SEPTEMBER, 19681

MANHATTAN
REPORT...... coron

INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR ECONOMIC POLICY STUDIES VOL.| NO.8

Funding

of the
Arts:

X <
5

0.5

FAAN D

s More Better?

At a time when many sectors of our economy are struggling to survive, funding of the creative and
performing arts (with particular emphasis on the latter] has been increasing at an astonishing rate. For
the past fifteen years, the “arts market” has been expanding at a pace far exceeding the rate of inflation.
In 1967, the National Endowment for the Arts distributed $7.9 million in grants, while the nation’s
business community spent 322 million on the arts. By 1979, both figures had increased approximately
20 times; government subsidies for the arts hadrisen to $150 million and business suppart of the arts had
reached $436 million.

In the light of this increase, and of President Reagan’s decision to substantially reduce federal
funding of the arts, ICEPS recently assembled a group of highly distinguished art critics and experts on
arts funding to discuss the changing nature of art patropage over the years. Included among our
panelists were: Hilton Kramer, chief art critic for the New York Times; Samuel Lipman, concert pianist
and music critic for Commentary magazine; Michael joyce, Executive Director of the john M. Olin
Foundation; and, Lewis Lapham, editor of Harper's magazine. .

Although there were sharp differences among the panelists, there was general accordance on
one point: Art is not a commodity which one can improve or increase merely by investing more money,
One shauld not assume, therefore, that significant increases in federal or corporate funding of the arts
have improved either the quality or the appreciation of art in this country.



William M.H.Hammett—Qur chairman today is
Frank Shakespeare. Frank has had a wide array
of experience which qualifies him to lead the dis-
cussion of this topic today. From 1950 to 1967 he
worked at CBS, an experience which culminated
in his becoming president of CBS Television Ser-
vices. In 1967, he joined the United States infor-
mation Agency as Director, serving with that
Agency until 1973, As Director of the USIA he
was, among other things, responsible for United
States cultural liaisons at embassies worldwide.
Since 1975, Frank has been President of RKO
Ceneral. He is also Vice Chairman of the
Heritage Foundation in Washington, D.C. and a
trustee of Hillsdale College.

Frank Shakespeare-| want to express special
thanks to Bill Hammett, president of the Inter-
national Center for Economic Policy Studies. His
organization is hosting this symposium on “The
Future of the Arts in an Era of Reduced Federal
Spending,” and we are grateful to 1CEPS for
bringing together this group of distinguished
cultural leaders.

it is clear that next year will be something
of a turning point in the relationship between the
federal government and the culture of our coun-
try. We have had, for approximately a decade, a
steadily ascending spiral of federal contribu-
tions to the arts and humanities in the United
States. Now, with the real danger of government
bankruptcy, on both the federal and the local
levels, it is necessary to take a new look at fund-
ing. Concomitant with that view, we must re-
examine the proper, ongoing relationship be-
tween the federal government of the United
States and the National Endowments for the Arts
and Humanities, Our purpose today is to hear
from a really extraordinary array of American
citizens whose lives, expertise and experience
are directly related to this significant issue,
Qur first speaker is Hilton Kramer. Mr Kramer
was, at various times, editor of Arts magazine,
the art critic of the Nation, and the art and
literary critic of the New Leader For some eight

years, he has been the chief art critic for the New
York Times. Ladies and gentlemen, the man who
many believe to be the most distinguished art
critic in the United States, Mr. Hilton Kramer.

Hilton Kramer — Thank you very much, It seems
to me that my proper role in this discussion
today on the future of the arts is to taltk about
what it is we mean by the word “arts” when we
talk about the future of the arts in this kind of
discussion. So many things have come into play,
so many cultural phenomena have been drafted
into service under the rubric of art and the arts—
since both government programs and founda-
tion and corporate programs for the support of
the arts have grown to be a large phenomenon—
1 think i s very important for us in this discus-
sion to be reminded of what it was initially that
we set out to preserve and enhance by these pro-
grams in support of the arts, What we really
meant was high culture. We meant the groat
arts; we weren't talking about social service, we
weren't talking about—if | may say so—tele-
vision, The fact of the matter is that for some of
us, all those great names like NBC and CBS and
even PBS have absclutely no cultural weight in
our lives whatever. They have nothing to do with
the life of the arts in our culture. Wherever they
touch the life of high culture, they damage it.
They tell us lies about it. And to conceive that
the future vitality of the arts in our society is in
any way dependent on what happens in tele
vision — cable or otherwise —is to take a more
despairing view of the cultural enterprise than |
care to.

