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• I. PROVISIONS OF PUBLIC LAW 89-209, 
THE NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES ACT OF 1965 

The National Endowment for the Humanities was established by 

Public Law 89-209, signed by President Johnson on September 29, 1965. 

The main provisions of the act, before its amendment in June 1968,l/ 

were as follows: 

Declaration of purpose. Section 2 of the act provides--

'The Congress hereby finds and declares--

"(l) that the encouragement and support of national progress 
and scholarship in the humanities and the arts, while primarily 
a matter for private and local initiative, is also an appropriate 
matter of concern to the Federal Government; 

"(2) that a high civilization must not limit its efforts to 
science and technology alone but must give full value and support 
to the other great branches of man's scholarly and cultural ac­
tivity; 

"(3) that democracy demands wisdom and v1s1on in its citizens 
and that it must therefore foster and support a form of education 
designed to make men masters of their technology and not its un­
thinking servant; 

"(4) that it is necessary and appropriate for the Federal 
Government to complement, assist, and add to programs for the 
advancement of the humanities and the arts by local, State, re­
gional, and private agencies and their organizations; 

"(5) that the practice of art and the study of the humanities 
requires constant dedication and devotion and that, while no gov­
ernment can call a great artist or scholar into existence, it is 
necessary and appropriate for the Federal Government to help 
create and sustain not only a climate encouraging freedom of 
thought, imagination, and inquiry but also the material conditions 
facilitating the release of this creative talent; 

l/ Public Law 90-348, June 18, 1968 . 

• 
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• "(6) that the world leadership which has come to the United 
States cannot rest solely upon superior power, wealth, and tech­
nology, but must be solidly founded upon worldwide respect and 
admiration for the Nation's high qualities as a leader in the 
realm of ideas and of the spirit; and 

"(7) that, in order to implement these findings, it is de­
sirable to establish a National Foundation on the Arts and the 
Humanities and to strengthen the responsibilities of the Office 
of Education with respect to education in the arts and the human­
ities." 

Organizational structure. With the National Endowment for the 

Humanities, the act establishes a coordinate agency, the National Endow-

ment for the Arts. Each Endowment reports directly to the President. 

The two are loosely combined in one over-all organization, the National 

Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities. 

Within each Endowment, the act provides for an advisory body, the 

National Council on the Humanities and the National Council on the Arts.I/ 

Finally, the act establishes a Federal Council on the Arts and 

the Humanities. This group has certain advisory and coordinating func­

tions and is composed of the chairmen of the two Endowments and several 

other federal agency representatives. 

Definition of the humanities. Section 3(a) of the act provides--

"The term 'humanities' includes, but is not limited to, the 
study of the following: language, both modern and classic; 
linguistics; literature; history; jurisprudence; philosophy; 
archaeology; the history, criticism, theory, and practice of 
the arts; and those aspects of the social sciences which have 
humanistic content and employ humanistic methods." 

II The National Council on the Arts was established by earlier legis­
lation, Public Law 88-579, September 3, 1964, and placed in the 
Executive Office of the President. Public Law 89-209 transferred 
the Arts Council to the National Endowment for the Arts . 

• 
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• Programs of the Humanities Endowment. Section 7(c) authorizes 

the chairman of the Humanities Endowment, with the advice of the Federal 

Council and the National Council on the Humanities, to--

"(1) develop and encourage the pursuit of a national policy 
for the promotion of progress and scholarship in the humanities; 

"(2) initiate and support research and programs to strengthen 
the research potential of the United States in the humanities by 
making arrangements (including grants, loans, and other forms of 
assistance) with individuals or groups to support such activities; 

"(3) award fellowships and grants to institutions or indi­
viduals for training and workshops in the humanities. Fellowships 
awarded to individuals under this authority may be for the purpose 
of study at appropriate nonprofit institutions selected by the 
recipient of such aid, for stated periods of time; 

"(4) foster the interchange of information in the humanities; 

• 
"(5) foster, through grants or other arrangements with groups, 

public understanding and appreciation of the humanities; and 

"(6) support the publication of scholarly works in the hu­
manities without regard to the provisions of section 87 of the 
Act of January 12, 1895 (28 Stat. 622), and section 11 of the 
Act of Mare h 1, 1919 ( 40 Stat. 12 7 0; 44 U. S . C . 111) . " 

Functions of the National Council on the Humanities. Section 8(f) 

of the act provides--

"The Council shall (1) advise the Chairman with respect to 
policies, programs, and procedures for carrying out his functions, 
and (2) shall review applications for financial support and make 
recommendations thereon to the Chairman. The Chairman shall not 
approve or disapprove an application until he has received the 
Council's recommendation unless the Council fails to make a rec­
ommendation on the application within a reasonable time." 

Appointments. The Chairman of the Humanities Endowment is appointed 

by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate. The Humanities 

Council consists of the Chairman of the Endowment and twenty-six other 

members appointed by the President for staggered six-year terms. Appoint-

• 
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ments to the Council are to be made--• "on the basis of distinguished service and scholarship or crea­
tivity and in a manner which will provide a comprehensive repre­
sentation of the views of scholars and professional practitioners 
in the humanities and of the public throughout the United States." 
(Section 8(b).) 

Funding. 

(a) General program funds. The basic authorization for 

appropriations to carry out the programs of the Humanities and Arts En-

dowments is contained in section ll(a) of Public Law 89-209. This sub­

section authorized up to $10 million for each of the fiscal years 1966, 

1967, and 1968, and stated, "Sums appropriated under the authority of 

this subsection shall be equally divided between the Endowments of the 

Foundation, and shall remain available until expended.'' 

• (b) Matching funds. By sections 10(a)(2) and (3) the act 

authorized each Endowment to accept gifts to the agency. In the case 

of gifts that were unrestricted, that is, made "without condition or re­

striction other than that it be used for the purposes of the Foundation 

or one of its Endowments," additional appropriations were authorized. 

Section ll(b) provided for appropriations to match the unrestricted gifts 

received by each Endowment up to an annual maximum of $5 million for the 

humanities and $2.25 million for the arts. 

(c) Arts Endowment grants to states. Besides the basic 

program funds and the matching funds authorized for the Arts Endowment, 

an additional appropriation for special state programs was authorized 

by section ll(c). The ceiling provided was $2.75 million for each fiscal 

year beginning with fiscal 1967 . 

• 
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• (d) Administrative expenses. By section ll(d), the act 

authorized appropriation of such administrative funds as might be neces­

sary to carry out the act . 

• 

• 
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• II. BACKGROUNDOF THE LEGISLATION 

For practical purposes the events within the Johnson Administra­

tion leading to establishment of the Endowment may be taken as beginning 

with the report of the Commission on the Humanities, dated April 30, 

1964. 1/ The Commission was a private group, acting under the joint 

sponsorship of the American Council of Learned Societies, the Council 

of Graduate Schools in the United States, and the United Chapters of 

Phi Beta Kappa. Its twenty members were drawn primarily from among 

university presidents and faculty members but also included representa­

tives of colleges, scholarly organizations, public schools, the federal 

government, and the business community. Barnaby C. Keeney, then 

president of Brown University and now chairman of the National Endowment 

• for the Humanities, served as the Commission's chairman. 

In its report, the Commission recommended federal legislation 

establishing a National Humanities Foundation. The report argued the 

importance of the humanities; the needs in the humanities, especially 

in comparison to the better financed sciences; the national interest in 

providing support; and the feasibility of providing federal support 

without federal control. The report proposed the National Humanities 

Foundation as a parallel to the National Science Foundation. Moderately 

specific suggestions on the programs and the organization of the 

foundation were included in the 15-page body of the report. To this 

Footnotes appear at the end of this section . 

• 



7 

• were appended over 200 pages of special reports on the needs of the 

schools, of libraries, and of 24 learned societies in various fields of 

the humanities. 

On August 17, 1964, Congressman William S. Moorhead of Pennsyl­

vania became the first member of Congress to introduce legislation to 

carry out the Commission's recommendations. His bill, H. R. 12406 

(88th Cong., 2d sess.), "to provide for the establishment of the 

National Humanities Foundation to promote progress and scholarship in 

the humanities," followed the report of the Commis.sion closely in its 

more general and substantive provisions. Other aspects of the bill 

were adapted from the National Science Foundation Act of 1950. ~/ No 

action was taken on the bill before the close of the 88th Congress. 

President Johnson endorsed the concept of a National Humanities 

Foundation on September 28, 1964, in a speech at Brown University. 

Speaking on the occasion of the university's two hundredth anniversary, 

the President asked his audience to consider "the future of an old and 

fruitful partnership, the partnership of campus and country." He referred 

to the "great truth" that "the answer for all of our national problems, 

the answer for all the problems of the world, comes down, when you really 

analyze it, to one single word--education"; and he added that "a great 

Nation and a great civilization feeds on the depth of its scholarship as 

well as the breadth of its educational opportunity." He spoke then of 

the extent of Federal fellowships and traineeships in higher education, 

especially in the sciences, and of the extent of Federal support for 

research in universities. Then he added: 

• 
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"And there just simply must be no neglect of humanities. The• values of our free and compassionate society are as vital to 
our national success as the skills of our technical and 
scientific age. And I look with the greatest of favor upon 
the proposal by your own able President Keeney's Commission 
for a National Foundation for the Humanities." 

In his State of the Union message at the beginning of the 89th 

Congress, the President did not refer directly to the establishment of 

a National Humanities Foundation, but he did include an oblique 

reference in connection with a proposal for a National Foundation on 

the Arts: 

"I propose that we honor and support the achievements of 
thought and the creations of art. 

II 

"We must also recognize and encourage those who can be 
pathfinders for the Nation's imagination and understanding. 

"To help promote and honor creative achievements, I will 
propose a National Foundation on the Arts."]./ 

In the first week of the 89th Congress, 76 bills were introduced 

to establish a National Humanities Foundation, and the number of 

cosponsors of these bills eventually grew to 105 members of the House 

and 40 members of the Senate. (See Appendix A.) There were two separate 

versions of this legislation, one with Congressman Moorhead as the chief 

sponsor in the House (H. R. 334, introduced January 4, 1965) and Senator 

Gruening in the Senate (S. 111, introduced January 6, 1965). The second 

version was under the principal sponsorship of Senator Pell (S. 316, 

introduced January 7, 1965) and Congressman Fogarty (H. R. 2043, intro­

duced January 7, 1965). The chief difference between the measures was 

in their treatment of the arts . 

• 
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• Up to a point, both versions were in agreement. Both provided 

for the establishment of an agency whose purpose it would be "to develop 

and promote a broadly conceived policy of support for the humanities and 

the arts." Both vested the general authority of the Foundation in a 

National Humanities Board and created the office of Director of the 

Foundation as the chief executive officer of the agency. Beyond this 

point the bills diverged. 

The Moorhead and Gruening bills were not identical, but each was 

a revision of the bill Moorhead had introduced in the previous Congress, 

and they followed the same general pattern, which had been based on the 

report of the Connnission on the Humanities. On the relationship of the 

arts to the humanities, the Connnission had said: 

• 
"The Foundation's definition of the humanities and the arts 
should be broad and inclusive in character. The humanities 
are generally agreed to include the study of languages, 
literature, history, and philosophy; the history, criticism, 
and theory of art and music; and the history and comparison 
of religion and law. The Connnission would also place the 
creative and performing arts within the scope of the 
Foundation. As we have said, these are the very substance 
of the humanities and embrace a major part of the imaginative 
and creative activities of mankind. (If the present proposal 
to establish a National Arts Foundation should become law, 
the Connnission hopes that this foundation would be combined 
with the National Humanities Foundation, or, at least, that 
the activities of the two would be coordinated.) Likewise, 
those aspects of the social sciences that have humanistic 
content and employ humanistic methz1s should come within the 
purview of the Foundation. . . . " -

The proposal to establish a National Arts Foundation, referred to by 

the Connnission, had not succeeded in the 88th Congress but had been 

deleted before enactment, late in 1964, from the legislation establish­

ing the National Council on the Arts. 21 

• 
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• In line with the Connnission's reconnnendation, both the Gruening 

and Moorhead bills defined the "humanities and the arts" as a single 

term, within which the arts appeared to be a discipline within the 

humanities like other disciplines. Moorhead's version said: 

"The term 'humanities and the arts', as used in this Act, 
includes, but is not limited to, the study of languages, 
literature, history, and philosophy; the history, criticism, 
and theory of the arts; the history of law, religion, and 
science; the creative and performing arts; and those aspects 
of the social sciences that have humanistic content and 
employ humanistic methods." 

The Gruening bill added linguistics, political theory, and history of 

politics to the definition, but it did not differ substantially with 

respect to the arts. 

• 
Senator Gruening's bill made no reference to the National 

Council on the Arts. Congressman Moorhead dealt with the newly 

authorized Arts Council by providing that its chairman, along with the 

heads of three other agencies, should be an ex officio member of the 

National Humanities Board. 

