


A second strong belief underlying my work is the value
of hand labor and the value of laboring together. There’s
a certain way that you know somebody when you sit and

~chop onions and cry together, or when you scrub teeth,

or put paprika on the walls, or lay linotype, or any of
the many processes that are involved in the installation
work I do. An easy conversation and community evolves
out of the labor along with a satisfaction in touching
things. Annie Albers wrote that much schizophrenic be-
havior comes because people don’t have contact with
materials from their raw state through a whole process.
We're “mid-slot” in so many ways. But in my work I go
through a whole process. There is something fundamen-
tally satisfying about it. The process of making the work
and transforming materials establishes a living relation-
ship with the things being touched.

Another value behind my work is the importance of the
relationships between rather than the characteristics of the
particular objects. The work is structured so that each el-
ement is meaningful in its relationship to all of the other
elements, and not as an isolated thing. If one is taken out,
the relationship collapses. The elements include materials
from a natural system or process—often materials that
already exist, gathered leaves, for instance. Other ele-
ments may be mechanical, like machines or pumps. Often
an “image tender,” an actual person, occupies the work
for long periods of time and keeps it alive. All the ele-
ments in the piece are interdependent. It's through the
relationship among all these parts that I pose a question
or an attitude, and one that, I hope, is non-hierarchical.

Sometimes my work speaks to the losses in seeing things
as “human-centered.” The systems we use to orient our-
selves are human-dominated. I try to give voice to the
knowledge that comes through systems and materials
that are not culturally constructed.

Maybe the most important value on my list is the impor-
tance of knowing where our feet are. We spend most of
our time up in our heads. So much information enters
and exits through our eyes and ears and mouths that
everything gets focussed high up in the body and we lose
track of where our feet are, where the ground is. In my
work I often place materials under foot, on the floor. For
example, ten tons of linotype became a bed of language
under your feet as you walked across the gallery space.
Things that seep in through our feet have a voice and an
intelligence that we can’t know when we’re all centered
towards the top. One thing I've found in actually being
in my work is the value of standing still. It's very hard
to stop acting and stand still and feel where our feet are.
Thinking about our feet acknowledges personal and
private experience. We each feel through our skin very
individually. We live in a time when rapidly changing
events surround us in the news, so much of which is fac-
tual. An individual voice is lost. Maybe one way to get
it back is through the skin and through the feet.

My list seems so simple. But the simplest concerns can
contain the most important ideas about a way of being
in the world.

Next on my list is something I heard over and over as a
kid—the way something occurs is as important, or more
important, than what actually gets produced. When I
think back on past projects, I often don’t remember the
images as well as I remember the relationships, which is
sort of ironic, because at the time I work so hard to give a
piece life, to make the image alive. In retrospect, though,
what survives besides the snapshots are the stories of
how the piece was made. In one piece, I remember the
satisfaction of tending sheep—going in everyday, naming
them, and in naming them creating a relationship with
and responsibility to them. I remember the stories of all
the individual people who participated in the process
and all the time they contributed to make the piece pos-
sible. I think the power wasn’t really in the image but in
the felt presence of all the energy that was concentrated
in the place.

These are the underlying values and ethics that motivate
my work. I've learned them by watching how the work
operates, by paying attention to when things seem to
work and when they don’t. My best barometer has been
my stomach. When the relationship’s wrong or I'm too
willful or too forceful, I get a big knot in my stomach,
and then I know I need to stop. So, maybe it’s appropri-
ate for me to be doing this Kitchen Project.

The images in my work are of whole systems that con-
tain the animal and the human and the mechanical. A
piece is not just what is presented at the opening. A piece
is the all of the process, where materials come from, how
the piece is taken care of when it’s on public view, and
how the materials are recirculated or recycled when it’s
taken down. At the same time, I've felt a frustration that
the systems don’t go beyond the frame of an art context.
Even though the work engages real systems, it still ex-
ists within the frame of the art gallery or the museum,
which comes with a set of assumptions and habits of
viewing. How do the metaphors inside a piece, inside a
museum affect what is outside. With the Kitchen Project,
I'm interested in how to move toward a more concrete
interaction with existing systems.