When we talk about the arts, we're talking
about high culture. We're talking about culture
that is neither commercial nor consumer-ori-
ented. We are talking about culture that exists
because the creative intelligence and creative
energies insisted that it exist. It is not prompted
by audience need at the moment of its creation.
We are talking about artistic aspiration. We're
talking about the high life of the mind as it ex-
presses itself in visions that are not susceptible
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“Where funding programs have taken maximum acces-
sibility as their criterion for success, artistic standards
of quality have been reduced.” — Hilton Kramer

to other realms of discourse.

One of the new problems in this whole dis-
cussion is the awful erosion that the concept of
high culture-and the concept of quality thatis in-
separable from it have suffered in recent years,
There are so few agencies of our culture and of
our society left which really vigorously engage
in the defense and definition of high culture. We
can no longer look to the universities as we once
could to safeguard the concept of high culture.
What are they teaching? Movies have as large a
role in the curriculum as Shakespeare and
Milton—perhaps larger. If you have ever at-
tended a meeting of the Modern Language Asso-
ciation, which is ostensibly-the academic body
in which the highest standards of literary culture
are upheld, you will find an incredible amount
of attention lavished upon comic books. With
friends like those, high culture needs no ene
mies. Since the late "60s some of the mast pres-
tigious literary intellectuals in our culture have
felt it not only an obligation but a mission to
convert their readers to a belief that popular cul-
ture exists on the same plane of significance as
high culture.

Parallel to this, and very much a part of the
picture, has been a serious decline in the field of
criticism. Those of us who went to school in the
‘405 and entered professional life in the "50s
could still count upon a rather vigorous body of
ongoing, serious, what used to be called “high-
brow” criticism, which didn’t take place in mass
circulation newspapers and magazines, but
rather in literary quarterlies and certain
weeklies, monthlies and fortnightlies. It was in
the standard set by that criticism that the whole
concept of the arts as high culture was upheld.
Those standards have now been deserted. | think
that in discussing support for the arts, we must
first of all be clear about what we mean by art. 1
didn’t come prepared to do more than mention
television in passing, but 1 feel in this context it
might be important to discuss it,

There is no possibility that television can
bring us the truth about the arts. You can putan
opera on television; you can put a ballet on tele-
vision. But it is the cameraman who is experi-
encing the work for you. It is the sound engineer
who is listening to it for you. It is a secondary ex-
perience. It always reminds me of the great defi-
nition that Delmor Schwartz once gave when he
was asked what an existentialist was. Delmor
said, “An existentialist is a man who believes
that nobody can take a bath for you.”

It’s the same in the realm of high culture.
Nobody can take a bath for you. The camera-
man can’t do it and the sound engineer can’t do
it. lt's something you have to do for yourself. If a
program for the future of the arts does not keep
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its attention fastened rigorously and unre-
mittingly to the artist in his studio creating the
art, to the person in the museum—in some re-
spects just as alone as the artist, no matter how
many peopie are around him —to the poet writ-
ing the poem and the person alone reading it,
then you're talking about a fiction and you're
going to be funding a fiction.

Frank Shakespeare—Before we go to our next
speaker | want to identify two of our guests,
Congressman Ted Weiss and Congressman Bill
Green. Between them they share the districts
which cover the theatres, museums and institu-
tions in Manhattan. Congressman Weiss is also a
member of the subcommittee which has juris-
diction over the National Endowments.