The bills introduced by Senator Pell and Congressman Fogarty, 

unlike those of Moorhead and Gruening, reflected not only the work of 

the Connnission on the Humanities but also the separate efforts in 

previous years to obtain a National Arts Foundation. Senator Pell had 

served in both the 87th and 88th Congresses as chairman of the Special 

Subconnnittee on the Arts, which did not become the Special Subconnnittee 

on Arts and Humanities until the beginning of the 89th Congress.~/ 

When Pell introduced S. 316, to establish a National Humanities 

Foundation, he also introduced at the same time another bill (S. 315, 

• 
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• 89th Cong., 1st sess.) to establish a National Arts Foundation; and he 

characterized the former as "more comprehensive" and the two bills as 

allowing "a choice--of either advancing our cultural endeavors through 

progressive stages and building more gradually on what we have begun; 

or of taking, ideally, one inclusive stride forward." J_/ Congressman 

Fogarty introduced the same two bills on the House side (H. R. 2042 and 

H. R. 2043, 89th Cong., 1st sess.), while the chief House advocate of 

federal support for the arts, Frank Thompson of New Jersey, introduced 

only a bill to create a National Arts Foundation (H. R. 3617, 89th 

Cong., 1st sess., introduced January 26, 1965). 

• 
The Pell and Fogarty bills provided separate definitions of 

"humanities" and "arts"; added to the functions of the National Humani-

ties Foundation that of "insofar as practicable, . carryj_i.np} out 

the purposes of this Act in a manner consistent with, and in support of, 

the activities of the National Council on the Arts .... "; authorized 

not only programs for the humanities and the arts generally but also 

additional programs directed toward the arts specifically; and required 

that there be within the Foundation a separate division pertaining to 

"creative, interpretive, and professional performance." As in the 

Moorhead bill, the Chairman of the Arts Council was to be an ex officio 

member of the National Humanities Board. Finally, the Pell-Fogarty 

proposal called· for Foundation expenditures "in accord with the 

principle that there shall be an equal distribution of funding between 

(A) the humanities and (B) the arts." 

• 
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• Hearings were held, beginning in February 1965, on all the bills 

mentioned,~/ both those to establish a National Humanities Foundation 

and those to establish a National Arts Foundation, and, in addition, on 

still another Arts Foundation bill introduced by Senator Javits (S. 310, 

89th Cong., 1st sess.). 

• 

The hearings opened on February 23 before a joint session of the 

Senate Special Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities, chaired by Senator 

Pell, and the House Special Subcommittee on Labor, chaired by Congressman 

Thompson. The first witness was Roger Stevens, then the President's 

Special Assistant on the Arts. Although Stevens was said not to be 

appearing in the capacity of an Administration witness, 11 he stated 

that the Administration would send to the committees its legislative 

recommendations in the near future. lO/ 

Further hearings before the Administration bill was sent up were 

held as follows: 

February 24 - Senate and House hearings, held separately. 
February 25-26 - Senate hearings. 
March 3 - Joint House-Senate hearing. 
March 4-5 - Senate hearings. 

The testimony at these hearings was almost unanimous in support­

ing federal legislation for support of the arts and humanities. The 

main issues raised were, first, whether an independent agency should be 

established or whether support should be provided through an existing 

agency such as the Smithsonian Institution, the Office of Education, or 

the National Science Foundation; and second, how the relationship 

between the humanities and the arts should be reflected in the organi­

• 
zation and funding of the supporting agency . 
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• The question of an independent agency had been raised even before 

publication of the report of the Commission on the Humanities. 11/ At 

the hearings, it was framed mainly by an offer of the Smithsonian 

Institution "to provide shelter" for the foundation. l]) The Secretary 

of the Smithsonian made it clear, however, that this would involve 

something more than physical shelter, although he declined to commit 

himself on how much control over the foundation would be exercised. 11/ 

Senator Pell, Senator Javits, and Congressman Thompson all agreed that 

an independent agency would be their first choice, l~/ and the great 

weight of the testimony was in accord. 

• 
Opinion was divided at the hearings on the proper structure of 

the agency and on equal funding. Roger Stevens, the present Chairman 

of the Arts Endowment, supported 

"the concept of a combined Arts and Humanities Foundation as 
an autonomous agency with equal funding for both cultural 
areas and a virtually autonomous division between the two areas, 
with each side entitled to receive funding from private and/or 
public sources which would be specifically used for their own 
particular programs." 11/ 

Barnaby Keeney suggested, on organization, that 

"there be one board and one director; that the board be com­
posed of distinguished people in both !he arts and_the 
humanities; ... that beneath ... lthe directoE/ there be 
two deputy directors responsible to the director and to the 
board through him, one for the arts and one for the humani­
ties; and that there be an advisory committee or council for 
each area." l!.!_/ 

He opposed a requirement for equal funding because "it might be 

desirable in some years to emphasize one and, in others, the other, and 

we do not really know whether equal sums are necessary." l]_/ 
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Other witnesses for the humanities took positions similar to Mr. Keeney's 

on equal funding. l~/ Some witnesses for the arts, on the other hand, 

expressed a wish for assurances that funds would be divided equitably. 12/ 

Other issues raised in the hearings included the following: 

(1) the definition of the humanities: the place of religion, law, archae­

ology, linguistics, and other fields; (2) the inclusion of support for 

libraries; (3) the inclusion of new authority for the Office of Education 

to support teacher training institutes and special teaching equipment~ 2QI 

and (4) grants to other federal agencies. 211 A number of other specific 

amendments were suggested by Mr. Keeney. 211 

• 
The Administration's reconnnendations were sent to the Congress on 

March 10, 1965, 211 and were introduced on the same day by the sub­

connnittee chairmen, Senator Pell (S. 1483, 89th Cong., 1st sess.) and 

Congressman Thompson (R.R. 6050, 89th Cong., 1st sess.). A total of 

44 Senators and 53 Congressmen joined in sponsoring the legislation. 

(See Appendix A.) 

In most respects,the Administration bill as introduced was 

similar to the legislation finally enacted as Public Law 89-209. The 

House subconnnittee held three additional days of hearings on March 22-

24, 1965; the Senate subconnnittee circulated the bill to earlier wit-

nesses for connnent. 

The main suggestions of witnesses again concerned the relation­

ship between the arts and the humanities. The bill called for separate 

Endowments for the arts and the humanities, but the definition of 

"humanities" still included the creative and performing arts. And 

• 
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• although the humanities included the arts by definition, the sections 

on the functions of the Humanities Endowment and the members of the 

• 

Humanities Council referred to both arts and humanities specifically. 

Frederick Burkhardt, president of one of the organizations sponsoring 

the Connnission on the Humanities, objected that the bill gave the arts 

an endowment and a half and the humanities only half an endowment. 2!!:.I 

Regarding equal funding, the bill retained the principle of the 

Pell-Fogarty proposal but changed it to a more workable form. Rather 

than requiring equal expenditures, S. 1483 first authorized a basic 

appropriation which was "to be divided equally" between the two Endow­

ments, and then authorized separate appropriations to each Endowment 

for the matching of unrestricted gifts, thus recognizing that the 

amounts of gifts received might not be equal. Several witnesses for the 

humanities again objected that the needs were unlikely to be identical. 

To one,Thompson replied: 

"We have what amounts to a policy on the connnittee ... j_7'J} 
adding an amendment which will require that the legislation 
be brought back before the connnittee periodically ... and 
... the needs will be reevaluated by the legislative 
connni t tee." 21/ 

Action beyond hearings on the Administration bill came first on 

the Senate side. The bill S. 1483 was reported from the Connnittee on 

Labor and Public Welfare on June 8, 1965. 2&1 Connnittee amendments 

included the following: 

Declaration of purpose, section 2. A new subsection was added 

to the findings, section 2(5) of P.L. 89-209. 



16 

• Definitions, section 3. 

"Humanities": The Senate committee added linguistics and 

jurisprudence, specified that both "modern and classic" languages were 

included; struck out "the creative and performing arts"; and added "the 

study of ... the practice of the arts." The addition of jurisprudence 

was responsive to the objections of witnesses that all reference to law 

had been omitted from S. 1483. The Senate connnittee report states: 

"The intent is to include appropriate areas of humanistic 
study related to the more than 100 law schools in the 
Nation; such aspects of the law as those dealing with com­
parative law, Roman law, legal history, and le~al philos­
ophy would be legitimate humanistic studies." 1 

• 
"Arts": To conform the definition of "arts" to the defini-

tion of "humanities," the Senate committee added that the arts are "not 

limited to" those listed. The report stated, however, 

"that if any additional subjects should be added to either 
definition, these should be fully explained and justified 
and published by Executive order in the Federal Register. 
At the same time, the committee intends that the present 
definitions be broadly applied to encompass the purposes of 
the act." 2~_/ 

Arts Endowment, section 5. As introduced, S. 1483 had authorized 

the Arts Endowment to establish and carry out "a program of grants-in-

aid to groups or, in appropriate cases, to individuals." The term "group" 

was defined, as it is in P.L. 89-209, to include "any State or other 

public agency" as well as nonprofit groups. The Senate committee added 

an amendment introduced by Senator Javits 221 pr0viding separate authority 

for "a program of grants-in-aid to assist the several States" through 

state agencies . 

• 
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• Humanities Endowment, section 7. 

The Chairmanship: In order to provide "every opportunity 

to carry out consecutive and meaningful programs," 3QI the connnittee 

added that the chairman shall have a four-year term and shall be eligible 

for reappointment. 

Programs: The connnittee changed references to the 

"humanities and the arts" to "humanities" in subsections (3), (5), and 

(6). The purpose was "to avoid a possible ambiguity of language" since 

"the definition of the humanities was considered sufficiently broad to 

11make such references to the arts superfluous. 3.JJ 

• 
Humanities Council, section 8. The Administration bill had said 

that members should be appointed to represent "the views of professional 

practitioners in the humanities and the arts throughout the United 

States." The Senate connnittee changed this to read, "the views of 

scholars and professional practitioners in the humanities and of the pub­

lic throughout the United States." The number of Council members was 

increased from 24 to 26, and other amendments were also adopted. 

Federal Council, section 9. The Federal Council's functions were 

enlarged to include planning and coordination of appropriate participa­

tion in major and historic national events. 

Administrative provisions, section 10. 

Matching of gifts: In language which witnesses objected to 

as unclear, S. 1483 had authorized the matching of restricted as well as 

unrestricted gifts, the former "in the discretion of the Chairman" and 
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• "where appropriate." (The unclarity was that the matching authorization 

was to be used for unrestricted gifts only.) The Senate connnittee omitted 

• 

all reference to the matching of restricted gifts. 

Annual report: S. 1483 had provided for annual reports by 

the Chairman of each Endowment; the Senate connnittee authorized each 

Council to submit an annual report as well. 

Authorization, section 11. 

(a) To carry out the general programs of each Endowment. 

S. 1483 had authorized $10 million for fiscal 1966, "to be divided 

equally" between the two endowments, and provided an open-ended authori­

zation ·thereafter. The Senate connnittee changed the authorization to 

that in P.L. 89-209--$10 million a year for fiscal 1966, 1967, and 1968 

only, after which reauthorization would be required. The phrase on 

equal funding was retained. 

(b) S. 1483 had authorized, to match unrestricted gifts, 

up to $5 million for each Endowment for each fiscal year. The Senate 

connnittee retained the humanities authorization of $5 million; reduced 

the arts matching authorization to $2.25 million; and added a new sub­

section (c) authorizing $2.75 million for each fiscal year for assist­

ance to state arts agencies under the Javits amendment, section 5(h). 

Congressman Thompson later explained on the floor of the House, "The 

sums appropriated by the States are presumed· to be gifts to carry out 

the purposes of this act." 3']) 

Office of Education provisions, sections 12 and 13. The com­

• 
mittee changed the authorization to $500,000 ayear under each section 

for fiscal 1966, 1967, and 1968. 
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• Appointments, section 14. The Senate committee added a new 

section to s. 1483, requesting the President to make appointments within 

90 days after enactment of the act. 

With the committee amendments and one minor floor amendment not 

affecting the humanities, the Senate passed S. 1483 on June 10, 1965. 

No opposition was expressed, and no record votes were taken. 311 

• 

In the House, the companion bill to S. 1483 (H. R. 6050) was 

approved by the Committee on Education and Labor, with amendments, on 

June 24, 1965, and a clean bill ordered to be introduced. 3~/ Congress­

man Thompson introduced the clean bill, H. R. 9460, and the accompanying 

report was filed on July 14. 32/ In general, H. R. 9460 incorporated the 

Senate-passed amendments to the Administration bill and included a few 

additional changes: 

--A definition of "workshop" was added, and provisions on 

workshops were included in sections 5(c)(4), 7(c)(3), 7(e), and 

ll(e). 

--Certain revisions were made in the Javits amendment on 

state arts programs. 

--Membership on the Federal Council was changed by the 

addition of the director of the National Gallery of Art and the 

Chairman of the Commission of Fine Arts. 

The House committee report included minority views signed by 

seven of the ten Republican members of the full Committee on Education 

and Labor. Objections stated by the minority were--

• 
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• (1) That the bill had been "railroaded" through the committee with 

only about 15 minutes' consideration, and that it included a number of 

significant amendments which the minority members had not seen before. 

