, joint planning, research, teaching and similar activ-
ities. This program resembles but does not duplicate the
program for cooperative relationships between developing in-
situtions and well-established colleges or universities con-
tained in Title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965.
The Endowment proagram aims at all colleges and junior col-
leges regardless of their stage of development as institu-
tions, and will >upgort arrangements specifically for the
humanities. .

Subtotal, structured education . . . . $224,000

B. Extramrural education

1. Televie On v v v v v i v 4 o o 4 o v o o« + o« .. §100,000

"An obvious attack on the problem of cresting greater
public understancing of the humanities is thrcugh radio,
television, and {ilms. Congress appropriated co the Endow-
ment $100,000 for 'the study of educational television and
radio' in 1967. A massive study of educational television
is zring cowmpleiiun by the tCarnegie Commission on Educe-
tional Television; therefore the Endowment proposes to take
the term 'study' in its broad sense and initiate a program
to improve instructional television. Such television orig-
inates primarily from decisions of schools and universities
to offer a course or set of courses via classroom televis-
ion; however, many of these courses are broadcast by educa-
tional television stations to the broad public. The prob-
lem is that, in a period when the number and vzriety of
such 1nstruct10nal courses are ballooning, com~etent tele-
vision teachers aid producers are scarce, Som: American
producers and teathers, and some foreign teachcrs and pro-
ducers, have succ=eded in creating genuinely distinguished
television instrustion, Our pilot program proposes to
bring to this country selected groups of these foreign edu-
cational broadcasrers to meet in seminar with their Ameri-
can counterparts, discuss and compare methods, and eventu-
ally produce on fIlm the best of their joint ideas in a
series of demonstvation movies. This series of films or
video tapes would show how to conceive, script, direct,
produce, and teach through the medium of television various
humanistic subjecits. A handbook would be printad as a
companion to each finished film. The series of pilot films
would become a baric¢ primer in the use of television for
instruction. n38/

peke

[d]
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2. Talkinz booKs .+ « & « & o & o @ a0 e e e e e . $100,000

1A more spscialized example of the sort of program which
the Endowment hcpes to develop is the talking books program
planned in 1966 and funded for fiscal 1967. The new legis-
lation enzbling the Library of Congress to provide talking
books to other rhan blind persomns will make it unnecessary to
continue the program past fiscal 1967. Anticipating the
five-fold incresse in audience which the new legislation will
bring to the Library of Congress talking books program, the
Endowment plans to fund pilot projects in hosoitals to demon~
strate a) that there is an audience for excellent works in
the humanities emong the users of talking booxs; and b) that
there is a need for such a facility among the temporarily
handicapped, primarily the hospitalized. In addition, our
program will prcduce a wider range of titles in the humani-
ties which can then be distributed by the Library of Congress.
The ultimate result will be to Strengthen the program of the
Library of Congress, and inspire imitation of the Endowment's
program by private groups across the country through the
demonstration of need and feasibility. Grants will be made
to three hospitzls for pilot programs oOn the use of talking
books in fiscal 1967; this will expend the $100,000 appropri-
ation for this purpose, and the program will be discontin-
ued."39/

3. Treinirg of critics . .« o o e o e e e e e e e e § 8,000

"The Endowsent's objective of stimulating public under-
standing of the humanities may be partially achieved by pro-
viding opporturities for journalists to improve their ability
to write effectively about literature, the performing arts,
the results of scholarship, education, and other subjects
relevant to the humanities. 1In fiscal 1967 the Endowment

envisages a small pilot program in training of critics. . .

'né_O_/

4. YMuseums and historical societies . . .« . o o . . $300,000

miuseums ard historical societies togetner represent
institutions which interest vast scgments of the American
public. There zre some 5,000 museums in the country, and
annual attendance is over 200 million. There are over 3,000
historical socicties, containing some of the most ardent
professional anc non-professional historians in the country.
The major problem which both groups face is improving the
competence of their professional staff, both in the cura-
torial and the cducational aspects of their work. These
museums and historical socicties .probably represent the
major untapped resource of humanistic education at both
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the school level and the general level. Without well-trained
staff, the resources will remain untapped; therefore, the
Endowment will initiate in fiscal 1967 and continue there-
after a series cf programs aimed at the up-graiing of pro-
fessional staff. 1In the present fiscal year, = small pro-
gram of fellowships and internships will be established,
aimed at producing well-trained personnel for the field, and
providing in-service training for those already in the
field. 1In addition, the Endowment will support regional
seminars and institutes of shorter duration than the fellow-
ships and internships, with the aim of providing training
which is feasible for the staffs of small museums and his-
torical societies, many of which cannot afford to free a
staff member for more than two or three weeks., . . .

YFY 1967 estimate $300,000
TRCErNShips « « « + « o« & + « « $173,000
Fellowships « « + o o o o o o s 60,030
Seminars and institutes . . . . 67,030

1" ! tﬂ:’l

Subtotal, extramural education . . . . $508,000

C. The CORLET  + + o o o » o o o & o o s+ & o o s o o o ot $ 50,000

11411 of the programs in the previous porrion of our
presentation have had as their impetus the desire to apply
a stimulus to various segments of the population who by the
nature of their vork can affect a broad spectrum of the
public~--critics, television producers and teachers, museunm
and historical society staffs, and the producers of talking
books. This prcgram deals with the need to eztablish a focus
for the humenitics in relation to one another. and in rela-
tion to the national life. The Endowment proposes to conduct
an investigation of the feasibility and desirability of stim-
ulating the deveiopment of a major and general center for the
study of the humanities and arts which would have a national
rather than a local impact. In fiscal 1967 and fiscal 1968
we will fund a szudy of possible structures and programs for
such a center, of the desirability of establishing one, of
whether or not Washington or some other place is the most de-
sirable location. and of possible sources of cperating and
capital funds. Such a center, if feasible, would symbolize
the national comritment to humanistic scholarship, to the
relevance of the humanities for our life, and to the improve-
ment of the humanities in their most general sense. One need
only reflect upon what other centers in the sciences and
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social sciences “.ave stimulated in the various fields to
perceive that sush’a center could have profoundly practical
benefits. M
Total, 1967 funding for programs
in the Division of Fducational

and Special Projects . « . +« « & o o $782,000
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See page 119 above.

See Minutes, third Council meeting, June 1964, pp. 5-8. In
addition, the-advisery-group-oa-subvention-« fooublicatienancd

a meeting of the ndvisory group on subvention of publicationg was held.

jointly with the group on editions of American authors. Its recom-



mendation, however, was that no program of publication subvention

be funded for the time being. Ibid.

J7) Memorandum from Mr. Keeney to members cf the Council,
)‘_;,r : .
July 13, 1966; memorandum from Gustave O. Arlt, G. William
Miller, and John Courtney Murray, to members of tke Council,
August 26, 1966; minutes, fourth Council mesting, September 1966,
pp. 3-5.
/3 ¥8) Minutes, fourth Council meeting, Septmber 1966, p. 4.
=~ J9)  Ibid.
;i 20) See National Foundation on the Arts and the Haimanities, Estimates
of Appropriatiors for the Fiscal Year 1968, eabmitted to the Bureau
of the Budget, Secpiember 1966 (hereafter 1963 Budget, deptember 1966)
22) ""Draft for Use in Planning the Budget for F.scal 1967," unsigned
memorandum by Mr. Keeney, July 19, 196¢.
23) Ibid.
B R ie s T GUTR IO S ber -
24) ",,‘;‘Possible Future Program Areas, " memorandum from Mr.

Keeney to stafi members, August 5, 1966, ». 4; "Proposed

Budget, ' unsigned paper from the Office of Planning and Analysis,

August 8, 1964,



25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

See, e.g., "Program to Improve Instruction in the Humanities in

the Schools,'unsigned draft memorandum by Mr. Keeney, Jﬁly 13,

1966; memorandum from Gladys Hardy te-Mr. Kee-

"Development of Teaching, " memroandum from Gladys Hardy to
Mr. Keeney, Aggust 12, 1966.

See page 100 above.