When I was growing up, my father worked hard in a cor-
poration where much of his day was spent shuffling pa-
pers and talking on the phone—managing production,
but not directly making. It was hard to understand what
he did. In contrast, I remember how I would attach my-
self to the stone masons, wallpaper hangers, and paint-
ers who came to work in our home. What they did was
real and tangible to me. I was led to installation work by
a need to participate in the world through directly mak-
ing, touching, transforming material. To enter into an
installation is to become part of it. It is an inclusive form.
Increasingly, I have been frustrated by the frame and
structure of art institutions. Being at the Headlands is
part of pushing at that frame and moving ideas into a
larger context. I have absolutely no answers, but a lot of
hunches. I am going on the barometer of my stomach.

This brings me to the Kitchen Project. The first thing that
brought me to this project was the community that is so



important at the Headlands, and, indeed, the community
here has formed the most satisfying part of working on
the project.

The second thing that brought me here, though, was my
interest in extending beyond metaphor and into real sys-
tems—a desire to make things functional. I'm concerned
with the economics of how things are consumed and how
they are produced. Many systems—water, heating—
come together in a kitchen. All of a sudden I had very
real questions. What would we do about water? What are
we going to do with gray water? How do we get rid of
wastes? What about composting? How will this place be
heated? Normally it’s very cold here. For me it’s essen-
tial that in any kitchen you be able to lie on the floor com-
fortably, and not be huddled up and contained physi-
cally. The Kitchen Project is not a picture of a functioning
environment, it has to really function. It has a real econo-
my. It allows me to extend the thinking that is at work
metaphorically in my installations into something with
a real concrete process.

Working on the Kitchen Project has spoiled me by giv-
ing me an opportunity to respond to a place through all
four seasons. I decided that it only made sense to work
with food through all the cycles. Being here through a
whole year, allowed me to delve into the history of this
place. The military that brought these buildings into ex-
istence is only a small part of the history. I asked, how
could the Kitchen Project bring back some of the other
history that you feel when you walk on the land. How
did the Miwok Indians live and survive here? What are
the other histories of this land?

The first step in my process here was to spend time walk-
ing. The first three months I walked over the landscape,
and T went to the Farmers Market in San Rafael twice a
week. Normally, when I get up in the morning, I do all
the organizational stuff we all do—talk on the phone,
work on the computer—and I know how I feel by about
noon. When [ switched all that around and started by
going to the market, I had a completely different attitude
toward the day. All this seemed important to the Kitchen
Project because it is about making a place that encour-
ages us to take time. So, I allowed myself to take time
for that kind of research. (Of course, I felt incredibly
guilty about it because I wasn’t producing anything.) I
spent time attending to the kind of will I would employ
in the work. One kind of will gets things done with real
commitment and vision; another kind forces things and,
in the end, is very destructive. The feeling that came
through my feet with all the walking is a conviction that
if there’s art in this project, it is in the activity and the
life and the conversation the project can foster. What I
want to embed in the space is something invisible. It's
not necessarily the design of the benches or the tables; I
don’t necessarily want your attention on the physical de-
tails. What's really important in the Mess Hall is what it
allows and how it makes you feel.

The task has been a big one for me because it is trusting
and inviting the invisible. How can a place be made that

encourages and allows people to come together. How
does the design of a space fulfill the simultaneous and
often contradictory needs for chaos and order ... for the
need to be alone and the need to be together. What kind
of spaces are comfortable to be in?

Initially, one question dominated my thoughts: how
could I establish a living system in a kitchen that serves
a transient population, a population that doesn’t have
time to be tending things all the time. No one actually
lives in this building. In fact, during the hundred years
of the military history of this place, people didn’t neces-
sarily come to live here by choice—they were assigned
here. To some extent, my project has to counteract that
influence. Taking care of a kitchen will probably mean
some structural changes in the Headlands as an organiza-
tion. When artists come here now, we’re all incredibly
spoiled. We come, we have all this space, and we do
whatever we want. But, what do we give back? That's
where the real relationship begins. Part of making a kitch-
en is making systems that need to be tended. When you
live with a kitchen you have to maintain its systems; you
can’t just go in, use it, and leave. Other questions I've had
while working on the kitchen are: What kind of seating?
What kind of tables? What kind of lighting will allow one
to retain a sense of individuality within a group? How
can the space be allowing rather than determining? How
can it invite rather than instruct? And how can it pro-
vide information without telling information?