(2) That a confusing administrative structure would be created, 

consisting of one Foundation, two Endowments, and three Councils. 

(3) That enactment of such legislation should await recommenda­

tions by the National Council on the Arts, created the previous fall. 

(4) On the merits of the bill, that "a Federal program of direct 

subsidies to the arts .... may well result in a lowering, rather than 

an elevation, of the cultural level of our Nation." 

• 
(5) That the "claim that the American public is denied adequate 

contact with the arts because of the starved financial condition of the 

arts is subject to challengel' because of the large number of museums, 

symphony orchestras, and libraries in the United States, among other 

groups. 

(6) That the committee had failed to consider alternative means 

for encouraging cultural development such as changes in the tax and copy­

right laws, inclusion of facilities in urban renewal projects, and making 

surplus federal property available on favorable terms to nonprofit cul­

tural organizations. 

Additional views were filed by Congressman Albert Quie, who said 

he agreed with the minority views so far as an Arts Endowment was con­

cerned but that a Humanities Endowment w~s subject to a different 

objection: that grants in the humanities should be made "only to 

institutions who in turn would select the individual to work on the 

• 
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• projects," because he did not believe "grants to specific investiga­

tors ... to be a major factor in the encouragement of the humanities" 

and because grants to individuals may be "disruptive of the normal 

university relationships and ... Lsuch situation~/ ought not to be 

encouraged by Federal programs." 

• 

The House Rules Connnittee did not take action on H. R. 9460. 

According to Congressman Thompson on the floor, "It was decided by that 

great connnittee that it had business which it considered to be of 

greater consequence and that the Corranittee on Rules could not reach 

this legislation." 3!!../ The bill was therefore brought to the floor 

under the 21-day discharge rule on September 13, 1965, when the House 

approved the resolution for consideration of the bill by a record vote 

of 260 to 114. 311 

House action on the bill itself came two days later, on September 

15, 1965. 3~/ The debate included colloquies between Thompson and other 

members on several points of interpretation: that both the definitions 

of "humanities" and "arts" were broad enough to include grants related 

to matters such as urban planning and design 32/; that the definition of 

"humanities" includes rhetoric, speech, or elocution 4SJ./; and that the 

definition of "group" would include interstate programs. 4]) Seven 

amendments were offered, one of which, on a minor point affecting only 

the Arts Endowment, was accepted by Thompson and agreed to. 41/ The 

others included three amendments offered by H. R. Gross, to include 

belly dancing, baseball, poker, and various other things in the definition 

of the arts 41/ and to insure appropriate funding for "Appalachia and the

• 
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• poverty-stricken areas of New York and New Jersey." 4~/ All Mr. Gross's 

amendments were rejected. Another Republican amendment, to require 

• 

Senate confirmation of the chairman of the Arts Endowment, was offered 

by Albert Quie and was rejected on a division vote, 39 to 86. 42/ 

A Republican sponsor of the bill, Ogden Reid of New York, proposed an 

amendment to place the decision-making power in the Arts and Humanities 

Councils rather than in the two Endowment chairmen; this also was re­

jected on a division vote, 27 to 86. 4&/ Finally, a point of order was 

sustained against an amendment, by Barratt O'Hara of Illinois, to delete 

several subsections from the declaration of purp0se. 41/ 

Before final passage of the bill, a motion to recormnit to the 

Connnittee on Education and Labor was offered by Congressman Griffin of 

Michigan, the ranking Republican member of the Thompson subconnnittee . 

The motion failed on a record vote, 128 to 251. 4~/ The bill was then 

passed on a voice vote, and the Senate bill number substituted. The 

Senate concurred in the House amendments, without significant debate or 

record votes, on September 16, 1965 41/; and the act was signed by the 

President on September 29, becoming Public Law 89-209. SQ/ 
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• Footnotes, section II, pages 5-21 

ll American Council of Learned Societies, Council of Graduate Schools in 

the United States, and United Chapters of Phi Beta Kappa, Report of 

the Commission on the Humanities (1964) (hereafter Report of the 

Commission). 

At least one member of Congress had proposed federal support for 

the humanities before the Commission's report was issued. See 

• 

H. R. 11045, 88th Cong., 2d sess., introduced by Congressman John E. 

Fogarty of Rhode Island on April 28, 1964, proposing the establishment 

of a National Institute of the Arts and Humanities within the Office 

of Education . 

Public Law 507, 81st Cong. (1950), as amended. 

111 Cong. Rec. 29, 30 (Jan. 4, 1965). 

Report of the Commission, p. 10. 

Public Law 88-579, September 3, 1964. 

See S. Rep. 300, 89th Cong., 1st sess., p. 4 (1965). 

111 Cong. Rec. 381, 382 (Jan. 7, 1965). 

National Arts and Humanities Foundations, Joint Hearings before the 

Special Subcommittee on Labor of the House Committee on Education and 

• 
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• Labor and the Special Subconnnittee on Arts and Humanities of the 

Senate Connnittee on Labor and Public Welfare, Part 1, 89th Cong., 

1st sess. (1965); National Arts and Humanities Foundations, Hearings 

before the Special Subconnnittee on Arts and Humanities of the Senate 

Connnittee on Labor and Public Welfare, Part 2, 89th Cong., 1st sess. 

(1965); National Arts and Humanities Foundations, Hearings before 

the Special Subcommittee on Labor of the House Connnittee on Education 

and Labor, Part 2, 89th Cong., 1st sess. (1965). 

11 Joint Hearings, note 8 above, p. 25. 

10/ Id. at 27, 29 . 

.!,!/ Report of the Connnission, p. v . 

• QI See Joint Hearings, note 8 above, p. 82. 

_!l/ Id. at 82-83. 

14/ Id. at 85-86 . 

.12/ Id. at 25 . 

.!.§.I Senate hearings, note 8 above, p. 200. 

1]_/ Id. at 225; see also id. at 231. 

18/ See testimony of the Council of Graduate Schools in the United 

States, Senate hearings, note 8 above, pp. 357, 364, and of the 

American Council of Learned Societies, id. at 369, 372 . 

• 
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_!2/ Senate hearings, note 8 above, pp. 393, 471.• 20/ Requested by the Office of Education, Joint Hearings, note 8 above, 

pp. 49-51, and by Congressman Fogarty, id. at 92-93. 

1,!/ Requested by the Librarian of Congress, Joint Hearings, note 8 above, 

pp. 88-90; opposed in other testimony, House Hearings, note 8 above, 

p. 203. 

• 

22/ House Hearings, note 8 above, pp. 236-37. 

23/ See White House Press Release, March 10, 1965. 

24/ House Hearings, note 8 above, p. 279. 

25/ Id. at 286 . 

26/ S. Rep. 300, 89th Cong., 1st sess. (1965). 

'l:]_/ Id. at 14. 

28/ Ibid. 

29/ See id. at 4. 

30/ Id. at 16. 

1.!/ Ibid. 

32/ 111 Cong. Rec. 23939 (1965). 

33/ Id. at 13103-11 . 

• 
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34/ Id. at D341. 

35/ H. Rep. 610, 89th Cong., 1st sess. (1965). 

~/ 111 Cong. Rec. 23619 (Sept. 13, 1965). 

37/ Id. at 23618-21. 

38/ 111 Cong. Rec. 23937-84 (Sept. 15, 1965). 

39/ Id. at 23958. 

40/ Ibid. 

41/ Id. at 23974. 

42/ Id. at 23977. 

43/ Id. at 23973-74. 

44/ Id. at 23977-78. 

45/ Id. at 23976-77. 

46/ Id. at 23975-76. 

47/ Id. at 23978. 

48/ Id. at 23980-81. 

49/ 111 Cong. Rec. 24163-68 (1965). 

50/ See White House Press Release, Sept. 29, 1965. 
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III. FIRST STEPS IN IMPLEMENTATION 

The initial appropriation 

On the same day that the act was signed, the President sent to 

Congress a request for a supplemental appropriation with which the agency 
1/

might begin its programs.- The request included the full authorization 

for the Humanities Endowment; for the Arts Endowment, the full authori­

zation less $150,000 which had already been appropriated, or included in 

an earlier supplemental request, for the National Council on the Arts; 

and funds for administration. The total request was as follows: 

Humanities, general program funds $ 5,000,000 

• 
Humanities, matching funds 5,000,000 

Arts, general program funds 4,850,000 
Arts, matching funds 2,250,000 

Administration 810,000 

$17,910,000 

At the time the request was made and justification material pre­

sented to the appropriations committees, neither the chairman of the 

Humanities Endowment nor the members of the Humanities Council had been 

appointed. For the arts, the new act provided that the individual 

appointed as chairman of the Arts Council under pre-existing law should 

also serve as chairman of the Arts Endowment.±-/ Thus Roger Stevens, who 

had already been confirmed as chairman of the Council, became chairman 

of the Endowment automatically on signing; and it was he who testified 

in support of the request on behalf of the whole Foundation . 

• 
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• The House Appropriations Committee held hearings on the request 

on October 7, 1965, before its Subcommittee on Department of Interior 

and Related Agencies.l/ The subcommittee chairman, Winfield K. Denton 

of Indiana, questioned particularly the time within which the two Endow­

ments could get into operation. Stevens answered a number of questions 

as to how the Humanities Endowment would operate,~/ and the point was 

made that the Report of the Commission on the Humanities had already 

provided an outline for the Endowment's programs.ii Denton repeated, 

however, that "once the Council is appointed you have a lot of guidelines 

to establish and you have applications to review, and that will take 

time. 11&./ He took a·similar position concerning the Arts Endowment, 

notwithstanding Stevens's statement that that Council had met and had 

• 
discussed advisable projects, because "there are so many other factors 

that have a bearing on your budget requirements. We want to make this 

program a success but we do not want to endanger it by moving too fast. 11l/ 

The House committee recommendation, reported on October 13, 1965,-~/ 

was for about half of the general program funds requested. The committee 

report stated in part: 

"Of the total amount [$10,700,000], $5,000,000, to be divided 
equally between the National Endowment for the Arts and the 
National Endowment for the Humanities, is provided to implement 
sections 5(c) and 7(c) of Public Law 89-209. 

II 

"The Committee endorses the objective of this program, but 
feels the reductions it has recommended are in order in view of 
the fact that the budget request was for the total amounts autho­
rized in the Act on an annual basis. Funds provided in this bill 
will be available for a little more than one-half of fiscal year 

https://programs.ii
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1966, but more important, a great deal of organization remains 
to be completed before the Foundations will be in a position to 
function at full capacity. In the opinion of the Committee, it 
will be more prudent to first establish sound and practical 
operating procedures for this activity than to administer the 
program in haste and commit costly and seriqus errors in carry­
ing out the objectives of the Foundation.'~/ 

Specifically, the committee's recommendations were these: 

Amount of 
Recommendation reduction 

Humanities, general program funds $ 2,500,000 $2,500,000 
Humanities, matching funds 3,000,000 2,000,000 

Arts, general program funds 2,500,000 2,350,000 
Arts, matching funds 2,000,000 250,000 

Administration 700,000 110,000 

Total $10,700,000 $7,210,000 

Previous Arts Council appropriation + 50,000 

• Separate Arts supplemental 
disallowed + 100,000 

$10,750,000 $7,310,000 

The recommendations were approved by the House on October 14lO/ as part 

of a $4 billion supplemental appropriations bill.ll/ 

In the Senate, appropriations hearings were held on October 15, with 

.d. 12/Senator Pastore pres1 ing.- Stevens had appealed for restoration of 

the full amount requested, with the argument that, since the law provided 

for funds to remain available until expended, it was immaterial how much 

131the agency could obligate by the end of the fiscal year. For the 

Humanities Endowment, there was also testimony by Frederick Burkhardt, 

president of the American Council of Learned Societies, who appeared 

unofficially since the Endowment's chairman had not been chosen. Burkhardt 
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• argued, similarly, that the Congress had authorized a total of $15 

million for the humanities over three years and that "if $2.5 million 

11141is lost in the first [year] it is lost forever. The committee was 

not impressed. 

151The Senate Appropriations Committee's report recommended no 

change from the H~use allowances, and Senate action on the bil1 16 / 

included no debate concerning the Foundation. The supplemental appro­

priations act, providing the Humanities Endowment with $2.5 million in 

general program funds and $3 million in matching funds, was signed by 

the President on October 31, 1965, as Public Law 89-309. 

• 
Appointment of Chairman and Council 

On November 18, 1965, the President announced the appointment of 

Barnaby C. Keeney as chairman of the National Endowment for the Humanities 

and the National Council on the Humanities. Mr. Keeney's appointment 

was to become effective on about July 1, 1966, when he was to resign the 

presidency of Brown University at the end of the academic year. To serve 

as chairman until July 1, the President at the same time announced the 

appointment of Dr. Henry Allen Moe . ..!.Z/ 

For Mr. Keeney, the appointment was a continuation of the work he 

had begun as chairman of the Commission on the Humanities, which had 

been an important force in the establishment of the Foundation. 18 / 

Dr. Moe's qualifications for the office also were impressive. By pro­

fession a lawyer, he had been the chief executive officer of the Guggenheim 

Foundation for nearly forty years, until his retirement in 1963, and he 
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• had served as advisor or trustee for innumerable other cultural and 

educational organizations. At the Senate hearing on his nomination, 

which was held before the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Senator 

Lister Hill said: 

"I may say that the doctor has a wonderful record .... I think 
that anyone who will look at your record will certainly be abso­
lutely persuaded that ... your life's work has certainly 
eminently prepared you for this position to which you have been 
nominated .... Dr. Moe, ... with this record you have here, 
there is no need for you to even speak; it speaks so beautifully, 
so magnificently for your qualifications for this position. 111:t/ 

Senator Javits, similarly, said: 

"We are very proud of him in New York. 