*

See, e.g., transcript of notes, fourth Council meeting, September
1966, p. 25, wher Mr. Keeney said, "Mr. Redford urged that we
not do the budget in a way that would let it be approved or . . .
_[_—disa.pprove§7 py iine items. 1 am not sure whzt we can get away

with. "

National Endowment for the Humanities, Budget Fstimates and

Program Plans, Fiscal Year 1968 (September 1, 1966).

Letter ffom John Ehle to Mr. Keeney, July 19. 1966 (not micro-

filmed).
Sce Minutes, fourth Council meeting, September 1966, pp. 6-8.

1968 Budget, Setpember 1966, note 21 about, pp. H-20, H-33.

I1d. at H-20.
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41) 1d. at H=29-30. The content of this section generally followed
the recommendations of an advisory group On mMUSCUDS and historical
societies which hzd been set up by Dr. Moe and whose conclusions

had been approved by the Council at its June 1966 meeting.

42) 1d. at H-31.
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Program operation, Ociober 1906 to January 1967

Division of Fellowships and Stipends.

During the summer of 1666, the administration of the three
programs by then approve ed by the Council was assigned to the Division
of Fellowships and Stipends. Thcve were (1) seniox feliowships,

(2) fellowships for youngew scholar , and (3) summer stipends, also
for younger sdﬁolars‘ By the October 1966 deadlines, over 450

»

senior fellowship applivations had been, received and more than 400
I, ‘

applications for the youngex scholar awards. Since the division's

staff still consicsied only of Mr. Blessing and his secretary, ihe

chairman's special assistant, John Gardney was assigned to assist the

division. Decause of the acule shortages of administraiive funds fur

consultants, of staff, and of time, ‘2lmost the entire screening of

senior fellowship applications was péri’omned by @ panel of eight men
meeting for two da ys,' who preduced a list of 50 recommended awards
and 52 alternates. In the casc of the younger scholar programs, a
good many fewer applications wcere feceived than had been expected
(217 applications for summer stipends, and the intention had been to
make 200 awards; 195 applications for younger schelar fellowships,
against an announce d iatention to make 100 awards). It had alrcady
been established, however, that the programs would provide a wide

1

geographical and inetitutional sprcad and that re

o
1 [~

ought to be uscd to heip obtain such a gpread, Fouv the younger scholas

jcal review commitiecs
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programs, therefore, a larger number of consuliants was used, and

those who served on the panels had a much more reasonable workload.

The review pancls produced a list of 130 summer stipend applications

recommended for approval and of 100 recommended younger scholar

J

fellowships plus 6 alternates. EA fuller description cf the review pro-

cedurcs followed in these programs follows:

A X .

Revicw Procrpurnus

e e A.Summcr stipends and jollowships for youager scholars
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sane goneral proce Jure will o followad in figeal yoor 195,

ips

mnted ithose from incligibie ol k
: @ fu bo of inudeguaic quality Lo
qrds avallabie.

i

5 wore thon revi
pat

first selected

aud then procecded to

strong applientions was alsa prepared and ranked
to the National Counneil on the huinanities.
: : ¢ jraces (noaosingle

canher of ap:
Ay Brger thum wl selection com-
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to tlie Nationzal Foundation on the Arts and the

Humanitics Act of 1965, Hearings bafore the Special Subcormmities on

Labor of the Housc

Cor mittce on Education and Labor, 90th Cong.,

lst sess., p. 43 (1967).)
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The National Cour cil on the Humanities met in January 19067
to make its recommendations on these applications. A% that meetA'mg,
a major is sue promiptly arosc about the functions of the Council and,
in particular, the functions of the Committec 'on Fellowships and
Stipends. Dr. Moe, as chairman of the committec, hadcome to
Washington before the moeting to look over the panel's recommendations.

For the rest of the Council, however, it had been impossible, again

because of lack of staff end tilne,f'to confsxder providingz any mdre than
lists of the applications, and impossible to mail even the lists--which
ran to 70 pages for scnicr fellowships alone--for stucy by Council
members beiore the meoting. Indeed, some of the moterial was still
being typed and duplicat:d on {he cvening before the meeling began.

When the meeting opcned, the panel's fellowship recommendations
were first taken up, in r ccordance with the memoTrandum on recorganization
of the Council, by the Committee on Fellowships and Stipends. The
committee reported bacx to the full Council that it w=s gatisfied with

1.,

the list of propesed younger scholar awards. On the senior fellows ip

list, however, Dr. Moc had found one application, ranked too lov on

the alternate list to have any chance of being awarded, {rom a scholar
without peer in the United States" in his field. He 2lso said, probably
accurately, ''In many cases [ know more about these applicants than

the screening commitice knew. " (Transcript, P- 15.) The question
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was whether the committee and the Counﬁil were simply to rubber
stamp the panel‘s‘ recommendations. (Add about one sentence on the
debate and its conclus.on.)

Sifice this coniroversy, the fellowship cemmittee has reviewed
fellowship recommendations only with respect to questions that coul@
be generalized into 'policy questions, ' and it has cor.sidered the appropri-
ateness of guidelines for judging the a}pplicati.ons and the selection of
panelists; but it has nct reviewed the quality of the individual applica-
tions in determining which should be granted. {Add a sentence on the
change agreed on at the August planning committee meeting, so that
s.)

paneliste will cheonse more pcople thkan there arz plac

[§]
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Division of Reswarch and Publication.

The programs for fiscal 1967 that had been approved by the

Council and assigned to the Division of Research and FPublication to

administer were these:
Scholaxrly reseas ch S 600,000
Resecarch tools #nd other aids to
scholarship ‘ : 300, 000
Special studies in history, particularly
American history (later called special
studies in the history and culture of the -
Americas) - 200,000
Travel to international scholarly meetings 50, 000
Editions of Amcrican authors (including ;
the Constcllaiion Library) __ 350,000
$1, 500, 000

Total fiscal 1967 allocation

By October of 1566, the Council had approved grants of about

s

~

$600, 000 from these funds, including grants to the Modern Language
Association and the Assaciation of American University Presses that

consumed the entire allocation for editions of American authors. “(Sees

-
113

perges—02—b aaxd

1.35&bover) This leit some $G00, 000 with which to
respond to applications received under the other rescarch programs

before the October 1966 deadline.
Altogethier, just under 400 applications came in before the

deadline. As in the fellowship division, the division director, Mr

Redding, and his secretary, comprised the entire division staff. The
ned the sxcretary to the Council, Anne von der Licti,

I

b

chairman assi
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to act as Mr. Redding's assistant during this time.

In working out a procedure for review of these applications,
no serious consideratica was given to having separate panels for the
séparatc programs. The dividing lines between the programs were
too hazy, the programs taken separ'ately were teo srnall, and the
number of specialized fields encompassed in each program were too
many to have justified cuch a procedure. It was clcar, fm the other
hand, th;ﬂ; the panelists must have competence io a wide range of
disciplines, and there vias some feeling that they should be drawn from
all over the country, not just the eastern seaboaxd. The result was
the establishment of three interdisciplinary panels, of which one met
in Wachington, one in Wiscongin, and one in Callfornia. Prcposals
were sorted oul fqr the three pancls on the basis of their members'
competence. A fourth panel was later added to zdvisc on applications
in the ficlds of art and music, which had been insruﬁ'icicnﬂy represented
at the main panel meetings. When the pancl me«iings had been concluded,
with the result that far more applications had been recommended for
"approval than funds permitied, an intensive scries of stafl meetings
~was held to discuss the fneri’cs of cach proposal znd the prcbable usciul-
ness Qf a grant amounting to only part of the reguest. By this mcans
the rccommendations were narrowed to within abiout $50, 600 of the

money available, ard tlhiesc recommendations, vith & summeary of
4
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cach application, were taken to the Council at its January 1966 meeting.
As had bcen the case with fellowships, the process kad taken too long
to mail more than a small fraction of the papers to the Council in

advance. The frustration of the Council was matched only by the

exhaustion of the staff. Mr. Redford, chairman of the Committee on

Research and Publication, reported:

"We had before us . . . recommendations which amount
to $922, 000 in grants for this year and might assume {uture
support ol somec=hing close to between $1.5 and $2 million in
future years. As we looked at the materials handed to us, we
were immediatc:y confronted with the fact that between then and
12:30 didn't offer us much time for the consideration of grants
as such. A large amount of money. Also, we didn't have the
kind of documen:ation and kind of knowledge of procedural - -
steps and recorsmcndations which would enable us to have con-
fidence in the recommendations for grants that were made. '

0] may say in the beginning that the dis cussion which

J ) b 1)
followed is in no measure any criticism of the staff. Staif for
this purpose is inadequate and has had to operate under the
difficulties of th: first go-round and has bad = tre mendous
load of work for a short time. We would have felt like con-
gratulating the staff on what it had done, but we had the feeling
that enough had not been done, but more ought to be done in the
{future.