Qur next speaker is M. Samuel Lipman, Mr.
Lipman is something of a Renaissance man, as
"m sure you know. He is a writer, a musician, and
a teacher He is known throughout the country
for his many concerts as a pianist and his recitals
with major orchestras. He is a member of the
Aspen Music Festival Faculty and has been for
ten years. He is, of course, the regular music
critic of Commentary magazine and is a regular
contributor to the London Times Literary Sup-
plement. He was, most relevantly here, a major
contributor to the Heritage Foundation study of
one year ago, the Heritage Foundation being a
Washington think tank that did a particular
study on the relevance of the National Founda-
tion for the Arts and Humanities, and one of its
major contributors was Mr Samuel Lipman. Mr.
Lipman,

Samuel Lipman— Thank you, Mr Shakespeare, |
would like to begin with two statements, which
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are at once platitudes and heresies. They are to
be heard as platitudes from the soothing voices
of arts advocates all across the land. Were they
to be taken seriously, however, they would be
recognized for the heresies they are. These state-
ments can be simply put. Support should go to
the arts because they are art, and those doing
the supporting should be committed, sophisti-
cated and discriminating in their choice of
causes for patronage. Yet, despite how simply all
this can be put, it is clear that the relationship
between art and its support in our times bears lit-
tle relation to the wisdom contained in these
two maxims.

Let us first look at the idea that art should
be the chief criterion for its support. i we are to
act on the basis that this is really so, then before
art can be supported, there must be art to sup-
port. And so we are told— on all sides —that this
is an exceptional time for art and artists. New
programs have issued forth from the National
Endowment as if the greatest goods were all
there just waiting to be called into being at the
wave of a public official’s wand. A touching
pride is taken from news in the census bureau
that “Over-all artist population increased from
400,000 in 1970 to 1,000,000 by 1980—a 67 per
centincrease.” But what if the reality is, infact, a
bit different? What if, for reasons of internal fac-
tors in art and external factors in society, the
present is a rather unexceptional period in the
history of the creation of art? What if we might
just possibly have been for the last 25 years in
something of a creative valley? Such would cer
tainly seem to be the case in my own field of
music.

Many years have gone by without signifi-
cant new works being added to the permanent
repertory of serious music. Indeed, even musical
optimists readily admit the dearth of worthwhile
composition. These optimists suggest, as if in
recompense, that ours is an age of performance
and point with pride to the expansion of musi-
cians, groups and audiences in recent years.
Their faith seems, in fact, more grounded in
hope than in reality. Even such a positively-
inclined observer of the musical scene as W.
McNeil Lowry—the executive at the Ford Foun-
dation who is more than anyone else responsible
for giving away close to one hundred million
dollars (that's in 1960s dollars) to American
orchestras—seems disillusioned. In a speech
given last week at the American Symphony Or-
chestra League meeting in Dallas, he made the
following evaluation, and | quote, “1 have not
fost my contacts with serious musicians, and
most of these are unable to name a leading ot
chestra that is as good as it was twenty vears

”

ago.
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In other areas the problem seems much the
same. Because time is so short here today, in the
field of letters, | will only mention poetry, where
we are told so widely we have been undergeing
a creative explosion. Here Karl Shapiro, the
noted and significant American poet, minced no
words in a recent issue of the American Scholar
He writes, “There is still no poetry audience,
Only a greater population of people who claim
the title of poet. in my experience nobody in this
country reads poetry except poets, writers, and
teachers of poetry. There is, however, a poetry in-
flation, which has been brought out by the
political pump-priming of culture bureaus and
creative writing lobbies. | find little of value in
their product.”

In the visual arts—to cite another area—
the very real achievements of the post-World
War 1l school have been followed by the pub-
ficity flurries and market successes of “Pop” and
“Op” and by the dubious intellectual confec-
tions of conceptual art and happenings. The
present search for trends is producing little of
major interest. in this regard, | can do no better
than mention my colleague Hilton Kramer's
judgment in a Times year-end survey of the 1980
art scene. He found—and he sounded sad about
it—that in New York last year there had been no
individual showing of a living artist which could
rival the importance of the exhibitions of the
past, which have become the staples of our art
world.

what, then, is a patron now to do? if there
is, indeed, a current quiescence of creativity, if
there is a shortage of works of the highest long-
term interest, should the same amount of money
be made available? The answer of our arts advo-
cates would have it bothways. If there is real art,
then of course it should be supported. If, on the
other hand, there isn't much at the moment,
then more still must be given so that the flow of
art can be induced to resume. Unfortunately,
what actually seems to be happening is that the
money which can’t find important new work to
support goes into a variety of secondary activi-
ties, among them cultivation of the past, em-
phasis on performance and exhibition, and, in
particular, the merchandising and marketing of
art, so nicely called “access” and “outreach.”
The result is Karl Shapire’s opinion about poetry
writ large, More and more money is spent to ar-
range the “experiencing” of art by more and
more people. Just what the art is these people
“experience” seems much less important than
that they are doing it at all.