• 
"It may perhaps characterize Henry Allen Moe to my colleagues 
in the Senate if I tell them this: I have only one question 
about Dr. Moe, and that is, notwithstanding the fact that he 
will now be an official of the U. S. Government, I very much 
hope he will nevertheless be able to continue on a personal and 
informal basis to advise with the wide range of people who need 
advice as to where to go and how to go for foundations. He is 
the one person in all of New York, perhaps in the United States, 
who knows the whole range of foundations, and just how to go 
about applying to them, and who to go to for each particular 
subject. There are many projects that might be marvelous in 
themselves, but still can't get anywhere because they are apply­
ing to the wrong foundation. 

"I just say that to characterize what we think about Dr. Moe in 
New York. "]:QI 

The appointments of the members of the National Council on the 

Humanities were announced by President Johnson on January 27, 1966 ..?..!/ 

They were as follows: 

Terms expiring in January 1968: 

Gustave O. Arlt, President 
Council of Graduate Schools in the U. S. 
Washington, D. C . 

• 
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• Robert F. Goheen, President 
Princeton University 
Princeton, New Jersey 

Emil W. Haury, Professor of Anthropology 
University of Arizona, Tucson 

Adelaide Cromwell Hill 
African Studies Center 
Boston University 

John W. Letson, Superintendent 
Atlanta Public Schools 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Robert M. Lurniansky, Professor of English 
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia 

G. William Miller, President 
Textron, Inc. 
Providence, Rhode Island 

• 
John Courtney Murray, S. J. 
Professor of Theology 
Woodstock College 
Woodstock, Maryland 

Meredith Willson 
Music director, conductor and composer 
Los Angeles, California 

Terms expiring in January 1970: 

Germaine Bree 
Institute for Research in the Humanities 
University of Wisconsin, Madison 

John M. Ehle 
Writer 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina 

Emily Genauer 
Art critic 
New York, New York 

David R. Mason 
Dixon Professor of Law 
University of Montana, Missoula 
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• Barnaby G. Keeney 
President, Brown University 
Providence, Rhode Island 

James C. O'Brien 
Committee on Older and Retired Workers 
United Steelworkers of America 
Washington, D. C. 

Ieoh Ming Pei 
I. M. Pei and Partners, Architects 
New York, New York 

Emmette S. Redford 
Professor of Government 
University of Texas, Austin 

Robert Spike, Professor 
Divinity School 
University of Chicago 

Terms expiring in January 1972: 

Edmund F. Ball 
Chairman of the Board 
Ball Brothers Company, Inc. 
Muncie, Indiana 

Robert T. Bower, Director 
Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc. 
Washington, D. C. 

Kenneth B. Clark, President 
Metropolitan Applied Research Center, Inc. 
New York, New York 

Gerald F. Else, Chairman 
Department of Classical Studies 
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 

Paul Horgan 
Center for Advanced Studies 
Wesleyan University 
Middletown, Connecticut 

Albert William Levi 
Professor of Philosophy 
Washington University 
St. Louis, Missouri 
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Soia Mentschikoff• Professor of Law 
University of Chicago 

Charles E. Odegaard, President 
University of Washington, Seattle 

• 

• 
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• Footnotes, section III, pages 27-34 

l/ H. Doc. 295, 89th Cong., 1st sess. (Sept. 29, 1965). 

];/ P. L. 89-209, section 5(d)(l). 

11 Supplemental Appropriation Bill, 1966, Hearings before Subconnnittees 

of the House Committee on Appropriations, 89th Cong., 1st sess., 

Part 3 (1965). 

ii Id. at 40-41. 

ll Id. at 41-42. 

ii Id . at 42. 

• ll Id. at 45. 

~/ H. Rep. 1162, 89th Cong., 1st sess. (1965). 

J_/ As reprinted in Supplemental Appropriations for 1966, Hearings before 

Subcommittees of the Senate Committee on Appropriations, 89th Cong., 

1st sess., p. 887 (1965). 

10/ 111 Cong. Rec. 26967-27006 (1965). 

11/ H. R. 11588, 89th Cong., 1st sess. (1965). 

12/ Supplemental Appropriations for 1966, Hearings before Subcommittees 

of the Senate Committee on Appropriations, 89th Cong., 1st sess. (1965). 
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13/ Id. at 886-90. 

14/ Id. at 895, 898. 

15/ S. Rep. 912, 89th Cong., 1st sess. (Oct. 19, 1965). 

16/ 111 Cong. Rec. 27529, 27532-76. (Oct. 20, 1965). 

1]_/ See White House press release, Nov. 18, 1965. 

18/ Mr. Keeney's nomination was confirmed without a Senate hearing. 

112 Cong. Rec. 14898 (June 30, 1966). For biographical background, 

see Appendix~ Documentary Supplement. See also White House press 

releases of June 28 and July 14, 1966, and "Remarks of the President 

at the swearing-in ceremony for Barnaby Keeney as Chairman of the 

National Endowment for the Humanities," Office of the White House 

Press Secretary, July 14, 1966. 

19/ Nomination, Hearing before the Senate Committee on Labor and Public 

Welfare, 89th Cong., 2d sess., pp. 1, 3, 7 (Feb. 25, 1966). 

20/ Id. at 2. Dr. Moe's nomination was confirmed on February 28, 1966. 

112 Cong. Rec. 4318 (1966). 

21/ White House press release, Jan. 27, 1966. See also "Remarks of the 

President at swearing-in ceremony for Dr. Henry Allen Moe and the 25 

members of the National Council on the Humanities," Office of the 

White House Press Secretary, March 3, 1966. 
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• IV. THE ENDOWMENT UNDER THE CHAIRMANSHIP OF HENRY ALLEN MOE 

Initial organization and staffing 

Dr. Moe was sworn in as chairman of the Endowment on December 1, 

1/
1965,- and went to work on the problems involved in starting up a new 

government agency. One of the first questions to arise, necessarily, was 

that of staffing. On this, as on most things during the early months of 

the Endowment, Dr. Moe worked in close consultation with Mr. Keeney. 

The original thinking on staffing, as stated by Mr. Keeney, was 

in terms of obtaining coverage of the various fields of the humanities. 

He said in a speech before the Council of Graduate Schools on December 2, 

1965: 

• "I hope that initially the staff of the Endowment will be rather 
small and that it will represent, in addition to supporting 
personnel (such as accountants and counsels), generalists in liter­
ature, philosophical and analytical thinking, analysis and history 
of religion, criticism and history of art, history, aesthetics, 
and analytical and theoretical aspects of the social studies." 

The thought was spelled out further in a number of letters in which 

Mr. Keeney asked for staffing suggestions from his academic colleagues: 

"Henry Moe and I are attempting to recruit a staff for the 
National Humanities Endowment. I should like to secure the ser­
vices of a number of substantive people who would give broad 
coverage to the humanities and to the appropriate social studies. 
We are looking for people with capacities of generalists rather 
than of specialists, whose services we can secure through con­
sultantships. 

"It occurs to us that it might be profitable to bring in 
two or three people close to retirement or who have just retired 
in order to give stability to the organization in its early 
stages and to give the possibility of the further development of 
other people after their retirement. We would also like ~~me 

• 
young men at the assistant or associate professor level."-
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• The early recruiting efforts, however, did not produce the response 

3/that had been hoped for.- Dr. Moe did select a deputy chairman, 

• 

Philip Broughton, who had formerly been with the Mellon Trust in Pittsburgh; 

but this appointment was made with the understanding that Mr. Keeney 

would wish to choose his own deputy when he took over the chairmanship 

on July 1.~/ The only other humanities staff member above the level of 

GS-11, during nearly all of Dr. Moe's tenure, was John Gardner, a former 

assistant dean at Brown, who was appointed on March 21 and who became 

special assistant to the Chairman. The rest of the staff consisted of 

Anne von der Lieth, secretary to the National Council on the Humanities; 

Joan Rafter, assigned to a junior position in what was then expected to 

become the Division of State, National, and Community Programs; and five 

. 5/secretaries.-

As might be inferred from the actual makeup and size of the staff, 

recruitment continued to be a major concern for a good many months. But 

to make real progress in staffing, it was necessary also to have an over­

all staffing plan, taking into account the full range of functions to be 

performed, the salary budget available, and the number of positions 

authorized. 

A very early staffing plan discu~sed by Dr. Moe and Mr. Keeney 

shows a total of 48 Humanities Endowment employees.~/ This listing 

raised the question of the relationship between the Humanities Endowment 

and the Arts Endowment; for the Budget Bureau authorized the number of 

staff positions, and the Congress had appropriated administrative funds, 
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• not for the two Endowments individually but for the Foundation as a 

whole. The supplemental appropriations request for fiscal 1966, sent 

to the Congress immediately after Public Law 89-209 was signed and 

before Mr. Moe or Mr. Keeney had been appointed, had stated on staffing: 

"The ... estimate provides for 100 permanent positions to be 
filled by the end of fiscal year 1966, including 6 positions 
previously requested for the National Council on the Arts. 
Approximately 50 of the positions are for the National Endowment 
for the Arts, 40 are for the National Endowment for the Humani­
ties, and 10 are ~r an Administration Office which will serve7both Endowments."-

There exist early organization charts for the Arts Endowment and the 

shared staff accounting for the 50 positions and the 10 positions; but 

how the Humanities' share of 40 positions was arrived at does not appear. 

• 
There had been several further developments by the time Dr. Moe 

arrived on December 1 that affected the staffing possibilities. The 

Congress had acted on the 1966 budget request, appropriating somewhat 

8/
less for administration than the amount requested.- The Arts Endowment 

had become a going operation, with about a dozen employees, some of whom 

had been employed by the National Council on the Arts under the earlier 

legislation and some of whom had been hired immediately after the 1966 

9/
appropriation act was signed on October 31.- Besides its own employees, 

the Arts Endowment had obtained the detail for three months of an acting 

director of administration, who was to serve the whole Foundation.IO/ 

In addition, a budget request for fiscal year 1967 had been submitted to 

the Budget Bureau, and the Bureau had notified the Foundation of its 

allowances, which included a reduction in the number of authorized posi­

tions from 100 to 75. 11 / Finally, the remaining positions had been 

• 

https://Foundation.IO
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• reallocated, with 30 to 34 for the Arts Endowment; 27 or 28 for the 

Humanities Endowment; and 14 to 18 for the shared staff, now including 

the office of the general counsel as well as the office of administration.11./ 

Again, it is not clear to what extent the Humanities Endowment was con-

sulted on the allocation. 

• 

A tentative plan for the use of the Humanities Endowment positions 

was sent by Dr. Moe to Mr. Keeney on December 6, 1965. Outside the imme­

diate office of the Chairman, the plan called for an Office of Research 

with a director at grade GS-16; an Office of Training with a director at 

grade GS-15; an Office of Studies and Analysis headed by a GS-14; an 

Office of Special Humanities Programs with three program directors, one 

at GS-15 and two GS-14's; and an Office of Grant Review with the highest 

grade a GS-11. In his December 6 letter to Mr. Keeney, Dr. Moe wrote 

that he and the acting director of administration, Frank Schmidtlein, had 

" . [gone] over table of organization (revised in light of 
his talk with you and me) and here's a copy of it. Of course, it 
does not represent our ideas very well; but I gather (a) that it 
is a conventional type of organization and so will be understood 
in the Budget Bureau and (b) that we may shift the titles about 
to suit our needs. And it seems to me that there are enough 
highish level grades to meet our needs. Concerning this kind of 
thing, I start from scratch: your views will be appreciated." 

A series of letters between Moe and Keeney went back and forth in the 

next month; and Dr. Moe reported on January 6 that John Macy had told 

him "we need pay no attention to conventional types of governmental organ-

. 13/
ization of agencies.''-

At this stage, still without a settled organization plan, one 

additional staff appointment was decided on. The appointment was that 

of Mrs. Gladys Hardy, who finally became, in mid-July, director of 

https://administration.11
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planning and analysis. As early as January 26, Mr. Broughton, the 

deputy chairman, instructed Mr. Schmidtlein to prepare a job description 

for Mrs. Hardy, placing her in charge "of both Studies and Analysis 

and the Grants Review function," at a grade GS-16, and to prepare the 

• ' h • l 4 / hm d 1necessary request f or Shc edu1e Ah iring aut ority.- Sc it ein 

replied with a description of the requirements of the Civil Service 

Commission. Heaexplained: 

"For each position that we wish to have established we must have 
an approved position description. The description must accurately 
describe the duties of the person. These duties must meet the 
standards for complexity and responsibility established by the 
Commission for the particular grade at which we wish to have the 
job rated. For this reason it is necessary to have a staffing 
and grade pattern established and carefully defined before we 
request Schedule A authority. Departures always can be made from 
a staffing pattern but to the extent that changing the duties of 

• 
one position affects another position the other position must also 
be amended. Any changes in the title or significant change of 
duties in a Schedule A position requires Civil Service approval 
of the revised position." 