The project took a real turn for me when I met Allen Scott
who builds brick ovens and bakes bread. As I faced con-
crete questions like how to heat the space and how to
meet both commercial restaurant and historical codes, I
began looking at existing restaurant equipment. Most of
it is stainless steel, and it just felt wrong. We didn’t need
just a restaurant kitchen, though it needed to function for
restaurant chefs at various times. We needed smells and
surfaces that are alive, porous, and responsive. I visited
Allen’s place several times, and one time had the oppor-
tunity to help make bread. There I found an environment
far from stainless steel. I had the same feeling I had about
going to the Farmers Market. I knew I was on to some-
thing. It felt right. So at that point the plans for the kitch-
en began to include having a brick oven at one end where
a real economy may grow, a bakery. From the oven, the
smell of bread will circulate up the stairway to reach the
offices and studios above.

Work on the Mess Hall is proceeding in the belief that if
one touches things enough times with an appropriate and
tending attitude, a transformation occurs. The effect is
cumulative. Right now a lot of people inside and outside
the immediate Headlands community are working to
give the space a new life. It happens one gesture at a time.
One small decision . . . of paint color, of material, of hard-
ware . . . follows another to slowly form the whole. There
are many invisible factors—ineffable or magic. You can
intend to make a community, you can bring people into
a room, and say “we want to have a community.” But
that doesn’t make it happen. There are always gaps be-
tween intention and hope and value. How do you nur-



ture or tend something into being? For me, now, the pro-
ject is just about working. It’s being here and working,.

- Wes Jackson

They say that every speech ought to have a story, so I've
got a couple of stories. Did you all read in Time Maga-
zine about the thirteen-year olds from six different coun-
tries who were given a math test? The Koreans scored
highest on the test, and our kids came in last. Well, that
was the good news. Each was also asked to agree or dis-
agree with the statement: “I am good in mathematics.”
This time, 23% of the Koreans agreed, and 68% of our
kids did. Now, there’s nothing like doing bad and feel-
ing good about it. They’re not alone, these thirteen year
olds. I think the story describes where our culture is—
that is, we're doing bad in about every way you can
imagine, and, somehow or another, we keep feeling good
about ourselves. Part of my job is to reverse that feeling.

It's not all bad to be unhappy with our nation, an em-
pire in decline. If we could become sufficiently humble,
it would be all right. But I'm afraid we won’t. We'll prob-
ably just keep on saying that we’re OK.

The other day I was talking with a fellow, a geophysicist
at the Environmental Protection Agency, who is study-
ing global warming. For some three or four hours I
quizzed him on how we will know if the sea level rises.
How will we know that carbon is accumulating in the
atmosphere and is causing the world to get warmer?
Where are your probes? How do you calibrate your in-
struments? He said it's really tough. We really don’t
know. For instance, the entire northeastern part of the
United States is still rebounding from the last glacier. The
glacier 15,000 years ago retreated, and all those places—
Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont—are on a rebound. On
the other hand, down in the southeastern part of the
United States, the ocean level is subsiding. Sea level at
the equator in the Pacific is higher than it is on the At-
lantic side because of the coriolis effect, that is, the earth
turning and piling up against the continents. So, we re-
ally don’t know what sea level is. Furthermore, we don’t
know what’s happening to the ice at the poles. Ice at the
poles could actually be accumulating at the very time that
the globe is warming. So, defining sea level becomes an
extremely complicated problem, which makes me come
to the conclusion that the only laws that are constant are
moral laws.