"We spent a big part of our time discussing the question
of procedure and documentation. We felt, in order to be able
to go through in any short period of time, or at all, the materials
handed to us, wc would need fuller documentztion. Some of
thece dispositicns have been made largely upon staff considera-
tion and staff finding that they were unworthy applications. Others
have been made solely by the pancls with sta{f participation.

"t is our feeling that prior to the next po-round a great
deal of consideration ought to be given to procecdure and docu-

mentation, so that the committec asked to work at these things
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would have beforc it such things as (a) full list of applications,
with action taken upon each; (b} the action taken by the staff
and, if staff recommendation practically disposed of it, the
staf{f reasons szould be listed; (c) that the separate action steps
that were taken should be shown; (d) the action of the panel,
including whether the panel's conclusion was unanimous or
there were dissents, including any possible statements of
pancl priorities, and pinpointing narginal cases, cases in
which there was division, cases which raise special policy
points.

"We felt the documentation in front of us didn't give us’
a good basis for passing on these things. What we were thinking
about is how a committee acting upon these things would feel
that it had adecuate information conce rning the nature of the
projccts and what had happened at successive action stages
with respect to it, with reasons for disapproval or approval.

"t was tne feeling of the committee . . . that at this
time we were under the necessity of taking it all on faith and
conveying {0 you our approval with the gualification thal the
notification to all these people of grants should have a clear
statement that grants this year do not imply prior righis over
anybody elsc ir future yeavs." (Transcript, 1/67, pp. 27-28.)

: e
The most basic change made, 4O permit the committec's

objcctions to be met, "was the dropping of applicaticn deadlines {from
the rescarch program Jor fiscal ycar 1968. This prrmitted the work
to be spread throughott the year, and dealt with by the commitlee at
three Council meetings instead of one. It has also racant that one

pancl, with about fiftecn members and broken up into subcommittees,
has been able to consider all the applications to be taken up at a par-

ticular Council meeting. Another.change is that full staff mectings
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presided over by the Chairman, to review panel recommendations,

have been discontinued, and that function has been carried on by com-

‘mittees of staff members outside the division. Finally, the division

staff now includes two full-time assistants to the director.

Division of Education: and Public Programs. The programs

of the Division of Educztional and Spec%al Pro.iects' (later renamed the
Division of Education and Public Programsp)\/for fiscal 1967 have been
described at length at pages 11-17 above. As was there noted, the
decisions on what was to be done in the first year of operation were
made before the division had scnior staff of its own; they were cenirete
and specific; and, although most of the programs were not described
specifically in the public announcement of 1967 programs, they were
given some standing by submission to the Council ard the Budget
Bureau in September 1966. Internally, the bud get cdocument was taken
as controlling from its completion in September until mid-March of
1967, when the Congre:sional presentation was subraitted on the hill.
The division's first senior staff member was appointed just as
the program decisions were being completed.i A program officer,
Stanley Ghosh, came to the Endowment in the last week of September;

and the division
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director, Robert Walker, was appointed on October 19. Walker's,initial

appointment was on a per diem basis, and he dld not ofixcxally become

.

full time until the bzginning of January 1967 . Between Og%pber and

@

January, these staff members (thn the prograﬁkanalys;, Joan RafLer)
had both to prepare to implement the plans set out in the budget and to
process the applications received in response to the October 1966 dead-.
line.

Because the publié program announcement had been very general,
and the budget document was very specific, the two tasks of implementing
budgeted programs and processing applications received did not entirely

coincide. Lis was unlike the situation.in the othzr two divisions,

where it was possible to treat the two tasks as one. In the education
division, on the contrary, the budget placed a heavy burden on the staff
to generate proposals consistent with its statements of intent for the
1967 fiscal year. Twr of the budgeted programs--teaching internships

and museum

internships--required a separate supplemental announcement direc;ed

toward prospcctive individual interns, and also the special solicitation

of grant applications from possible host institutions. Two more progréms,
felevision énd talking books, required substantial staff work with possible
grantees in order to cavelop proposals that would be in line with the

stated intentions and :hat would use the $100,000 cermarked for each by
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the Congress. The allacation for a feasibility study of a national
humanities center similarly called for s.spec'ial staff efforts to ge‘nerate
an appropriate proposal; this, uniike the othe;:s; had not been a.péorh—
plished by the January Council meeting at whi;ch all 1967 g&:aﬁts were
to be recommended. The program cf'seminars and institutes for

historical

society personnel was “orther along by-the time work began in October:
the Council had agreed in September to farm the program out to the only
well qualified organization, the American Association for State and
Local History:’éﬁd that group had shown itself willirg?' Finally, the
allocation of $8,000 {cr training.of critics invoived special problems.
Its presence in the budget was due to the Council's hrasty ;ecommendation
for a grant to be used by Miss Genauer, and a way arcund the conflict of
interest had to be found. This was accomplished by the solicitation of
some competing applications on the subject--none having been received
by the Cctober deadlins--and the convening of a panel that found one of
the later applications more promising.

The foregoing paragraph accounts for the implementation in 1967

of all the division's progrems except three: currictlum disscmination

(for the scheols), institutional cooperation (among colleges and uni-

versities), and fellowships for training of museum sersonnel. Only
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in' fhese programs was there opportunity for the division to respond
to the approximately 200 applications submitted b(y the October dead-
line uptler the 1967 program announcement. As a result, many appli-
caf;ions outside the three categories were recommended for rejection
in January without having been evaluated on their merits, 'including -
a sizable number identified by the staff as potentially meritorious.

At the seme tire, however, two projects were recommended

which were outside the defined program areas. In each case the

staff

recommendation, which the Council accepted, was for a grant 'at the dis-

!.t.

cretion af the Chairman,' from any "avail 5." The bas

@O

g}
23]

¢
these recommendaticons, as explained to the Council, were these:

a) In support of a grant to a university, not for institutional
cooperaticn, but for a program of creative writing end translation:

"This project . . . can be considered a protctype experiment
in institutional development and in the selective elevation of
gencral educaticn.”

b) In support of a grant to a private organization concerned
with the schools, not for curriculum dissemination tut for a program to
encourage a liking for books in underprivileged children:

"Phe Division . . . wants to bring this propcsal up at this

time because it is seriously concerned with the question of
providing culturally disadva ntaged children with an exposure

to the humanitics they have no present means of achieving.

This fs a dircczion in which the Division is most anxious to
expand in the future. We feel that the aims of this proposal
arc so closely aligred with our cwn that it should be funded
now, if at all possible, as a demonstra tion of the directions

we m1<h to take and to attract other proposals of a similar
nature for tho time when we have a funded program in this area."
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As the Council's recomrendations were carfied out after fhc meeting,
nayvailable funds" for these two projects were foumd, in the first case
($10,000), in the planning and deveiopmént budgeé, and in theAsecond
case ($39,000) by the reallocation §f $5Q,OOO from the feliowsﬁip divi-
sion, whose awards had proved somewhat less expensive than anticipated.
(See FY 1967 budget estimates contained in 1968 bndgét subﬁission to
Congress.)
Of the three programs in which it was possilk:le to support

applications responding to the public program amnouncement, only

museum fellowships presented no problem. An azdequate number of

applications were received, a panel on muscum and historical society
grants was convened, and enough of the proposals werc found strongly
deserving of support tc use half again as much as the budget estimape
of $60,000.