Schmidtlein went on to explain that there were various types of temporary 

appointments that could be used to hire personnel innnediately, and he 

concluded: 

"Despite appearances there are some good reasons and purposes 
behind this system of appointments. I don't defend the system 
as a whole because I feel it has a vast opportunity for decen­
tralization and streamlining. However, until this streamlining 
takes place we have to comply with its rules and regulations. 1112./ 

No attempt appears to have been made to use one of the temporary appoint­

ment techniques to bring Mrs. Hardy to work immediately. Eventually, all 

the procedures outlined by Mr. Schmidtlein were followed, but he seems 

not, in the memo just quoted, to have stated a case that was convincing 

to Mr. Broughton. Broughton wrote to Dr. Moe on February 1,

• 
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" ... I wish to ask whether at least some of the difficulties 
we have blamed on the Office of Administration may not be due to 
structure. Is it possible that a new administrator, no matter 
how good, might find himself in the same box--a box of 'shared 
staff' hanging leaderless between two agencies of differing respon­
sibility and clientele? Did I say 'leaderless'? Two heads are 
worse than none. 

" 

"We are now undertaking to fill the administrative post, not 
merely with someone personally more aggressive, but someone of 
a stature to be ... the Management Deputy in both endowments . 
. . . The problem is not to interpret the Government to us, or us 
to the Government, but to enable us to do a job." 

• 

Just before this series of memoranda, Schmidtlein had proposed 

still another organization plan, calling for a structure "based on the 

functions provided us by our Act." This memorandum also emphasized that 

professional staff could be hired only as experts or consultants until 

"these basic decisions are made." 161 The reply that Schmidtlein received 

was Mr. Broughton's memorandum of January 26,Q/ instructing him to 

proceed with Mrs. Hardy's employment papers and the request for Schedule 

A authority "along the lines of the established staffing list." As 

for Schmidtlein's revised staffing plan, Broughton said the memorandum 

contained "some interesting observations" and would "be.given proper 

attention as we proceed" but that "reorganization will probably come 

after Dr. Keeney is on the Job." By February 4, 1966, Mr. Schmidtlein 

. . 18/
had returned to the agency from which he had been detailed,- and his 

place as acting administrative officer was taken on February 7 by 

19/
Merrill J. Collett.-

At about the same time, Mr. Broughton himself proposed a revised 

organization plan, based in most respects on Schmidtlein's. It called 
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for the following structure outside the Office of the Chairman: 

"Data and Control [Office of Studies and Analysis}: Studies and 
analyses which tell us what is needed, what we are doing, how 
well we are doing it, what we are failing to do, and why. The 
'clients' to whom this Division relates are the Chairman and the 
three Division Chiefs; through it they are to be informed in depth 
on all programs. 

"Humanities Research and Publication [Office of Research]: The 
substantive business, the corpus of knowledge in the humanities. 
The clients to be worked with are scholars, universities, schools, 
libraries, special groups, or other institutions which serve or 
harbor scholars. 

"Education, Training, Teaching [Office of Advanced Studies]: The 
accent is personnel: Increasing the quality and competence and 
numbers of persons who serve the humanities. The clients may 
range from students on their way up to an experienced professor 
with ideas about teaching; the methods may range from scholarships 
to post-graduate or professional stipends. The more obvious 
clients are teachers, schools, colleges, and aspiring people in 
them. 

• "Society and Community [Office of Special Humanities Programs]: 
Special programs largely outside the academic preserves (though 
sometimes developing relationships which improve the university 
impact on life outside). Identification of the constituency and 
the design of effective relationships would, indeed, be part of 
the task of this Director; let it suffice here to say 'Humanities 
in the Connnunity,' archeological and historical museums, national 
events, etc." 20/ 

It was to about this point that the thinking on organization had 

progressed when, two weeks later, the Endowment submitted its first 

description of its programs to the Congressional committees on appro­

priations. 
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Development of initial programs 

The act provided the Endowment's basic authority to operate 

humanities programs in section 7(c), quoted at page 3 above. Because 

the language of the section was very general, it left wide discretion 

to the agency to determine the nature of its programs, not only in 

their precise detail but also in the definition of objectives. Indeed, 

the first function of the agency listed in section 7(c) was to develop 

national policy for the humanities. 

Numerous suggestions for Endowment programs had, of course, been 

proposed in the report of the Commission on the Humanities in 1964. 

Some of these could be traced, through the language of the successive 

1/
bills to establish a new agency,and into Public Law 89-209;- others 

• 
were dropped from what became section 7(c) because of the enactment of 

2/
other legislation.- In general, however, the legislative history pro-

vided little guidance as to what the Endowment's programs should and 

should not include. 

What the law and the history did make clear was that the Endowment 

must have both programs useful to scholars in the humanities and programs 

useful to a broader audience. Support for the public side of the human­

ities was called for, not only because the act contained one subsection 

authorizing such programs, but also because this was one of the main 

grounds on which federal support had been justified. The report of the 

Commission on the Humanities, for example, had said, "The Commission 

conceives of the humanities, not merely as academic disciplines confined 

to schools and colleges, but as functioning components of society which 

• affect the lives and well-being of all the population. 111/ Even in a 
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• section titled "Problems of Academic Humanists,"!!../ the emphasis was 

less on scholarly needs of the sort identified by many learned societies 

in the supplement to the report than on the need to improve teaching for 

the sake of "a fully educated people." 

Support for the scholarly side of the humanities, on the other 

hand, was demanded because another selling point had been the imbalance 

of support between the sciences and the academic humanities. In addi­

tion, the demand for federal support had originated within the scholarly 

groups, and their hopes of benefiting from the legislation could not 

well be ignored.l/ 

• 
Theoretically, perhaps, there should have been no conflict between 

the public and the scholarly aspects of the humanities--if the scholar­

ship was not sterile and if the education of non-scholars enabled them 

to comprehend its uses. But such a harmony of aims was the long-term 

objective to be worked for, not something to be assumed as already 

existing and as providing a basis for a single set of programs that 

would be useful to everyone. 

The outside demands for support of the public and scholarly sides 

were anything but equal. The general public was scarcely aware that 

the Endowment existed, so that it fell to the Chairman to insist.-on that 

side of the program. In early speeches before academic groups, Dr. Moe 

said, for example: 

"[W]hat the Humanities Endowment does with the taxpayers' money 
must, to merit continuing support, make some impact--visible, 
recognizable impact--upon the lives of people outside the aca-
demic connnunity. In Mr. Justice Holmes' language, what the National 
Endowment for the Humanitb1s does, must become one of the felt 

• 
necessities of our time. •i.::.. 
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And again: 

"[T]he Humanities Endowment is not all yours as scholars: it 
belongs to the wider public no less. 

"In other words, the Humanities Endowment must insist 
upon achieving a balance--the all-important balance--between 
the need to help imaginative scholarship and the parallel need 
to make that scholarship have an impact on a wider public ... 1121 

From the learned societies, on the other hand, there came not 

only early requests for funds but representations as to what the Endow­

ment's initial programs might look like. The first such statement, 

predating the selection of the Humanities Endowment's chairman, was 

prepared by Frederick Burkhardt of the ACLS and was incorporated by 

Roger Stevens into his oral testimony at the October 1965 House appro-

8/ 

• 
priations hearings.- This statement, which expanded on the rather 

slight humanities section in the written budget justification, said 

that a tentative program could be based on the consensus of needs as 

expressed by learned societies in the humanities in the Commission's 

report. The programs proposed were: 

1. Grants and fellowships to individuals for research and 
study: 

a. Post-doctoral fellowships for scholars at various 
stages of their careers. 

b. Short term grants in aid of summer research. 
c. Other programs designed to foster the development of 

fields with a particular priority, e.g., selected areas 
or cultures of the world; research development in new 
fields and disciplines, like linguistics; and the use 
of modern techniques in humanistic research. 

2. Grants in support of publication of scholarly works in the 
humanities (citing a survey made in the 195O's and the 
learned societies' reports). 
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3. Grants to institutions for the development of the humani­
ties. Examples given were: 

a. Proposals from universities and colleges to expand 
and enrich their curriculums in the humanities. 

b. Proposals for the establishment of institutes for 
humanistic research, such as those at Wesleyan and 
Wisconsin. 

c. Proposals for conferences and workshops devoted to 
significant problems to which humanistic scholarship 
can make a contribution. 

d. Large scale research projects involving institutions 
as well as individuals, such as the Modern Language 
Association's editions of American authors and various 
scholarly tools. 

4. Collaboration with international organizations and the 
academies of other countries: 

a. Cooperation with other countries' national agencies 
and with UNESCO. 

b. Sending representatives to international congresses 
and conferences abroad and sponsoring or supporting 
such conferences in the United States . 

• S. Improvement of public understanding and appreciation: 
"The major manner in which the Endowment will foster public 
understanding and appreciation ... will, of course, be 
through the efficient and successful implementation of 
its programs .... [But it will also] want to make more 
direct approaches to the public, perhaps by means of its 
own publications and use of mass media." 

On November 22, 1965, four days after Dr. Moe had been appointed, 

Burkhardt wrote to him saying that, at an ACLS Board of Directors meet­

ing two days earlier, there had been ''a good deal of discussion about 

the National Endowment for the Humanities and the relationship which the 

ACLS might have with it." Burkhardt said he had been "specifically 

asked to discuss with you the possibility of the Endowment's providing 

funds for a program of post-doctoral summer fellowships for scholars . 

. . . " and "to explore with you the possibility that this and other 

fellowship programs in which the Endowment may engage might be contracted 
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out to the ACLS for the screening of candidates and nomination of 

persons to be given grants." The letter indicated there were also 

"several other questions ... of interest to both the Endowment and 

the Council" which he wished to discuss. Dr. Moe sent a copy of the 

letter to Mr. Keeney with the remark, "I hope nobody thinks we are 

going to be just their agent!"J_/ 

The ACLS followed up this first communication, during the first 

several months of the Endowment's operation, with proposals requesting 

10/
well over a million dollars a year.-

• 

Besides the need to find a balance between the academic and public 

sides of the humanities, it was essential, in deciding on the Endowment's 

beginning activities, to choose programs which could be defined and 

implemented fairly quickly and which could be predicted to have at least 

a reasonable chance of success. In the abstract, perhaps any number of 

programs might have met this need; practically, the possibilities were 

limited by personnel and by timing. The appropriations process required 

a budget presentation to be submitted to the Congress in mid-February 

1966, roughly eleven weeks after Dr. Moe came to the Endowment; this 

submission was to justify the Administration's fiscal 1967 request for 

the Endowment, which included the full $5 million authorized in general 

program funds. 11 / Making it more difficult to meet the February dead­

lines, there was the fact that the National Council on the Humanities, 

whose function it was to advise on programs and policies, was not appointed 

until January 27, 1966, too late to hold a meeting before the budget was 

written. Given the limited staff available to Dr. Moe at the time, the 
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programs selected for inclusion in the 1967 budget presentation had to 

be primarily the work of the chairman and the chairman-designate, with 

such informal consultation with others as they might be able to obtain. 

Mr. Keeney's thinking during this time about initial programs 

is best set out in a speech he made to the Council of Graduate Schools 

on December 2, 1965. 121 He said: 

• 

"The purpose of the Congress is clearly not simply to 
support the activities of learned men in the humanities. Nor 
was it the intention of the Commission on the Humanities that 
this should be the case. It is hoped that programs will be devel­
oped which will bring the humanities and the arts to a major 
segment of our lay population, and that the results will be better 
understanding and control of our society and amelioration of 
the conditions under which we live. Therefore, I believe that we 
must consider the relevance of each proposal to the public wel­
fare and to the national interest, for Congress would not and 
should not have passed the legislation if it had not believed 
that the accomplishment of its purposes was for the public welfare 
and in the national interest. The decisions resulting from this 
policy, if it is accepted, will be disappointing to many humanists. 

II 

"Obviously, the easiest area in which to operate is the 
granting of fellowships and grants-in-aid for research, publica­
tion, and personal development. There are already successful 
methods of choosing people for such grants which can be adopted 
and implemented. The Council, however, must decide how much of 
its funds will be used for these purposes. 

''More difficult will be decisions to support teaching pro­
grams, either at the college level or in cooperation with the 
Office of Education at the school level. Obviously, we need to 
do a great deal to make the straightforward humanities better· 
taught at every level and better learned by all students. 

"Our greatest contemporary need may be to develop programs 
in which the humanities and social studies--and, perhaps, even the 
sciences--are brought to bear upon one another and the relevance 
of the various bodies of material to one another made more clear, 
more meaningful. Another great need is for programs which will 
develop the habit in the students--and in people after they have 
been students--of using humane learning in support of their 

• 
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• judgments of value. Those two things will not be easy. Much 
simpler and much more straightforward is the need for support 
of enlarged teaching of exotic languages and cultures. 