It seems to me that we have to come to terms with the
basis of our knowledge in the modern world. Back in the
early 1600s Francis Bacon said that we must bend nature
to our will. And Rene Descartes agreed, saying that the
way to bend nature to our will is to place priority on the
parts of things over the whole. In other words, if you re-
ally want to know something, ignore the whole and get
to the subunits. This became the modern world view on
how to understand the world, the beginning of modern
science. Descartes went on to say, in his Discourse on
Method, that the more he sought to inform himself, the

more he realized how ignorant he was. Now, rather than
regard this as an apt description of the human condition,
and a very proper result of a good education, Descartes
thought it was correct. The modern world view is that
what we know through our ignorance is correct.

Now what does it mean for us, in the modern world, to
acknowledge that we're fundamentally ignorant? First,
I'll digress a little. In Salina, Kansas, the usual Chamber
of Commerce boys wanted to foist on us prairie-billies a
lead smelter. And, of course, they told us they knew how
to handle lead, and there’s nothing wrong with a lead
smelter. But we managed to beat them back, partly be-
cause we pointed out that there’s no known safe level of
lead, E;nd, besides, we don’t know what the consequences
might be. Afterward, I wrote a letter to the Salina Jour-
nal, told them about Bacon and Descartes, and suggested
that we put a sign up on Interstate 70 coming into Salina:
“Salina, population 40,000. A good place to live because
we are ignorant and we know it.”

Now, imagine if we were to do that all over the country.
Good places to live because everybody acknowledges
that they’re ignorant. Wouldn’t that be lovely? Think of
the possibilities. Why can we not admit it? What would
it do to our sense of who we are if we were to admit that
kind of ignorance to ourselves?

Now, I want to back up. A damaging aspect of placing a
priority on part over whole is the accompanying belief
that the world is like the method. If you practice mod-
ern science and you want to get down to the parts, you
believe that the world is like the method you're using to
understand the world.

Let me back up again. We have atoms, molecules, cells,
tissues, organs, organ systems, organisms, ecosystems—
a hierarchy of structure. Among scientists, too, we have
given high standing to physicists, and then to chemists,
and then biologists, and, finally, you get all the way down
to the scientists who have the lowest standing, those who
study ecosystems. That’s a pecking order. Think about
it. A physicist from Harvard? Whew! That’s the top. And,
how about the person who studies ecosystems—what
else does e do, maybe work at MacDonald’s? So, here
we have the belief that the world is like the method.

An alternative view, proposed by Levins and Lewontin
at Harvard (The Dialectical Biologist), takes a dialectical
approach, and assumes an interpenetration between part
and whole: whole affects part, and part affects whole.
Lewontin and Levins are careful not to say the world is
like the method. For the world to be like their method,
they would have to have the mind of God. We will never
have a method that’s like the world. We're mortals.

Now my friend Wendell Berry has carried this thinking
beyond the dialectical, to what he calls the “conversation-
alist.” He talks about a conversation with nature. In his
words, a conversationalist approach

...would not impose its vision and its demands
upon a world that it conceives of as a stockpile of















A Grantmaker’s Goodbye

June 11, 1996

Alberta Arthurs

After fourteen years as director for arts and humanities,
Alberta Arthurs left the Rockefeller Foundation on August 30,
1996, During her tenure at the foundation, she oversaw its
national and international programming in culture and schol-
arship. At her last presentation to the foundation’s board of
trustees, Arthurs made the following remarks. They are pub-
lished here with her permission.

I'm going to talk about three things.

First, I want to remind you about what we do in the arts
and humanities division, a brief and proud update of
what we stand for.

Second, I'll sketch the environment in the arts and hu-
manities as we are experiencing it today—from attacks
to ovations, the best and the worst of what we face in
the disciplines.

Third, I want to sound an alert about the future.

First: What we do in the arts and humanities division:

Many of you will remember the presentation with slides
that we made last March about the history of arts and
humanities funding at the Foundation. We showed you
the continuities across time in the work we do, and
located our current guidelines within that history. We
described three enduring tenets of Rockefeller’s work in
the arts and humanities.