Thus far, | have looked at the problems of
art from the standpoint of patronage. Now |
would like to discuss briefly the other half of the
equation—what much of today’s world of pa-
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“Government officials are rarely qualified to make artistic

tronage looks like from the standpoint of the art-
ist. OQur cultural patrons now run the gamut from
civil servants to politicians, from governments
to corporations, from foundations to individu-
als, from those who are paid for being advocates
to those who actually give money, But whatever
the specific kind of backer, we are facing a crisis
in the seriousness, knowledge, and discernment
of those who now support culture. The sad fact
is that patrons with the desire to give money on
the basis of their own cultivated tastes, or, in-
deed, patrons with any taste at all, are in
dangerously and increasingly short supply.
Every musician knows just how lonely it is
when he must speak to the board of directors of
a musical institution about art, quality, perma-
nence and profundity. Because so many board
members today lack the sophisticated instinct
formed by years and even generations of sym-
pathy and education, they find all talk of the
eternal verities unreal. Real to them are only two
facts—the fame of the artists involved and the
bottom line of income after expenses. The re-
sult, | am afraid, is a lowering of cultural tone on
the part of even our greatest institutions. The Los
Angeles Phitharmonic and even the august
Cleveland Orchestra give concerts of music
from “Star Wars.” Acrass the country an increas-
ing proportion of orchestra concerts are “pop”
concerts, undertaken to fulfill two tasks—
neither of them artistic ~employment of orches-
tra players, and the swelling of audience sta-
tistics. Telling evidence for this decline in artistic
ambition can be found in some of the very argu-
ments now being used to urge goverament sup-
port. At a House subcommittee hearing last

Frank Shakesgeare, RKO General, Inc. -
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judgments.” — Frank Shakespeare

March on the proposed budget cuts for the NEA,
for example, theatrical producer Alexander
Cohen, Chairman of the League of Broadway
Theaters, pointed out with satisfaction that of
the 28 attractions then playing on Broadway,
nine had been at least indirectly funded by
government — among them such productions as
“Chorus Line,” “Annig,” “Ain't Mishehavin.,”
and “The Best Little Whorehouse in Texas.” And
at a level even beyond entertainment, the same
hearing heard £dward Block, Vice President of
1llinots Bell, Vice President of AT&T for Cor-
porate Giving, and President of the American
Council for the Arts, say, “What | suggest is that
the public interest will best be served if the issue
is clearly specified as one of economic policy
and only that”

Overall, the debate over the role of the
NEA is marked by an unseemly dependence on
the part of private funding sources for what has
unblushingly been calied “the government
goodhousekeeping seal of approval ” This seal
of approval is now being required by even the
richest constituents of our society, both as a
general blessing of the arts and, even more im-
portantly, as a validation of specific projects,
programs and institutions. What | have just said
will be characterized as negative, harmful and ir-
relevant. Such a characterization might even be
justified if optimism and a resolute effort to be
positive were of very much value in understand-
ing reality and formulating policy. Alas, before
one can move forward—even in the arts—one
must know where one stands.

| have sketched what seems to me the pres-
ent climate of the relationship between art and
patronage. To look at the relation and find its
excellence marred only by David Stockman and
his cohorts at OMB is to substitute crass booster-
ism for common sense--and for artistic judg
ment. Thank you.

frank Shakespeare—Qur next speaker is Dr
Michael S. Joyce, who is a teacher, a lecturer,
and an author He is executive director of the
John M. Olin Foundation, and chaired the Herit-
age Foundation’s task force studying the endow-
ment of the arts and humanities. 1n 1981, Ronald
Reagan and George Bush chose him as a key
member of their transition team to analyze the
future of the endowments of the arts and the
humanities in this country. Ladies and gentle-
men, Mr. Michael Joyce,

Michael joyce—Thank you, Frank. The long
history of cultural patronage by the state is
highly relevant if one is to understand the
American cultural experience. State patronage
of high cuiture is classically an aristocratic
phenomenon. tt usually looks to the production
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