"The Endowment is also authorized to support research 
programs as well as the research of individual scholars. I 
hope the Endowment will succeed in identifying those fields 
that are moving forward and will help to keep them moving for­
ward; that it will identify areas of life in presently stagnant 
fields; that it will identify cross-disciplinary researches 
that may be fertile; and that it will find tools which must be 
constructed before more can be accomplished. 

• 

"The Council is authorized to operate in adult education, 
in extramural education, and in the area that is the boundary 
between education and entertainment--obviously, television. Extra­
mural education has in its quality an even greater range than 
American education in general. One can easily find extension or 
adult education programs that provide a mere pastime to those 
whose hours are not fully occupied. One can, on the other hand, 
find such programs that have great meaning and great importance 
to those who participate in them. Little that is significant is 
done through the mass media, and much more could be. Perhaps, 
with the decline in attention to popular television, this is an 
opportune time to propose connnercial programming of serious 
intellectual content. 

"Programs such as these can be set in action fairly quickly." 

Dr. Moe made some use of Mr. Keeney's speech in preparing the 

budget submission, but in general the speech suggested directions of 

program development rather than providing ready-made program descrip­

tions. Many of the programs included in the final version of the 

budget, therefore, such as fellowships and support for museums and 

historical societies, reflected the areas in which Dr. Moe had the 

special competence enabling him to work up a creditable program, with 

little or no outside advice, in a very short length of time. 

. h 13/Teh program categor i es were t ese:-

A. Fellowships for "scholars and teachers at, very roughly 
indicated, the assistant professorship level." 

• 
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B. Grants to individuals who are "accomplished in scholarly 
investigation"; " ... the touch-stone of choice will be 
their creative powers." 

C. Grants to scholarly groups: 

1. Editing and publishing the papers of great Americans. 

2. Editing and publishing definitive editions of great 
American authors. 

3. Archaeological-historical excavations, carried on by 
American institutions, both in the United States and 
abroad. 

4. Training programs to improve the quality of editing and 
publishing by non-profit university presses. 

5. Computer research in the study of foreign languages and 
in preparing concordances to the greatest of creative 
literature. 

6. The development of needed training programs if humanistic 
studies are to progress . 

• 7. Assistance to humanistic learned societies, as for 
grants to significant journals and publication subvention. 

D. Grants to groups whose activities relate not so much to 
scholarly production as to education of the citizenry to the 
end that they shall better their understanding and appreci­
ation of "the American way": 

1. Humanistic museums and historical societies. 

2. Educational television. 

3. Talking books. 

4. American history. 

That some kind of post-doctoral fellowships and grants-in-aid 

for individual scholars should be included in the budget appears to have 

been clear. All agreed that the Endowment was to support scholarship; 

the ACLS wanted such a program; and, as Mr. Keeney had said, successful 

• 
methods for running such programs already existed and could be drawn upon . 
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• In the area of research programs, the 1967 budget deferred, for 

later implementation, Mr. Keeney's suggestion of identifying particu-

14/
larly fertile areas for development;- but it did specify several kinds 

of research and related activities in which grants might be made in the 

Endowment's first year. Some of these can be traced to particular 

developments before the budget was written, and most of them had a 

basis in the reports of the twenty-four learned societies that were 

published as a supplement to the Commission's report. The areas were--

1) Editing and publishing the papers of great Americans. The 

American Historical Association, in the Humanities Commission's report 

had expressed the need for a "fund for editing the papers of American 

1115/statesmen. The National Historical Publications Connnission, which 

• had a small appropriation for just this purpose, had communicated with 

both Mr. Keeney and Dr. Moe shortly after their appointment, and the 

Commission had formally resolved "that ... [it] take the initiative in 

proposing close cooperation in areas of mutual interest in ways that 

will have to be worked out in detail in discussion between representa-

. f h . "16/tives o t e two agencies. - After a meeting between Dr. Moe and the 

Connnission's representatives, the executive director of the NHPC wrote 

to him: 

" ... we promised to keep you informed as to our budget requests. 
I am enclosing therefore the portion ... that contains the 
justification for the item covering grant funds for the NHPC pro­
gram .... I am also sending along for your information a list 
of pending proposals for new projects that are now before the 
Commission and for which we have no funds .... This list is 
followed by two pages of additional projects that represent some 
of the things in which this Commission would like to take the 

1117Iinitiative.. . . . 
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• 2) Editing and publishing definitive editions of great American 

authors. A major project in this area, under the auspices of the 

Modern Language Association, had been proposed for the Humanities Endow­

ment support in the supplement to the Report of the Commission, 18/ in 

the hearings on the authorizing legislation, 19/ and in the testimony 

prepared by Frederick Burkhardt for the October 1965 appropriations 

2O1hearings. The MLA had sent copies of its proposal to both Mr. Keeney 

and Dr. Moe by late November 1965.11/ 

3) Archaeological-historical excavations. The need for support 

was mentioned in the Humanities Commission's report by both the Archaeo­

logical Institute of America-g/ and the American Oriental Society. 23 / 

In addition, at least three relatively strong applications for support 

of excavations had been received before the end of January.li/ 

4) Training programs to improve the quality of editing and 

publishing by non-profit university presses. The program proposed was 

essentially a description of an application from the Association of 

n1vers1ty P 25 / transm1tte r. MAmer1can• U • • resses,- • d to D oe on J anuary 28 , 

1966, by a letter stating, "It has taken longer than we hoped to place 

before you the enclosed proposal. This is the application for support 

for an Editorial Institute, a project we had the privilege of discussing 

briefly with you in November." 

5) Computer research in the study of foreign languages and in 

preparing concordances to the greatest of creative literature. In the 

only available draft of the budget, dated February 6 and signed by the 

deputy chairman, Mr. Broughton, "computer research in the study of 

https://January.li
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• foreign languages" was listed as among the kinds of requests for 

support that had come in so far.J!!../ The source of the particular 

reference to concordances has not been accounted for. The general 

area of computer uses, however, is known to have been one of special 

interest to the future chairman. 

6) Assistance to humanistic learned societies (such as grants 

to journals and toward publication of scholarly works of great merit). 

This section was presumably responsive to the needs of many learned 

societies, as they had been stated in the Commission's report, and also 

to the special subsection in the act authorizing the Endowment to 

"support the publication of scholarly works in the humanities .. fl 

• 
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Footnotes, section IV 

Initial organization and staffing, pp. 37-43 

1/ Letter from Dr. Moe to Ralph A. Sawyer, December 13, 1965; see 

also personnel records, not on microfilm. 

];_/ Letters from Mr. Keeney, December 7, 1965, to J. E.W. Sterling, 

Franklin L. Ford, Herman B. Wells, Edmund S. Morgan, and Charles 

Odegaard. For a similar statement by Dr. Moe, see his letter to 

Ralph A. Sawyer, note 1 above. 

11 See, e.g., letter from Dr. Moe to Mr. Keeney, April 27, 1966. 

!±,/ See letters from Dr. Moe to Mr. Keeney, Jan. 10 and Jan 13, 1966, 

and from Mr. Keeney to Dr. Moe, Jan. 5, 1966. 

ii See "National Foundation on the Arts & the Humanities, National 

Endowment for the Humanities--Staffing Pattern, Fiscal Year 1966." 

!!_/ This memorandum, titled "National Endowment for the Humanities, 

New Positions," is unsigned and undated; but two copies of it 

carry similar handwritten notes by Dr. Moe and Mr. Keeney. 

J_/ National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities, Supplemental Budget 

Estimate, Fiscal Year 1966 (Oct. 4, 1965), p. 11. 

~/ See page 29 above. 

J.../ Information from personnel records, not on microfilm . 

• 
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10/ See memorandum from Roger Stevens to Executive Officer, U. S. 

Office of Education, November 16, 1965. 

11/ See unsigned memorandum, "National Foundation on the Arts and the 

Humanities, Financial Status," dated December 1, 1965. 

• 

12/ An allocation providing 34 positions in the Arts Endowment, 27 in 

the Humanities Endowment, and 14 to the shared staff appears in 

Department of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations for 

Fiscal Year 1967, Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Senate 

Committee on Appropriations, Part 2, pp. 1591-92 (1966); see 

explanatory cover memoranda by Merrill J. Collett of April 1, 1966, 

and March 9, 1966. For testimony to an allocation of 30 positions 

in the Arts Endowment, 27 in the Humanities Endowment, and 18 in the 

shared staff, see Department of the Interior and Related Agencies 

Appropriations for 1967, Hearings before a Subcommittee of the House 

Committee on Appropriations, Part 3, p. 312 (1966). For an alloca­

tion of 33 positions to the Arts Endowment, 28 to the Humanities 

Endowment, and 14 to the shared staff, see "National Foundation on 

the Arts and the Humanities, Staffing Plan," dated December 6, 1965. 

13/ Letter from Dr. Moe to Mr. Keeney, Jan. 6, 1966. 

14/ Unsigned handwritten memorandum from Philip Broughton to Frank 

Schmidtlein, Jan. 26, 1966. 

15/ Memorandum from Mr. Schmidtlein to Mr. Broughton, "Appointment of 

Staff in the Civil Service," Jan. 28, 1966. 
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• 16/ Memorandum from Mr. Schmidtlein to Dr. Moe, "Organizational and 

Staff Planning," Jan. 25, 1966. 

17/ See note 14 above. 

18/ See letter from Dr. Moe to Mr. Schmidtlein, Feb. 3, 1966. 

19/ Information from personnel files, not on microfilm. 

20/ Memorandum from Mr. Broughton to Dr. Moe, Feb. 2, 1966, and attached 

organizati.on chart. 

Development of initial programs, pp. 44-54 

1:./ E.g., subsections 7(c)(4), authorizing the Endowment to foster the 

interchange of information in the humanities, and 7(c)(6), author-

izing support for the publication of scholarly works in the humanities, 

were derived from recommendations in the Report of the Commission, 

p. 14. For intervening versions, see, e.g., H. R. 12406, 88th Cong., 

2d sess., sections 7(a)(5) and 13(8) (1964); S. 316, 89th Cong., 

1st sess., sections 7(a)(5) and 12(8) (1965). 

];_/ These included (1) specific authority for the support of libraries 

(see Report of the Commission, pp. 13-14), because of separate library 

legislation, enacted or proposed (Library Services and Construction 

Act, P. L. 88-269, Feb. 11, 1964; Title II, Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of· 1965, P. L. 89-10, April 11, 1965; Title II, Higher 

Education Act of 1965, P. L. 89-329, Nov. 8, 1965; see also Library 

https://organizati.on
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Services and Construction Act Amendments of 1966, P. L. 89-511, 

July 19, 1966); and (2) specific authority for support of teacher 

training institutes (see Report of the Commission, p. 12), because 

the act gave that function to the Office of Education (P. L. 89-209, 

section 13). 

ll Report of the Commission, p. 2. 

!!_I Id. at 6. 

1,_I For reports on the needs of twenty-four learned societies, see the 

supplement to the Commission's report, pp. 47-218. 

Address by Henry Allen Moe before the American Council of Learned 

• 
Societies, Washington, D. C., January 20, 1966 . 

II Address by Henry Allen Moe before the Southern Humanities Conference, 

Auburn, Alabama, April 1, 1966. 

~I Supplemental Appropriation Bill, 1966, Hearings before Subcommittees 

of the House Committee on Appropriations, Part 3, pp. 32-34 (1965); 

cf. memorandum from Frederick Burkhardt to Charles Mark, Oct. 5, 

1965. 

!!._I Memorandum from Dr. Moe to Mr. Keeney, Nov. 29, 1965. 

10/ See applications H0-1063-1-01 (establishment of two post-doctoral 

fellowship programs in the humanities, dated Feb. 22, 1966); 

H0-1088-1-01 (Chinese studies, dated Feb. 22, 1966); and H0-1165-1-01 
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(international meetings and international research projects, dated 

April 14, 1966). Microfilmed copies of these applications may be 

found, respectively, in the agenda papers for the first Council 

meeting, appendix IV-A, and the agenda papers for the second Council 

meeting, appendix Q and appendix M. 

11/ The Foundation's request to the Budget Bureau for fiscal 1967 had 

been submitted and acted on before Dr. Moe's arrival; see page 39 

above. As included in the Administration's budget released in 

January 1966, the request for fiscal 1967 included the following: 

Humanities, general program funds $ 5,000,000 
Humanities, matching funds -0-

Arts, general program funds 5,000,000 
Arts, State program funds 2,750,000 
Arts, matching funds -0-

Administration 1,180,000 

$13,930,000 

While no new matching funds were provided in the request, it did 

include appropriations language extending for another year the 

availability of the matching funds already appropriated for fiscal 

1966; and it was estimated that each Endowment would use $1 million 

of those matching funds during fiscal 1967. 

12/ For the full text of the speech, as well as a memorandum from the 

same period and on the same subject, see Appendix B,Documentary 

Supplement. 