In the case of projects for the schools, the budget preposal had
been to begin with a cenference of experts, and then to invite p:opoéals
submitted by universities and school gystems jointly. This was abandoned,
presumably because of the amount of time such a $rocedurc would have
consumed and because ahout thirty-applications dezling with elementary
and secondary educatior. were already on hand in mid-October and would
have to be acted on in Januaxy. A panel meeting on these applications
was also held, but with less éatisfactory results than the muscum panel

meeting.
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The concept of curriculum dissemination, as the gist of the pro-
gram for the schools, had been arrived at in an effort to find a place
for’the Endowment . in eiementary and secondary educaﬁion that‘would not
» duplicate on a small scale what the Office of Education was already

doing on a larger one. As applied to the proposals inhhand, the con-

cept proved quite unsatisfactory. A definition drawn from the appli-

cations approved for grants in January 1667 would be that a curriculum
dissemination project was either a teacher training institute which in
some way differed from the institutes supported by the Office of Edura-
:'. 3 . h el ™1 1 T O 2 Xa%a) LA . e * o 1 PR S

Lion under seCciiOun L3 CL Luvlit LW 809-207, Or o CuflaiCutum Luviside
project involving the cooperation of university factlty as well as schiusl
personnel. After the canuary experience, a staff pever submitted to the

Council remarked, "The prescnt program in elementary and sccondary edu-

o

cation, .which focuses ¢n curriculum dissemination, b;s two difficuliies:
1) it narrows activity too much; and 2) even with a narrcw focus, it
‘does not permit valid cistinctions between what the U.S. Office of Ldu-
cation can and will do and the National Education Association can and

will do."
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The final progran budgeted for 1967 was support for cooperation
among institutions of higher education. The program had doubtless been
selected not only as inherently useful but also as a way of multiplying
the effectiveness of the small funds available for scpport of education.
Together with tbe experimental internships for the improvement of uni-
versity teaching, the institutional cooperation program constituted tﬁe
entire scope of support budgetcdbin 1967 for higher education as such in,
the humanities. By the time of the Jaﬁuary meeting, however, only a
handful of proposals for cooperative programs had besn received, and
most of these were insrfficiently.dévelopcd to promise the "reciprocal

strengthening’ that the budget had laid out as the otject of the program.

¢

To use the allocated sum of $60,000, a two-ycar grant Lo one group oi

colleges was approved; Iwo other proposals were approved conditionally,
as to only omc of which was the conditioﬁ eventually met and the grant
made. At the January nzeting, roughly scventy applications {or other
kinds of support to higher education were rejected, wany of them for

.

want of a funded pregremn.
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T : The Council, when it met in January to pass dpon all the applica-

d the staff's grant recommerdations, which are

e

Corriculum dis
Tenching reeid
Ingtitution2l ccoperaticn
Television

: Lcing Yooks

ining of cr
r .
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not clozeifi
Toareas in pap
the Council:

Eubtotal

TCTAL

Number - Amount

apnroved recommendad

5 77,160

12 64,070

3 80,500

o1 102,230

1 103,337

ik 8,000

¢ 16 213,050

3 67,750

e 50,977

L3 $760, 410

L5

% 39,000
15,7

51,170

¢810, 120

The Council was not happy about these recommendations, however.

The Committee on Eduacation and Special Projects, reporting on its
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meeting, had two contradictory complaints about the pattern of grants
that was emerging: first, that the budgeted categories were too rigid,
leaving insufficient room to experiment with other kinds of pi'ojects;
and second, that the grants were too diffuse to make an ifnpact. . 'Ihe
committee report did not identify the proponents of cither view; but in
the language of the second objection, that the Endowment was trying
to do too many different things at once, one could bear Mr. Ehle's
voice protesting the disappearance fro,m the prograrn of the "cultures
of the American peoples. "

In fact, there was something to be said for both objections. On

- t—w — e am o oam an o b — -
< (O R W N Ry A o A P

(L

he onc hand, the Councilhad bean unablc to deci
any one program area to the exclusion of all others, and, given the size
of the budget, altempts to affect several areas at once could not possibly
yield immediately impressive results. At the same time, to define a
limited number of arexs in which applications would be entertained was
to call for the rejecticn of other sorté of proposals--with the possibility
of exceptions only to the extent that the planning and developnent budget
could serve as the cortingency fund which the Chairman had proposed

at the Council's first imneeting. In the two years since this first group

of grants was approved, a good deal had been learnad aboﬁt how program
emphases may be mace complementary to rather than at odds with

program flexibility,
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The 1968 appropriatior.

The recommendations made at the Janua;y 1967 meeting of the
Council, consuming substantially all the Endowment's funds for the
remainder of fiscal 1667, were announced in a serics of press releases
issued during the first two weeks of February. The awards announced
amounted to almost $3. 5 million; roughly a quarter of the funds were
covered by a release of February 8, which was headed, "Humanities
Endowment Announces $936, 000 in Re:’search Grants.'!" The release
included brief summaries of twenty-three research projects approved
and a list of forty-six more. Among the summaries there appecared

the fn]]nwi‘ns:

"The History o: the Comic Strip

UA grant of approximately $8, 789 was approved to the
University of California at Santa Barbara for completion of a
study of the history of the comic strip in the 19th century.
The project to be undertaken by David Kunzle will center on
the work of the Swiss artist-writer Rodolphe Toepifer and the
German Wilhe'in Busch, precursors of satirical portraiture,
whose work strongly influenced comic strip art. This stady
should make a great contribution to the undexstanding of the
comic strip on a historical and sociclogical basis, as well as
an artistic one."

Mr. Kunzle's grant was promptly attacked on the floor of the
House, during a debat:¢ on increasing the ceiling on the national debt,

by Congressman Durward Hall of Missouri:
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"Federz: grants of this nature are onc more reason
why the Johnsoih administration suffers from a credibility
gap, and why the Congress should not approve another increase
in the debt ceiling until this administration learns to distingush -
between what is € ssential, and what is utter nonsense priorities B
when it comes to spending the taxpayer's dollars in time oi
war and severe strains on the Federal Treasury.

»

1t
.

, . . If, perchance, the Ford Foundation or the Carnegie

Foundation wants to finance a study of the comic strips, more

power to them; but why the taxpayer znd why the Federal Govern-
ment at a time wwhen we are going deeper intc the red, at the
rate of $56, 000 a minute? .

" . I am against further increases in the legal debt
limit of the United States."

The Associated Press picked up one sentence from Ilall's statement--
ithe biggest belly laugh will not be found in the comic books, but rather

in the sheer stupidity of throwing tax dollars away on projects like this''--

e
T

H
i

and the Endowment's activity began to get national publicity for/the first

time. Mr. Keency replied, pointing out that the artists to be studied

had strongly influencec the development of political cartooning, and

Dr. Hall, joined by one other member of Congress, inserted further ¢
!

statements in the Record. i

At this point, or March 9, the Endowment testified in support

of its 1968 budget request before the House Subcommittee on Interior
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and Related Agencies Appropriations. For the most part, the request.
called for continuation. of the activitie; begun in 1967, in most cases
under program descriptions much more general than tﬁose which had
been written earlier.

Julia Butler Hznsen, who had succeeded to tlvxe subcommittee

chairmanship on Mr. Tenton's defeat,
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questioned Mr. Keeney at somé length both on the value of the comic
strip study and on other rgsearch grants, which Hal! had also attacked
as a whole. Hall himeelf appeared before the subcommittee on March 15
and injected a new issue: he had found that Kunzle was not an American
citizen and furthermore that he was outspokenly opposed to the American

involvement in Vietnarn. ''The questions raised, " Hall said, had 'to

do with what oversight and what control is in effect concerning the indi-

viduals to whom such srants are made." Frank Thompson, chairman of

,

the authorizing subcommittee, also testified more generally in support
of the Endowment‘s‘ appropriation.

For another sii weeks after the hearings the debate in the
Recard continued, Hail'e ingerfions heing answered by Congrecamen
Thompson, Mocorhead, Brademas, and Morse of Mz ssachusetits, among
others.® The House committee meanwhile reported a bill including
$3, 000, 000 in general program funds for the Humarn'.ties Endowment--
$2 million less than the request and $1.5 million less than the sum
actually available in fiscal 1967, but still $500, 000 more than the approﬁ

priation for fiscal 1967, if the funds carried over from fiscal 1966 were

disregarded.