Our work in culture is grounded in what Abraham Flex-
ner called an “assertive humanism.” That is, arts and
humanities funding has consistently been tied to contem-
porary issues and ideas and events. And so it is today.

An animating concern in arts and humanities funding has
been the discovery of American values and the American
imagination. That is true today.

And, another animating concern has been the crossing
of global divides through the arts and humanities. And
that, also, animates us in the 1990s.

The funding we do today fits our history and reflects
realities of our own time. The current strategy in the
division is merely a modern manifestation of what we do
over time at the Rockefeller Foundation. The strategy—

“understanding and engaging difference across chang-
ing societies through the arts and humanities”—targets
efforts that address difference and foster understanding
across divides of culture, class, ethnicity, and tradition.
These are dividing times, and this is the right address for
us now. As the Foundation’s 1995 annual report states,
“In times of transition or upheaval, when governments,
scientists, and economists have struggled to make sense
of fragile social connections and institutions, societies
have ultimately looked to their artists and scholars to
understand the past, critique the present, and imagine
what might lie ahead.”

These ideas characterize all our programs. We fund cul-
tural institutions in Africa that fortify the civil society—
publishers, independent radio, museums, the expressive
arts. Domestically, we fund cultural initiatives that probe
difference and mobilize it for community building—
programs such as our Multi-Arts Program (MAP) and
Partnerships Affirming Community Transformation
(PACT), as well as through programs for festivals and
museums. We fund scholars who are developing new
knowledge about difference; about the past, about policy,
about current practice. We fund Muslim thinkers and
artists who are reaching across and outside their own
transforming societies.

Through it all, it occurs to me, we are struggling to ex-
press ourselves in the limited language of grantmakers,
the jargon of philanthropy. The scholar/critic Robert
Hughes recently offered these words, which say it bet-
ter. He is talking about the arts—but what he says is
equally true of the humanities. He writes, this is “the field
on which we place our own dreams, thoughts, and de-
sires alongside those of others, so that solitudes can meet,
to their joy sometimes, or to their surprise, and some-
times to their disgust. When you boil it all down, that is
the social purpose of art: the creation of mutuality, the
passage from feeling into shared meaning.”

When you boil it all down, I think that’s what we're after
in the arts and humanities division.

Let me now try to carry this description of what we do
into a description of the current environment of the arts
and humanities today. Small as we are, this Foundation
is perceived as a key player in the arts and humanities,
both in the U.S. and abroad. We are not passive grant-
makers; we work aggressively within the climate of the
arts and humanities. We are affected by it; we also in-
fluence it. We breathe the same air as the artists and the
scholars that we fund.

In the United States, the infrastructure that has nurtured
and supported the arts and humanities for the last thirty
years is changing dramatically. The framework of service
organizations, advocacy initiatives, and grantmakers—
the vast national network of support for the arts and
humanities that has been in place, is threatened and wear-
ing thin. Until recently, we have maintained a well inte-



grated, highly complex cultural structure, a delicate bal-
ance of private and public interests. During that thirty-
year span, dance and opera companies, regional theaters
. and symphony orchestras, were created; museum atten-
dance soared; public education programs, television and
media programming, literature and history initiatives,
research institutes, and fellowship opportunities grew.
Public leadership roles were assumed by the National
Endowments for the Arts and the Humanities, and by
state, regional, and local public agencies. The Rockefeller
Foundation played a significant role in all of this.

But both the priority for culture and the infrastructure
that supports it have been shaken in recent upheavals.
The National Endowments have lost half of their staffs
and forty percent of their budgets. Many state and other
public agencies are reducing their arts funding. A re-
cent study commissioned by the Rockefeller Foundation
shows that private funding will not increase; it may
diminish, in fact. Many of the institutions that stabilize
the arts and humanities are without leaders, or they are
reorganizing. Advocacy efforts have been dispirited.
Confidence is low; the culture-suspicious right seems to
make gain after gain.