13/ National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities, "Annual Estimate 

• of Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1967" (Feb. 15, 1966), printed in 
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• Department of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations 

for Fiscal Year 1967, Hearings before a Subconnnittee of the Senate 

Committee on Appropriations, 89th Cong., 2d sess. Part 2, pp. 1567-

88 (1966) (hereafter "1967 Budget"). 

14/ 1967 Budget, p. 9. 

15/ Report of the Commission, p. 121. 

16/ Letter from Robert H. Bahmer, Acting Chairman, to Dr. Moe, Dec. 16, 

1965; letter from Oliver Wendell Holmes, Executive Director, to 

Mr. Keeney, Nov. 29, 1965. 

1]_/ Letter from Oliver Wendell Holmes to Dr. Moe, Feb. 8, 1966 . 

• 18/ Report of the Commission, pp. 130-31. 

19/ Prepared statement of John Hurt Fisher, Executive Secretary of the 

Modern Language Association of America, Senate hearings, note 8, 

part II above, pp. 480, 482. 

20/ Seep. 47 above. 

21/ Letters from William M. Gibson and John H. Fisher to Mr. Keeney, 

Oct. 26, 1965; letter from William M. Gibson to Dr. Moe, Nov. 24, 

1965. 

l:J:../ Report of the Commission, p. 73: "[T]he knowledge of valuable 

ancient remains is often permanently lost to us for the lack of as 

little as $5,000." 
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1]_/ Report of the Commission, p. 173: "[W]e may sum up the overriding 

requirements of the ancient field of Near Eastern Studies in one 

word, 'archaeology' " 

24/ Applications Nos. H0-1056-1-01, Princeton University (Jan. 31, 1966); 

H0-1065-1-01, University of North Carolina and Duke University 

(Jan. 14, 1966); H0-1054-1-01, New York University (Jan. 27, 1966). 

For microfilmed copies, see agenda papers for the first meeting of 

the Council, appendices VIII-X. 

J:i/ Application No. H0-1066-1-01; see agenda papers for the first meeting 

of the Council, appendix XI. 

]j__/ Memorandum from Mr. Broughton to Dr. Moe, Feb. 6, 1966, page V. 
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• SPONSORS OF HUMANITIES LEGISLATION, 
89th Congress, First Session • 

Moorhead and Fogarty Administration bill 
bills (to establish (to establish a National 

HOUSE OF a National Humanities Foundation on the Arts 
REPRESENTATIVES Foundation) and the Humanities) 

1. Adams, D, Washington R.R. 2941 

2. Andrews, R, N. Dak. R.R. 2169 

3. Annunzio, D, Illinois R.R. 2363 R.R. 6243, 9707 

4. Ashley, D, Ohio R.R. 348 R.R. 6057 

5. Bingham, D, New York R.R. 5559 

6. Brademas, D, Indiana R.R. 356 

7. Brown, D, California R.R. 363 R.R. 6187, 9844 

• 
8. Burton, R, Utah R.R . 3357 

9. B:urton, D, California R.R. 6058, 9664 

10. Byrne, D, Pennsylvania R.R. 346 R.R. 6245 

11. Callan, D, Nebraska R.R. 391 

12. Cameron, D, Calif. R.R. 364 

13. Carey, D, New York R.R. 1663 R.R. 6054, 9740 

14. Carter, R, Kentucky H.R. 386 

15. Cleveland, R, N. H. R.R. 365 

16. Conte, R, Mass. R.R. 2185 

17. Conyers, D, Mich. R.R. 376 

18. Cunningham, R, Nebr. R.R. 353 

19. Daddario, D, Conn. R.R. 1684 R.R. 6246, 9924 

20. Daniels, D, New Jersey R.R. 1534 R.R. 6059, 9683 

• 
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Moorhead and Fogarty Administration bill 
bills (to establish (to establish a National 
a National Humanities Foundation on the Arts 
Foundation) and the Humanities) 

21. Dent, D, Pa. R.R. 354 R.R. 6188, 9698 

22. Donohue, D, Mass. R.R. 338 

23. Dyal, D, Calif. R.R. 389 

24. Edmondson, D, Okla. R.R. 986 

25. Edwards, D, Calif. R.R. 366 

26. Ellsworth, R, Kansas R.R. 260 R.R. 6055, 9600 

27. Farbstein, D, N. Y. R.R. 4168 R.R. 6250 

28. Fogarty, D, R. I. R.R. 2043 R.R. 6052, 9579 

29. Ford, D, Michigan R.R. 6002 

• 
30. Fraser, D, Minn. R.R . 5387 

31. Friedel, D, Md. R.R. 2198 H.R. 6777 

32. Fulton, R, Pa. H.R. 336, 2202 H.R. 6511, 9534 

33. Fulton, D, Tenn R.R. 367 R.R. 6436, 9685 

3L~. Garmatz, D, Md. H.R. 339 H.R. 6189 

35. Gibbons, D, Fla. H.R. 1011 

36. Gilbert, D, N.Y. H.R. 387 H.R. 6060 

37. Gilligan, D, Ohio H.R. 2044 

38. Gray, D, Ill. H.R. 3373 

39. Greigg, D, Iowa H.R. 377 

40. Halpern, R, N.Y. H.R. 2427 H.R. 6326, 9911 

41. Hawkins, D, Calif. H.R. 368 

42. Hays, D, Ohio H.R. 340 H.R. 6252 
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• Moorhead and Fogarty Administration bill 
bills (to establish (to establish a National 
a National Humanities Foundation on the Arts 
Foundation) and the Humanities) 

43. Hechler, D, W. Va. H.R. 357 H.R. 6061, 10705 

44. Helstoski, D, N.J. H.R. 2988 H.R. 6190, 9741 

45. Holland, D, Pa. H.R. 1547 H.R. 6191, 9925 

46. Horton, R, N.Y. H.R. 392 H.R. 6062, 9652 

47. Irwin, D, Conn. H.R. 375 

48. Johnson, D, Okla. H.R. 5604 

49. Keogh, D, N.Y. H.R. 335 H.R. 6063, 9729 

50. Krebs, D, N.J. H.R. 4261 H.R. 6492, 9796 

51. Kunkel, R, Pa. H.R. 344 H.R. 9768, 6192 

• 
52. Leggett, R, Calif. H.R. 369 

53. Lindsay, R, N.Y. H.R. 9742, 9154 

54. Love, D, Ohio H.R. 378 

55. McCarthy, D, N.Y. H.R. 379 H.R. 7136 

56. McDade, R, Pa. H.R. 370 

57. McGrath, D, N.J. H.R. 4499 H.R. 6193, 9804 

58. Mcvicker, D, Colo. H.R. 2619 H.R. 9660, 10031 

59. Machen, D, Md. H.R. 380 H.R. 6194, 9732 

60. Mackay, D, Ga. H.R. 6064 

61. Madden, D, Ind. H.R. 2620 

62. Mathias, R, Md. H.R. 361 

63. Matsunaga, D, Hawaii H.R. 371 

64. Meeds, D, Wash. H.R. 4639 
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• Moorhead and Fogarty Administration bill 
bills (to establish (to establish a National 
a National Humanities Foundation on the Arts 
Foundation) and the Humanities) 

65. Moeller, D, Ohio H.R. 385 

66. Monagan, D, Conn. H.R. 6493, 9701 

67. Moorhead, D, Pa. H.R. 334 H.R. 6051, 9482 

68. Mosher, R, Ohio H.R. 6195 

69. Moss, D, Calif. H.R. 390 

70. Multer, D, N.Y. H.R. 393 

71. Murphy, D, N.Y. H.R. 2074 

72. Nedzi, D, Mich. H.R. 3816 

73. Nix, D, Pa. H.R. 3006 

• 
74. O'Brien, D, N.Y . H.R. 345 

75. O'Hara, D, Mich. H.R. 6053 

76. Olsen, D, Mont. H.R. 362 

77. O'Neill, D, Mass. H.R. 347 H.R. 6300, 9689 

78. Ottinger, D, N.Y. H.R. 3309 

79. Patten, D, N. J. H.R. 4793 

80. Pepper, D, Fla. H.R. 5772 H.R. 6196, 9704 

81. Perkins, D, Ky. H.R. 6281, 9753 

82. Philbin, D, Mass H.R. 5053 H.R. 7962, 9929 

83. Price, D, Ill. H.R. 337 

84. Pucinski, D, Ill. H.R. 6886 

85. Race, D, Wisc. H.R. 2240 

86. Reid, R, N.Y. H.R. 9074 
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• Moorhead and Fogarty Administration bill 
bills (to establish (to establish a National 
a National Humanities Foundation on the Arts 
Foundation) and the Humanities) 

87. Resnick, D, N.Y. H.R. 381 H.R. 6197, 9980 

88. Reuss, D, Wisc. H.R. 349 

89. Rhodes, D, Pa. H.R. 388 

90. Rivers, D, Alaska H.R. 358 

91. Rodino, D, N.J. H.R. 341 H.R. 6198, 9735 

92. Roosevelt, D, Calif. H.R. 350 H.R. 6199, 10200 

93. Rosenthal, D, N.Y. H.R. 6065, 9710 

94. Roush, D, Ind. H.R. 359 

95. Ryan, D, N.Y. H.R. 2651 H.R. 6200, 9873 

• 
96. St. Germain, D, R. I. H.R. 1799 H.R. 6697, 9809 

97. St. Onge, D, Conn. H.R. 372 

98. Saylor, R, Pa. H.R. 342 H.R. 6285, 9752 

99. Scheuer, D, N.Y. H.R. 6056, 9839 

100. Schisler, D, Ill. H.R. 2654 H.R. 6430, 9773 

101. Schmidhauser, D, Iowa H.R. 382 

102. Senner, D, Ariz. H.R. 373 

103. Sickles, D, Md. H.R. 6555, 9694 

104. Sisk, D, Calif. H.R. 351 

105. Stafford, R, Vt. H.R. 4807 

106. Sweeney, D, Ohio H.R. 1736 

107. Thompson, D. N.J. H.R. 6050, 9460 

108. Toll, D, Pa. H.R. 2087 
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• 
109. Tupper, R, Maine 

110. Udall, D, Arizona 

111. Ullman, D, Oregon 

112. Vigorito, D, Pa. 

113. Vivian, D, Mich. 

114. Wilson, Charles H.' 
D, California 

115. Wright, D, Texas 

116. Yates, D, Ill. 

117. Zablocki, D, Wisc . 

• 
SENATE 

1. Anderson, D, N. Mex. 

2. Bartlett, D, Alaska 

3. Bass, D, Tennessee 

4. Bayh, D, Indiana 

5. Brewster, D, Md. 

6. Burdick, D, N. Dak. 

7. Byrd, D, w. Va. 

8. Case, R, New Jersey 

Moorhead and Fogarty 
bills (to establish 
a National Humanities 
Foundation) 

H.R. 2089 

H.R. 1594 

H.R. 355 

H.R. 383 

H.R. 384 

H.R. 374 

H.R. 352 

H.R. 6202 

H.R. 343 

Sponsors of Sponsors 
S. 111 S. 316 

(Gruening) (Pell) 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

Administration bill 
(to establish a National 
Foundation on the Arts 
and the Humanities) 

H.R. 6201, 9923 

Sponsors of 
of s. 1483 

(Administration 
bill 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X9. Clark, D, Pa. X X 
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• Sponsors of 
Sponsors of Sponsors of s. 1483 

s. 111 s. 316 (Administration 
(Gruening) (Pell) bill) 

X10. Cooper, R, Kentucky 

11. Dodd, D, Connecticut X X X 

12. Douglas, D, Illinois X X X 

13. Fong, R, Hawaii X X X 

14. Gore, D, Tennessee X 

15. Gruening, D, Alaska X X X 

16. Harris, D, Oklahoma X 

17. Hart, D, Michigan X X X 

18. Hartke, D, Indiana X X X 

19. Inouye, D, Hawaii X X X 

20. Jackson, D, Washington X 

21. Javits, R, New York X 

22. Kennedy, D, Mass. X X 

23. Kennedy, D, New York X 

24. Kuchel, R, Calif. X X 

25. Long, D, Missouri X X 

26. McCarthy, D, Minn. X 

27. McGee, D, Wyoming X X X 

28. McGovern, D, s. Dak. X X X 

X29. McIntyre, D, N. H. X 

30. Metcalf, D, Montana X X X 

X31. Miller, R, Iowa X 
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Sponsors of 
Sponsors of Sponsors of s. 1483 

(Gruening) (Pell) bill) 
s. 111 s. 316 (Administration 

32. Mondale, D, Minn. X X 

33. Montoya, D, N. Mex. X X X 

34. Morse, D, Oregon X X X 

35. Moss, D, Utah X X X 

36. Mundt, R, s. Dak. X 

37. Murphy, R, Calif. X 

38. Muskie, D, Maine X X X 

39. Nelson, D, Wisconsin X X X 

40. Neuberger, D, Oregon X X X 

• 
41. Pastore, D, R. I. X X X 

42. Pell, D, R. I. X X X 

43. Randolph, D, w. Va. X X X 

44. Ribicoff, D, Conn. X X X 

45. Tydings, D, Maryland X X X 

46. Williams, D, N. J. X X X 

47. Yarborough, D, Texas X X X 

48. Young, D, Ohio X X 

• 
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Appendix B: Documentary Supplement 

Contents 

Biographical sketch of Barnaby C. Keeney 71 

Address by Barnaby C. Keeney before the Council of 
Graduate Schools, December 2, 1965~ 72 

Memorandum from Mr. Keeney to staff members, July 6, 1966, 
on Endowment programs, procedures, and staff 

• 

89 
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7/28/67 

BARNABYC. KEENEY• 
Barnaby C. Keeney was appointed Chairman of the National 

Endowment for the Humanities by President Johnson on July 14, 
1966. He came to Washington from Brown University, where he 
was President for eleven years. As Chairman of the Endowment, 
Mr. Keeney also serves as Chairman of the National Council on 
the Humanities, the presidentially appointed advisory body 
of the Endowment. • 

Born in Halfway, Oregon on October 17, 1914, Mr. Keeney 
spent his boyhood in various parts of the country. After 
graduating from the Hartford Public High School in 1932, he 
attended the University of North Carolina, where he was 
awarded his A.B. in 1936. He received his M.A. in 1937 
and his doctorate in 1939, both from Harvard University. 
Upon completion of his graduate work, he became an instructor 
of history at Harvard. In 1942 he entered the army, and 
served as an intelligence officer with t~e 35th Infantry 
Division in Europe. He rose to the rank of Captain and won 
the Silver Star, the Bronze Star and the Purple Heart. While 
still in the army, he received a Guggenheim fellowship for 
work in medieval history. • 

In the fall of 1946, Mr. Keeney went to Brown as an 
assistant professor, and becam€ a full professor in 1951. In 
administrative posts at Brown, he served in succession as 
Associate Dean of the Graduate School, Dean of the Graduate 
School, Acting Dean of the College, and Dean of the College, 
before becoming President of· the University in 1955. 