% For footnote: Hall's insertions, after Endowment tectimony, were on
March 13, 20, 21, 22, April 3, 4, 10, 11, 12, 24. Supporting statements
were put in the Recorc by Thompson on March 21 ("My colleague's lan-
guage harks back-to the rantings of the early 1950's when McCarthy
freguently put intellectaals under fire'); by Moorhezd on April 4 (inserting
two editorinls, one on Thompson's 1Scholar Power'' speech; by Brademas
on April 5 (same inscertions); by Morse on April 19 (inserting BCK's George
Washington speech); aiso favorable insertions by Buiton of N. Y. on April 25
and by Senator MNcGee on April 4 and 26.
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The committee report stated:

S bis considertion of the Tunding Tor this progssa, the Commitiee
Hie made an carne-Ceflort to achieve a practient medinn: bhetween the
extionies of those who have no regard whatsoever S the program and
those whe enthisiastienlly endorse it. There were szany rnifieations :
for consideration., -
“With proper and earefnl administration, thi= prezm ofiers distinet
enltrinl benefits to our people that must he avniladsde il we < nation
are to partieipate noa full Jife spivinsally and intedectually,
Phis reguires, prudent, sensitive, intellicent ads intsfiative sHper-
vieion in the highest degree. One of the hest wazs to aehieve this ia
by continiad appeintment of panelists of the very wdrhest caliber who
are vespepsible Tor vecommending awards of grants and onns, This
not onlyv materiall s assists in ernt awards for tee most meritorious
projecrs, bt sl develops the highest quadity of seiteria avatlable in
this naiier whose cultural heritaze s magnificeni

-

;wfm‘:(
The committee's seecerrmerdatIon raiseé cne immediate diffi-

culty: while recommernding the "continual appoiztment of panelists of

the veryv highest caliber,' an objective tully in zicord with the kndow-

/aﬂ’l&‘u\

ment's position, the committee had reduced the =dm.inistrative budget
to a point likely to make it extremely difficult to comply with the recom-

mendation. The amournts recommended by the comriittee were as

follows:
Reczommendation Reduction
Humanities, general program funds % %,000, 000 $2, 0060, 000
PR ‘Humanities, matching fun ds 500, 000 500, 000
pe o] ;

e ot i Arts, general program funds 4,500, 000 500, 000
v, . Arts, state prcyram funds 2,000, 000 750, 000
R “~Arts, netching funds 500, 000 500, 000

Administration 1,200, 000 420.000

Total ‘ $11;700,000  $4,670, 000
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The 1968 Interior appropriations bill came to the floor on
April 26, 1967. Attention to the Foundation's apprepriation was quite
out of proportion to its share of the funds involved in the $1. 4 billion
bill. During the general debate, supporting statements were .made by
ten members, while Dr. Hall announced he would propose a further |
cut below the committee's 'recommendati’on, this time on the grounds
not only of the fiscal situaﬁon and the supposed triviality of studying
the history of cartoons and comic strigas, but also be-céuse five books
on political cartooning had already been written. Charles Joelson
of New Jersey recplied,

r h 4 hl ) £ LYY
Llcelr \’Cl’)’ bLJ.'Uu.E-L)' titdl we well o Ul 4 vel 'y

dangerous course if we try to tell the artists what they should
crcate or the scholars what they should study. We should
keep our lcgislative noses out of the directicn of art and
humanitics, because, if we do not, we will b2 traveling on the
very dangerous and deadly road to thought centrol by the Gov-
ernment.

(K]

tAlthough I am in favor of this progrem of aid to
the arts and huinanities, if it should ever mcan that the Govern-
ment will tell zrtists and scholars what they should create, and
how they should think, I would ratte r withdrew my support than
be party to such a perilous course." (page 114644.)

Frank Thompson observed, "I think the fact that the criticism is so
terribly narrow is a tribute to the grants made by thie Foundation on
the Arts and Humanities.' (Ibid.)

When the bill was reéd for amendment, Hall proposed to

Ty

reduce the Foundation s funding from $1@;—?~Cﬁjt—m) to the level of the



previous year, Or $9, 000, 000. Ten more members besides those who
had spoken earlier mace statements defending the committee recom-
mendation, .including the majority leader and the chairmé.n of the
Committee on Appropriations, George Mahon, who spoke strongly
of the importance of the program. Ha}l‘s-amendmezllt gair;ed exprééé
support only from H. R. Gross, and it was defeated on a division
vote, 29 to 99.

In the Senate, v-here hearings };ad been held on March 14,
the chairmen of the two Endowments appealed for restoration of the

President's full request of $16,370,000. The result was a $1 million

Id » 1 A Al . . + 3
iy funds for ihe humaniiles, DILDGLEY that

inlredse Lo geneldl progs

appropriation to $4 miliion and the total to $12, 700, 000. Since the
House allowance in genzral program funds for the Arts Endowment

had been $4.5 million, the Senate recommendation came closer to, but
still fell short of carrying out the equal funding requirement of the act.
With respect to the hurianities increase, however, tiie Senate committee
report said:

"The co:nmittee values highly the prcgrams of the State
councils approved under the National Arts and Humanities Act
and urges that v ithin the $1 million increase approved for the
National Endow:nent bn the Humanities particular effort be
made to encourage those programs which otherwise would be

assisted by matching funds. "

Since this sentence app2ared to mean that the Humanities Endowment
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should grant a quarter of its funds to state councils on the arts, for
programs which undef the law were to be administered exclusiveiy
by the Arts Endowment, the Humanities Endowment did not follow the
committee's recommendation.

The Senate, without controversy, approved the $12, 700,000
appropriation recommended by the committee on May 17, 1967. Thé
$1 million difference = as split in conference, yielding the following

’

as the final appropriation figures for fiscal 1968:

Humanities, general program funds $ 3,500,000
Humanities, matching funds 500, 000
Arts, general program funds 4, 500, 000
Arts, statc program funds 2,000, 800
Arts, matching funds 500, 000
Administratiorn 1,200, 000

Total $1z,200, 000

The appropriations act was signed on June 24, 1967. and became

Public Law 90-28.
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Planning for fiscal 1909

' The arts and humanities act of 1965 authorized appropriations
for general program of the Foundation for only three years, ending
with fiscal 1968. Beginning with 1969, the-Endowment's-planis woiald
wnot-be_limited __b‘y_"a____EES mil_l—i_gn,.ce»iling:-ﬂn- géneral-procgram funds; but
new authorizing legislation as well as new appropriations requests
would be required. .

A draft bill tc extend the Foundation's authorization was sent
to Congress in June 1%67, shortly before the 1968 zppropriations act
was signed. This bill, providing a permanent authorization for ""such
sums as may be necessary,' was introduced by Senator Pell on Junc 29,
1967 (S. 2061, 90th Congress, lst session), and by Congressman
Thompsdn on July 10 (4. R, 11308, 90th Congress, lst session).

It had been made clear before the bill was sent up that the
authorizing committees would set a ceiling on appropriations. The
reauthorization hearings involved the question, therefore, of how great
an expansion in funding would be sought as well as of the directions in
which the Endowment wished to expand. In anticipation of the hearings
the Endowment prepared, for a May 1967 meeting of the Council, a
description of proposed future programs along with cost estimates at

four different levels of funding, the highest reaching an Endowment
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( ; total of $50 million by fiscal 1971 and the lowest, $10 million by that
A _year. By the time the heérings began in July, a -stiitrmore-ambittous

i : MLQ

set of figures hzd been prepared, estimating a budget reaching $98.4

million for the Humanities Endowment by 1971. Tkese last were the

figures published in the hearing record.

The programs proposed called fof massive increases in the
fellowship and research programs, with the bulk of the funds to’be used
for expansion of much the same kind. of activity that the Endowment had
already begun in 1967 and was planning to continue in 1968. In the
fellowship division two new, relatively small programs also were pro-
. posed, one to help coliege administrators and others prepare themselves

to return to college teaching, and the other to give active people in various

P W

professions an opportuaity to examine and deepen their understanding

of the historical and philosophical roots of their pruiessions. I;x the
research division, several kinds of activity previously eligible {or
support within the gencral research program--notally humanistic types
of social science research--were singled out for spccial attention
through the earmazking of funds; the only entirely now area of activity
was to be support for nonprofit university presses zad journals, both
scholarly and general. For fellowship and research programs together,
both of which represerted the primarily scholarly aspects of the humani-

ties, the 1968 allocaticns were to be multiplied sevenfold by 19692 and
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twenty times by 1971.

Much greatef still were the increases proposed in the educa-
tion and public programs of the Endowment. For tliese areas, roughly
$1 million had been allocated for fiscal 1968; in 1969, the propoéed
increase was to $22.8 million and in 1971 to $48.5 million. In contrast
to the fellowship and rcsearch programs, ‘the two largest itefns in the
education and public program budget fepresen‘ced entirely new kinds of
activity for the Endowment. Both are’important to understanding of
the agency's later operations.

The first of the two programs was one of in.stitutional grants
to colleges and universities "to strengthen the quality of teaching in

the humanities at all levels of higher educaticn.'' Such grants, in the

range of $1 million to aver $3.5 million for a several-year period,
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were to be "limited to a number of carefully selected institutions just
below the top which hé\'e the potential to develop into outstanding |
centers of teaéhing and research in the humanities. " It was ‘estimated
that forty to {ifty universities and thirty to sixty colleges mighﬁ qué.lify
as potential grantees. Relat-ted to thé insti%:i;.tional grants program,
funds were also budgeted for planning grants to enable colleges and .
universities to prepare for 'm’stitutional development in the hu;nanities,
and for development grants aimed not Iat the institution as a whole but
at developing, where more appropriate, selected departments,
divisions, or schools within the institution. The estimates for these

activities began at $13.8 million in fiscal 1969 and rose to $24 million
in 1971.

The second program of particular significance, and the largest
item in the public program estimates, was called the regional popular
program. Describing this program, which was to begin with §1 million
in 1969 and to increase to $4.5 million by 1971, the paper describing

the Endowment's plans stated:

"In particular, the Endowment would seek to develop regional
popular programs aimed at these objectives:

1) to discover or create a mechanism whereby civic
groups at the regional, state and local levels can participate
effectively in the programs of the Endownen?;

"2) to discover or create a mechanism whereby regional,
state and local groups can themselves provide support for public

programs in the¢ humanities in their area; and
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""3) to discover or create a mechanism whereby regionai,
state and local groups can share the Endowment's responsibility
to create public understanding and use of the humanities.
nIf these groups can be found already to exist with most
communities, they will have effect more quickly and prove more
permanently useful than if they must be artificially created.
The present Endowm ent view is that the humanities can best be
disseminated at a local level by various groups or combinagtions
of groups--for example, the historical societies. The Endowment
wishes to proceed as quickly as possible with its regional popular
program." ' ’
The key words in this program description were "civic groups'';
state and local historical societies, which exist in many more communities
than do colleges, were the prime example. In the concept of the regional
popular program there were joined the wish to promote public understanding

of the humanities and the wish to promote public support for the Humanities

Endowment.

The need for public understanding of the humanities had been
stressed by both chairmen and by the Council from the beginning. On
one occasion, in September 1966, the Council had considered squarely
the question of what proportion of the Endowﬁent‘s resources should
be directed to a public program, as opposed to suppcrt for scholarship
and even as opposed to support for formal educationzl programs. The
document being considered at that time hr;d projected, for ‘development
of teaching and education of the public together, the zzllocatioﬁ of less

than a quarter of the Exdowment's funds in the years 1969-1972, with
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about three-quarters going to fellowships and resezrch. It was pointed
out that the proportions did not reflect the relative importance of public
understanding and of scholarship, but rather than there was not yet a
good basis {rom whick to project a larger public program for the future.
The Council strongly urged, with the Chairman's full agreement, that
the tentative plans for future public programs be greatly enlarged.
(9/66, pp. 13-14, 16, 83.)

During the Encdowment's first year of operation, however,

almost none of its gra=ts had been aimed at the general public immediately

and directly. This was in part because the shortage of funds had dictated
their use in a wav that would eventually have a multiplier effect. as
through the training of critics who write for the general public and, in
the largest program, through training of museum and historical soclety
personnel who would iz turn improve institutions vis ited by far more
people than the FEndowment could have hoped to reach
directly. In part, also, appropriate groups known to be able to
conduct successful museum training programs could be found; and no
readily available

such/base existed for trograms involving the public directly.

But direct invcivement of members of the public also was needed,
especially if one wished for demonstrable as well as inferred benefits

from the public program. A member of the Council, Gerald Else,

put the nced in this wa:~:
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would be willirg, whenever necessary, to let the members of
Congress know of their continuing interest ir the arts and
humanities. I would think that the selection of such groups
might vary from region to region. Certainly alumni associa-
tions, some labor groups, and some church groups ought to
be interested. At this point I am only suggesting it as an idea
to be explored, because I think the need for such a me chanism
will be with us for quite a while." '
Not long afterward Congressman Reifel also wrote that he had urged
a group in South Dakota ''to establish a State Council for the Humanities
similar to the State Council on the Arts . . . [_Taecause he fel_tj that
such an organization, if spread across the nation, could give you a base
of support that Membexs of Congress would be willing to listen to."
With respect to state councils, the Endowment had already
established a posiiion, although in a slightly different context. In

September 1966 the question had been raised with the Council as

follows:

"The Arts Endowment is required, under the National
Foundation for the Arts and the Humanities Act, to support
State art agency programs at a cost of $2, 759, 000 annually.
Because of the inclusion of both of the Endowments under the

~Act, several siates, most notably Colorado, have established
Councils on the Arts and the Humanities, thereby raising the
question of encouraging the development of such joint councils. "

At that time, the possibility was noted that 'including the humanities
in more state agencies could help to spread publicity about our programs, "

£
but the staff had doubts on several scores: questions were raised as
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to "'(1) the general relevance of such agencies to the goals which the>
Endowment has established, (2) whethef involvement with such agencies
might lead to a formalization of State programs in the humanitie‘s and
the requirement that they be funded through the Endowment, and (3) the
capability of agencies of State government to make éigniﬁcant contribu-

tions to the advancement of the humanities.' The conclusion

had been ‘'that the Endowment should be friendly toward such agencies
but should not become closely involved with them.' This attitude was
un.changed in the description of regional popular programs as published
in July 1967: "If . . . groups can be found already to exist with{in)
most communities, they will have effect more quickly and prove more
permanently useful thaa if they must be artificially created. "

Nevertheless, when Mr. Reifel's letter suggesting the estab-
lishment of state humanities councils arrived, the s:aff had already
been thinking in not entirely dissimilar terms. The regional popular
program was first described to the Council in May <f 1967 in a paper
that assigned it one mcre purpose besides those stated in the later
published version: 'to discover or create a mechanism whereby the
Arme rican public can b# made aware of the activities and importance
of the Endowment." Cn historical societiesﬁ}as the mechanism, the

paper said:
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"Their variety =nd membership makes them a desirable
exponent of the humanities. There are neariv 3, 500 historical
societies, whosz membership intludes all spectrums of a
communi‘y--businessmen, doctors, lawyers, housewives,
local officials, teachers, professors. Such a membership

could represent NEH persuasively to the local community
and to the Congress."

Or, as an unedited draft of the paper had put it, "In":agine NEH, in

short, as having between 1-2 million local agents, spread all over

the country."

Hearings on t-e Admiinistration bill to extead the Foundation's

authorization began, as in 1965, with a joint meeting of the House Special

Subcommittee on Lakor ond the Scnote Special Subcommittec on Arts

P
¢

and Humanities. There were two days of joint heariags on July 12 and

13, 1967, followed by :urther House hearings on July 18 and 26 and
further Senate hearings on August 15 and 16. Both subcommittees were
generally friendly. Mr. Keeney testified that the actual needs in the

humanities were on the order of $150 million a year and would rise

in three years to $200 >r $300 million annually. Reconciling those

figures with the $98.4 million estimate for 1971, he explained that a
partial contribution by the government would generate much larger
private expenditures.