Mr. Keeney is the author of "Judgment by Peers" and of 
several articl~s on history, educa~ion and other subjects. 
He is a member of the American Philosophical Society, the 
American Historical Association, the Mediaeval Academy of 
America, and Phi Beta Kappa, and a Fellow of the American 
Academy of Arts and Sciences. 
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DEc 

by Prcsicl~ey, Brown University 

~ 

cv~nt:; ~..-hich lo<l to the cstablishm'.Ont of tho National 

Fount!~tion fer tho Arts f4el'l<ll·itun:mitfos lm<l0 in 1rnrticular 0 

nuc-ut hc·.1 I hcr,;o tl10 Bumnnities o:C that Enc.k)~.-rzznt Foun<lution 

In c:oing r;o£> I shull tell srn::.-oof y<.1t.1thingn that you 

·. 

. I • 

j••·· 
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2 

In tho c;irly p::irt of tr.is <lncnt!ce vnriC1u.slo:1Jing 

hui:.ri.nit ics ~.nd tho arts slm5. l~r to the pro;;r<'.u-;iof thn 

~~tk,:wl Scicnct3 f-oun<laticn and tho rn:tivi tics of 

scientific c'-!ucnticn. 

of thcmo 

Ono of tho curly in<li.cations t·ms tlie alrw.st spontm1ocus 

Another tHlS tho prclituinG4xy \.➔ o:rk that ?U$Ultcd in tho 

publicntlon of the Rocl:.efollcr Ih·othoi·q :report on tJ:io 

• ' 
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I n~~rcc<l~thinkin~ tlwt pcrh~ps in fi VG2or ten )'Cars tro 

ffii£h·c ;icco~i~~lish 50~:-;etl,in:,,tmd ii NouhJ bo \11011 to ilt:u"'t 

then. . 
h:c dwsc a Cor.-,.1issicn 0 attcm;,tini to find lll~ubo1-s who 

\.;culJ bo bro~l!ly xcprcscntutive of tho various <lisdplin~s 

in tho hu~~ni tics, cf ecuc:itf.onlll lcnilil:rshir, 1 of the 

bus fooss nnd p·ofossicn~l coi;riJ.Jnity 9 ond of t.he vnricus 

t\·eqtiickly cmr.c to the o;icision thnt tho m-ts and the 

h~;1m1itics oro iutcllectu.nlly insc,mt~bleo 

At each r:.~~otln~ thiz diJcision beC-a1.n-e 0 fox noithoru..11ztuck 

~0tho roprcsontcti vos of tho nrts in c~ cut of tho 

Cc:....t1issic-n ° 0 nor the lcym~~nO ei then:0 ranlly bolievod in 

such insopo:f~bi H ty o 

Finally, we cnclod t=:ith n sit~1pl0 d~clarntion th.at; tho 

ultbw.toly ao fu:rthi0r thc111 this" 

. In the coorso of our cndonvorJ L) t--10quickly c~~o to the 

•~:t>}r:.. 
..-. . .. 
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1'0 ussist ln fo..T,ini o;..irconclusic 1ns, \.-J(j)invl tcd cnch of 

•.·. 

j, 
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·111cRtJ;jort ,~ris published en 30 A~rH l064o 

Initi~lly 
0 

it ~id not nurnct so much nttontiCJJl ro tro hod 

rocci va consi<lcrnblc uttenticn f.rc:1 sm.':.l:) F~b~tr5 of 

lr.tc in tho 88th Ccngl"OS5o 

If nnt orcnnizntion is rospcm1!blo {ov_tho ot1t:.-6!ishw~t 

c,f tho Found.'ltioj)~ it in tlio CGlli1cll J)f Crt;dt.lDZo Scl1oo!n 

in tho Uni tc<l stBtOS O 

I£ tJlt individunl h1 7t"}Sponsible0 it io yct1lr pi:oni~~ni::0 

CustnwJ Arltp i1ho lv.boxra.ltiralenzly 0 en end oif o! 
•• I 

Capitol ilillp fol'" tho d:Jvo!opr.:Jnt Gild p!::mor:1 of rm1trh!·o 

lor,i s lntiono 

signific<2nt thin3 ho has donoo 

"Co this tirno nt lt2ast 0 !t .!s tho r:;uni o!g~ifief..Th~ 

··.' . . . 

L _. t•• ./.: 

' .i 

•• 't'1 .,· 

"· . ·,'·•. .:.: . 

·,. .• ' .. '. :-~··. :- < ,- .~. : . 
I • , ', , l ; I .• 

• • I• '• " 
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fcolinp;. 

Thos1.1 i:ho \-:oro CJl tho Drtintic ah\) of tho bous..'1t-roro '1t~,1cu.n 

0£ the ,~arri D~c 0£ tho hu...:1!initics nncl tho ,n--is nnd ,,,o,o 

dnclir;cd to feel thr.it tJ1oy ut1ro being nhorich~neod 0 l\!3 

• 
. ..·. . ',·, 
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• I.;•,,! 
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I 

Ccn~rcss itsolf. 

ho rointro<lucod 1t 1n tho 891:h Ccngruss O ! t \·:OJ 

1nis P n~tn1n cru1be nttributcd in ·so~dr,nri to th~ quiet
0 

efforts of Gustnvo Arlt tmd cthon-so 

P1·uzl~ilnt Johnnon0 in October of 196~0 {mdoYZodth~ 

pYop-oo,nlin ·a sp~och ot Brovn Unlv~n-·o1tyo 

Subsequently he C?.-~rtodcrosit!Jrrblo ~.ffoi·i tc~mxd lw 
O 

pnz$n&o v.nd ccnsic~rcblo inte~,~t in• 1t~ form, 

intF~rJcr.;d a bi!! tJh!ch t!a<l u!iinn~.0!7 o~mtio,i t1ith nv:t:>
0 ,, ' 

l.~d! f i~tiO!lo 

o cc?rl>1~nbcgr<l" c·nooiub'.:..:::.inZf~ i!~C:l ftt~'J c~u cnn fo·?
•': 

... •. 

', 
,. '·· 
... 

.. 
·.•. ' . .''. ,,, 
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in tho ::;rn2r.-o'fby· t.ho S:.1n[l1:0 0 by o vo1t"·J ·tmi~1'c c:ndonE"l}'·..in) 

tho ( al 1 by tho 1-ku~~eO nf'~o, ... al ccrl.1JvJrlc1HsclJboio th!~) 
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On Ncvi.;1•1bor13 rrosidcnt Johnson appointou UQn-~t/Allon Mo:>0 
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10 

It in por£JJ.ttod to p,cvido f~clHUon• bu& obvicuslyl) 

It is imf>Ort,mt to nota thnt tllo 1~1:1 !tn~l.f' ii~clutbs 

t£Uthoriznticn !or tho O!fi.C'J of IM~icntdrn to p:·c~noio 

bettor tonchinz ond bat toi' f .od. H tieS> end c,iuipr::,:mt in 

·n,o purpcso of tho CcngmmJ to . c!oor ly not simp !y to 

•• I 
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Thorcfor~, l boliovo tlrnt \-10 n;ust consI, .. hr tho 1rol~vr,nco 

of oach prc~,o.sul to tho puhlic t:olfv.ro nn<l to the nationnl 

intorost, for Ctmercss uculd not rmd ~he,u!d not hnvo 

pas5cd tho lcr,lzlaticn if it h;:1~lnot b~U~VJ)J th3t tho 

·nu~ first tn~l; of th~ Endoh.-~:mtin to f oxn 1,0!.lcya 

Th~ lv.;islntio;i p~·odtlos thni the Cru:nciA ~;11~1! b:..1 

I foe l tho.t th8 t1civir;;orycolmd l m?J.:;t ~~t voxy £1rcqtr:ntly 

for tho fil'st ycrn: nt lcustD tmiU, it ht~ r-n.~~),p~dcut 

.. t '•; .. 
. . .. . ~ . 

',',,
i· 

https://t:olfv.ro
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Obviously O the easiest ~roa in t:hich to opcrato i.n 

publication O nntl Jie'tSv-n~l clcvo!opru-onto 

such gr~nts· t~hich C.i.1ll bo acopt.od r.nd ims,!on:ontodo 

ui th the Office of Edm:etic~ at tho r;chool l.wJelo 

.. 
. . . 

·:· •.• ..... 
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https://acopt.od
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even the science~ 
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quicklyo 

'' •,· .. 

• 

fully c;ccu;,icd-> 
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• I,, 

be.fore further p:ror~rcss crm be r;i~d.::.• 

Tho Arts Endo,;1,10nt;md the l!ur.;;;ili t.ioa £il<icWii!~nt • con wc,1·1~\
I 

• 
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I 
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occur~ 

end 
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Cc.t1eil of Cr~i.:il'.t1tc Schco!s 
2 Dccc~:.Lc:· 1965 

l, 

https://Dccc~:.Lc
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l ~1:. l:dr~n·t c.:n 
?i1:t:. ll;~r~~~,. 
M>~.. C-:~n1nt.~t~ 

,,/ 

Th~? ntt~<'.hcd fff(': 1;ot~l:. :tfocr:s thl,t: I jott.(Hl <lo\,1!1 lnr,t Octo1)cir • 
o.t,c:ut hcM the. f.i.Hi(,;.Ji:!C·.nt r:1J::/, t p!::.?~•1(~~<l snd whnt things ou;:tht to b~ 
ccn.-;;1.Jc1:c<llnitially. I tld.tl~; it: 1:dzht 1,e ,!ell to r~con~ddcr sc•~ic <.,f 
the:!;c ii:k·~1;,. 

• 

https://f.i.Hi(,;.Ji:!C�.nt
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i·U.;1-.. :::TIES ElWOWt-iiNT 

Fellowship~ anci grants-ir.-aid (research and publication) - easy 

Teaching. pro~rams at coll~~:·;~ level 

New ar~as i~cl~ding la~guages - easy 

Researcn 

Identify rnovir.g fields and keep them movi_ng - easy 

Icentify areas of lii~ i~ sta~nant fields - hard 

k~nt ify ar-€:a.5 .::>.-c:.:'oss-disciplinary research that may be 

• 
fort il1; - chc:mcy 

~tien~ify ~ools that ~ust be constructed before more can be 
a.cco.nplished - tendentious 

Aa~lt and extramural education 

Seminars, alu~ni col~eges, lectures, etc. - uneven 

Uses of television and radio .:. oh boy 

i·ro~ram - to wait 

Develop, witL • ·.~::ice c:r Education, needs for space and means - generate 
. . . ap~ ....::...:at J.o:;;;; 

wh:1 Gove:'r.r:-:~nt in general, programs of national necessity - da_nger 

with lea~~ed societies, necessary basic work 

with Arts Endo~·rment, cultural activities - hold your hat 

with American Library Association and··.Office of Education, 
library programs 

• 
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- 2 -

i'rvcedure 

Monthly ncetings of aciviso:r'y council for first year or until 
,.;eneral agre cment re ac:i~d 

Replace monthly rr.eetings by executive committee as soon as possible 

Set up advisory groups in various areas, as few as possible 

Enlist a few consultants 

5,:aff 

Chairman 

Executive 

Some expel."ienced_ governmont person 

Accountant 

Literature 

Philosophical, analyt icaJ., religious (content) 

Historical including religion 

Aesthetics 

Social studies - analytical and theoretical . 

Et al. 
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