For the Arts Endowment, Roger Stevens placed

the needs at $130 million to $150 million a year. And, in a statement
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filed for the House hearing record, the national organization of his-

e strong support for the proposed regional popular
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On September 27, 1967, the Senate subcommittee rep orted to

the full Committee on Labor and Public Welfare an azmended version

of S. 2061. The authorization provided was for two years. Inthe

course of amending the act to provide this extension of section 11{a),

the authorizing subsection for general program funds and the only

subsection that was to expire, the bill also placed a two-year limit on

all other program fund authorizations. That is, matching funds and

funds for state arts programs, originally authorized permanently in

sections 11(b) and 11{c) of Public Law 89-209, were changed to two-year

authorizations as well. The amounts approved by the subcommittee for

the two vears were as follows:

Humanities, geaeral
program funds
Humanities, mztching

Arts, general program funds
Arts, state program funds

Arts, matching

"Administration

Total

Fiscal 196’-7_
$27, 500, 000
2,500, 0G0
22,000, COO
5,500, COO0
2,500, 000

as necessdadry

Fiscal 1970
$40, 000, 000
5,000, 000
32,000, 000
8, 000, 000
5,000, 000

as necessary

$60, 000, 000
+
administration

$90, 000, 000
+
administration
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{Note: o

This may be the place to point out the change in the »rinciple of equal
funding. The formula in the original authorization was- -

. Goooraid
Humanities gereral programs = Arts state programs

(SR

and
Humanities matching = Arts matching + Arts state programs

Appropriations acts in 1967 and 1968 had not carriec out the first
part of this formula, but had given Arts more than half of the general

program funds. )
In the new authorization, the formula became--
Humanities gencral programs = Arts general programs + Arts state
and

Humanities matching = Arts matching

A,

My question is, how far was the decisive thing the Humanities promise

to start regional progriums more or less equivalent o Arts state programs?
I'm awsrc of the published Senate language encourag:.ng regional programs.
but that can't tell the whole story. )
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. The subcommz:ttee bill also included several other' amendrﬁents
in Public Law 89-209. The major ones affecting the humanities were
as follows:

(1) Matching of unrestricted gifts. (Explain.)

(2) Authority for Chairman to approve or disapprove any
application involving $%, 000 or less, wi thout prior Council recom-’
mentlation, if pursuan: to delegation by the Council and later reviewed
by them. (Expain very briefly.)

(3) Amendment of the definition of the humanities to include

"the study and application of the humanities to the human environment."

(Explain very briefly.)

No further action was taken on the 1969 authorization before
the 1969 appropriations request was submitted to the Bureau of the
Budget at the end of September, 1967. The cost estimates for 1969
submitted at the authorization hearings had called for humanities program
funds of $41.4 million. rising to $98. 4 million by 1971. The estimates
for 1969 submitted to the Budget Bureau, based on the expected subcom-

mittee action, amounted to $27.5 million, a reduction by one-third.

TR T L PR S NN 4
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Essentizlly the same programs were retained in the, planning; the

share of the fellowship and research programs at the lower level

remained constant at zbout 45 per cent. Between education and public
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'programs; however, the proportions sﬁifted somewhét: | institutioﬁal :
planning and development grants, by far the largest item in the Jﬁly
reauthorization estimates, had to be reduced disprcportionately to’
keep other programs viable at the $27.5 million level; and the estimate
for regional popular programs was actually increased Eetween July and
September, from $1 million to $1.2 million for fiscal 1969.
At this stage, in November 196’7, the Council rﬁet for the first
time in six months, the administrative budget having been too small
to finance more than ttree meetings a year. The Council had been
infcrmed the previcus May of the 1969 program plans, in a preliminary
form, but almost no discussion had taken place except with respect to
fellowship programs. The November agenda called for consideration
of the new programs prroposed for 1969, but it did not make clear what
kinds of recommendations, if sny, the Council could effectively make,
since the document hat already been submitt‘ed to the Budget Bureau.
The meeting was also heavily weighted with discussion of problems of
immmediate program operation on the one hand and, on the other, of
matters too general tc affect program planning directly. In part for
these reasons, the November discussion of 1969 precgrams was not,

from the staff's viewpauint, altogether constructive.

FONENES L A
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The Committee on Education and Public Programs reported no
reactions whatever to the $7 n;illion program of institutional planning
and development grants, and on the' regional popular program it was
remarked only that a good deai of s_tudy would be required. More interest
was aroused on the part of the committee members ?resent by two
smaller programs--elementary and secondary education, and films,
radio and television--about which their guidance on program particulars
had specifically been acked. ’

The Committece on Research and Publication took issue with the
ecarmarking of special funds for cataloguing of research libraries and
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ER WY tia s LALLVL, cLiiv: Vv lar o AL Vv kJ.L UB-L Q.iix &S

n

publishing. On the reasonable assumption that the final 1969 appropria-
tion would be somethin, under $27. 5 million, it recemmended that these
programs be the {irst to Be eliminated. The committee did, however,
approve setting up special programs, if funds permitted, for support of
social science researci and for support of American research institutes.
‘The main issue on 1969 programs, raised by the Committee on
Fellowships and Stipends, concerned ''lateral entry fellowships, " the
experimental program o enable highly qualified former college teachers,
after having spent a number of years in academic administiatiqn or
elsewhere, to become current again in their ﬁelds' and prepare to return

to teaching. The committee had not liked the program in May, did not
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like it in November, aad did not considér itself bound by the fact that
a motion in May to dl'r;:p the proposal had been defeated. A renewed
P ST ‘
motion, after much discussion, was carried. At the same time, ’t.lfle
committee objected thit too little money was projected .ior expaﬁsion
of the senior fellowship program, and none at ‘all for fellow'ships fof
the large class of sch?la}rs of less than the very distinguished staﬁding
needed to win a seniox fellowship award, but still more than five ;rké‘ars
beyond the doctorate (the limit on elig'ibility for younger scholar fellow-
ships and summer stizends). Finally, the committee expressed in
November, as it had in May, a strong interest in providing fellowships
far high schonl feachers, notwithstanding the immense cost of reaching
significant numbers through such a program. They agreed reluctantly
to hold the matiter in abeyance while the staff tried to devise a program

not overlapping the Oilice of Fducation's activities or to work out

coordinated arrangements.

After the November meeting, the Budget Bureau took action on
the 1969 request that made it easy indeed to drop the new program pro-
posals to which the Council had objected. The $27.5 million request
was cut by two-thirds. to $9, 050, 000. The staff rewrote the budget
once more for submission to Congress, incorporating the chénges asked

by the Council and several others as well. Again, fellowship and
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rehéearch programs together were maintained at about 45% ovf the tcA>ta1‘
request, with fellowsh.ps for professiéns the only naw program vno‘xy
budgeted. In the educztion program, the institptiohal grantsorlglnally
projected at as much as $3.5 millien apiece w'e.re. n::w.iﬁudg‘éféd at‘ $2
million altogether, anc. became ”plannilr-xg and small scale.dévéldpéént
grants to improve the Juality of humanities instruction" _af "a wide‘;
variety of institutions." thus providing a solid base for a major inst-i-
tutional grants programn in fiscal 1970'.01' thereafter.' The share
allotted to public programs again increased, from 4% to 19% of the

total, or $1.75 million.
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Program operation, fiscal 1968

During this preliminary period of w‘ork on tke 1969 aut‘horiza-
tion and appropriation. the Endowment was also starting on its second
year of actual program operation.‘ The announcement of programs for
fiscal 1968 had been issued in April 1‘;67, with the notation that all
programs descr ngj were subject to the availability of funds As has
been mentioned earliexr, the 1968 budget request proposed continuation
of substantially the same programs begun in 1967. Since in 1967 there
had been available two years' appropriations together, totalling $4.5
million, the appropriation of $3.5 million for 1968, although technically
an increase, actually called for more than a twenty per cent cutback
in pronams below the level eont‘e—n’;\plate—d‘l\a;-«t;;e -published-announcerment.

In the Division of Fellowships and Stipends, the 1968 programs
were as follows:

Allocaticn Total

1967 actual from 19€8 available
obligations appropriztion  1968*

Younger scholar $ 814,170 $ 536,000 $ 575,636
fellowships (100) (68)
Summer stipencs 256,194 176, 000 176,000
(128) (117)

Senior fellowships 756,450 528.000 566,995
(57) ' (36)

Total $1,826,814 $1,240, C0O0 $1,318,631
(285) (221)

% Includes carrvover from 1967 and refunds received during 1968.
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Apart fro m the substantial decreases in funding for fellowship
pzograms--taken up, in the case of summer stipends, mainly in a

reduction of the grant amount rather than in the nurnber of awards--

one other main change i was made in the fellowship

programs for 1968.

. e e et

The program of younger scholar fellowships and summer stipends,
heid fesens
as described in the original 1966 budget.submission, was intended in

/
part '"to recapture the importance of teaching.' At the first meeting of

.the Council, when feilowship programs were discussed, and some mem- %
bers were expressing doubts about whether the Endowment should under- ¢
take them, the program was defcnded on the ground that its emphasis

on teaching, in addition to scholarship, was nearly unique. In the

announcement of the program, however, the only way that was found to

carry out this intention was to staie that institutional nomination of
candidates (which the program required) was to be based on the individual's
"teaching and productivily in scholarship'; and to request, in letters
of reference, ''some particular comment about the individual's promise
as a teacher.

As early as November 1966, a month after the first deadline
{for applications, there vas staff criticism of the program as over-

B

emphasizing the research funclion ~andempaerormdancroiorestereh-at

-0ty and ignoring other ways in which individual development--the
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.purposc of the program--might be brought about. ‘The criticism was

confirmed in discussions with the panelists who were then reviewing

the applications, and the chairman of the panel {NeltFusichysmnsare—to

BEERT2/4367+ later wrote a detailed memorandum on ways in which the

, Program might be improved. She suggested, among other things,

"(I)t should be stated in the instructions that the Endowment is willing

to reward further study and learning for the purpose of teaching as well

-

as research. . . . on the line of . . . the better parts of the former

Ford Fellowship program in which breadth of training was emphasized

rather than narrowness of specialty.

In an effort to meet this problem, the scope of the younger

scholar fellowship program was enlarged in 1968. The new announcement

made it clear that proposals need not include the production of a manu-

script, and it was stated:
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"The primary purpose of these awards is to support
scholarly and intellectual growth :

"The Endowment has established two categorles of these
fellowships {for 1968-69:

(2) Fellowships for further study and research
in an applicant's central area of interest, and -

(b) Fellowships designed to support general study
in a field tangential to an applicant's primary
area of intergst.

", ., . The aim of . . . (fellowships under category b) is
to enable the individual to develop schelarly competence
in a sccondary field by wide reading ard {familiarization
with its primary documents and bibliographic tools as a

mcans of understanding better his primary arca of mter st,

The tangential field may be
2tial field may

as wc¢ 11 in the humanities. "

Tt .
-
CTT ¥
e !

For senior Iellowship./r:/the‘announcement said:

"While the Endowment will generally lcok for proposals
bringing work into synthesis or developing new insights
of major consequence to the applicant’s field, for 1G68-69
the Endowment will award fellowships not only (a) for
study, research, and writing in an applicant's central
area of interest, but also (b) to suppori systematic study
in a field tangential to an applicant's central interests, in
the natural or social sciences as well as in the humanities,
or (c) to enable scholars who have worked primarily as
specialists to prepare works of broad public relevance
and appeal.

ey
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The changes in the younger scholar fellowship program had only
a moderate effect during the second year of the program: 41 out of 299

applicants for yc;ﬁﬁger scholar fellowships labelled themselves as in

category B, and 7 i f 68 successful applications were in this Eéfegory
i : ’:{_‘ R . . .

of broadening rét;héf' than sI‘Jecialized' study. @1oser evaluatlon c&éhe
accomplishments of this plj;gram haé, for thé past foui; kr;mnthsv, vbeen .
delayed to permit the completion of this history_._7

With respect to senior fellowships, the concern of the Committee

on Fellowships and Stipends was at first expressed in terms of encouraging

applications {rom nonacademic applicants, who might be more likely

than others to write "‘works of broad public relevance and appeal."
The second year's scnior {ellowship awards, however, included only
one free-lance writer cut of 36, while Columbia and Yale received nine
awards between them and nearly all the rest went to other major uni-
versities. The Council, acting on the second year's fellowship competition
in November 1967, was concerned on several scores: the concentration
of awards in a few places; the general character of the successful
applications, which were called ""excellent and distinguished but enor-
m ously safe!' "zilt-edged securities'’; the financial situation permitting
only 30-odd awards as against 600 applications received, of which 250
had been judged very good and 99 outstanding; and the corollar‘y lack of
opportunity for younger, less well estaAblished men to win fellowships
and the inability of their universities‘to give good advice on whether they

should even bother applying. As a result, Council members strongly

P




urged the: future enlargement of the senibr feHOWshh‘ip pl’-'O'gAram‘ beYOnd
the sums. then projected,- or the establishment of a new in:terr;xediéte o
level fellowship program, or both; and it was resolved ‘that‘ch‘?jic‘«'as
between senior fellowship applications of eqﬁal qual/ity, in Fhe fﬁtﬁ_re,

should take into account the desirability of a geographical spread and .

a spread among different types of institutions.

The programs of the Division of Research and Publication,
with the appropriation of $3.5 million for fiscal 1968, were cut back
slightiy iess than those of the Division of Fellowships and Stipends,

but the problems created by the reduction were scarcely less severe.

The comparative figures for 1967 and 1968 were as follows:

1967 Allocation Total
actual from 1968 available
obligations appropriaim 1968
Research $1,128, 498 $ 885,000 $ 927,280
(81 grants) (78 grants)
Editing and publication 350, 000 300, 000 300, 000
(2 grants) (1 grant)
Total $1,478, 498 $1,185, 000 $§1, 227,280
' (83) (79)




/‘%\ - N

" The two line items "research" and “edltm and ubhcatlon” re ulre’
g P q

a word of explanation. The division had begun to operate in 1967 it :

will be recalled with five separate prograt‘l; c‘ategor;es, eé.ch'w1th
funds specifically budgeted. In the procens.s of fév1e\%1 of ap;')l1<;;£;;ﬁs |
in the first year of the program, dlstmctxons ;.;npng the categones

had not been maintained. Reviewing pane;‘is; were instrﬁctéd onlyasto
the total amount of money avail'a;b'le, a'n‘d .:ﬁhe staff, for lack of‘k't‘ir.né. ‘a‘s
much as for any other reason, made no .attempt to measure their
recommendations against the funds earmarked for each of the five
categories. The 1968 announcement of programs still contained vestiges
of these categories, but it has continued to be the case that distinctions
among them are not made a factor in review of applications.

For budgetary purposes, on the other hand, the two categories
listed above were recognized beginning with the fiscal 1968 appropria-
tions submission to the Congress. ''Research' is given an extremely
broad definition; "editing and publication' was limited to support for
two projects in 1967 and one in 1968. The continuing project, the
Endowment's largest to date, is the Modern Language Association's
Center for the Editions of American Autlo rs, which is producing author-

itative editione of the writings of Emerson, Hawthorne, Mark Twain,

and other nineteenth century authors, including some previously unpub-




lished materials. The second project in 1967, ee.;ap}cte—d—crdy'mm, ‘

was a study by the Associa’pion of ﬁhe Arheri_cg.n Upive;t'éity Pre_z_‘s_ASes"of”[:
several questions rela;ted to scholarlypubhshxng,lncludmgthequestlon
of I;naking pc;»pular, inexpens ';vé reprmts o:f theCEAAvolumes w?égly
svailable. The study dealt also with ggé:-need for subsidies -tc-)“s‘ch-p.lé.(r.ly, |

nonprofit publishers, for the producﬁon of books and articles written

as a result of Endowment grants and otherwise; and no program for

support of publication as such was instituted pending the results of that
study. For practical purposes, therefore, during fiscal 1968, the term
editing and publication' meant a grant of $300, 000 to the MLA and

¢hat cnly. Other kinds of cditing projects were handled within the frame-

work of the general research program.

(To cover here:

1. Renewal problem.

2. Inability, with limited funds, to give affirmative
encouragement in fields etc. that need encouraging.

3. Corollary complaint about too many bibliographies etc.

Then:

-- a short parallel section on education and public

-- a section finishing up the action on the authorization and
1969 appropriation

-- a section covering the May Council meeting: new directions
as determined by lack of money and the need for relevance.