We speak in cliché about “culture wars,” and hoist Map-
plethorpe, Serrano, the history standards, the Enola Gay
emblematically. But those of us close to these skirmishes
believe that the condition of the arts and humanities
today has much less to do with the economy, or the
appropriate dispersal of tax money, or with charges of
obscenity, or with standards of selection, than it does
with the fear that creative people often engender when
they raise questions, exemplify fresh ideas, or when they
speak to issues of diversity. Artists and scholars probe
as a profession. Many others firid such probes discom-
forting, especially in uncertain times.

The Foundation’s stance through these difficult times has
been to stand firm. We have maintained our commitment
to new—and often controversial—work by artists and
scholars. We fund the development of new ideas and new
scholarly specialities; we invite proposals that cut the
edge and escape the envelope. We have defended the
rights of artists and scholars to express themselves with-
out legal or political restriction. We work with other
grantmakers and a range of other agencies to improve
the climate for the arts and humanities, and to try to in-
crease funding for them. We support freedom of opin-
ion, the diversity of voices and modes of expression; we
support difference, as our guidelines say.

We would be a sad and inconsistent institution if we
didn’t do these things at home, because they are precisely
the values and goals that define our arts and humanities
work abroad, in countries and regions of Africa, Latin
America, and the Muslim world. It is still true that in
many of the places where we work, artists and intellec-
tuals and their institutions revere and even envy the
funding support and freedom from interference that they
know their American peers enjoy. And our programs
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abroad are precisely intended to provide such support
for such striving artists and scholars and their insti-
tutions. We provide financial support, and we find fund-
ing partners to increase that support. But, more critically,
our programs abroad are meant to support the often frag-
ile civil societies within which these artists and intel-
lectuals function. Ironically, even as we face ignorance
and cutbacks and intolerance at home, the U.S. continues
to set the standard in much of the third world for cul-
tural freedom, creative independence, and respect for di-
versity. We forget that standard at our peril, as a coun-
try and also as a foundation.

It may seem as though I'just slipped rather easily in these
remarks from a description of support for the arts and
humanities to a defense of freedom of expression and di-
versity. But, in fact, the two are quite closely related.
When funding is tight, free expression is expensive; when
federal funding is restricted (both in amount and in its
conditionalities, as it is right now), full expression has to
be ensured by the larger society. Free expression or full
expression, is—very simply-—the provision of a range of
voices, of diverse opinion and experience. It is diversity
that is at risk when support is restricted.

This seems to be a time when we'll be tested on these val-
ues, as a country and as a foundation. But it is a time
among many; that is, time and again, the United States
seems to have moved from periods of expansion and
openness, to periods of closure and consolidation, or con-
servatism. In this period of conservatism, the best course
for the Rockefeller Foundation is surely to be steady and
undeviating in our attention to the kinds of artists and
scholars that our programs identify-——those who are quiz-
zing contemporary systems vigorously, using their tal-
ents to interpret inherited ideas, and struggling to under-
stand and to engage diversity. This is also the right course
for us abroad. And by staying on this course, I'd say that
we are simply being staunch. More than this is required
of the people we fund; some of whom, just in doing their
work, are being heroic.

And, also, hopeful. Many us are actually being hopeful;
a state of mind which, surprisingly, is also caused by the
current environment in the arts and humanities. For de-
spite funding shortfalls, conservative assaults, structural
difficulties, both in the United States and in the other
places we work, it is impossible to support the arts and
humanities without feeling privileged, gratified, and even
hopeful.

First of all is the quality of the product. The arts and
humanities are at a level of activity and accomplishment
throughout this country and in other places that is con-
tinually inspiring, illuminating—and relevant. One week
recently in New York I saw a new dance-piece by Donald
Byrd and his company called “The Beast,” a wrenching,
brutal, heart-stopping piece about domestic violence. The
same week I saw a workshop of a new opera by compo-
ser John Duffy and writer Joyce Carol Oates based on the
accidental killing of a young woman by a famous U.S.



senator; the opera is about fame in America, about the
limits of democratic idealism, the loss of the heroic. Last
week we had a dozen humanist scholars at the founda-
tion discussing the situation of the humanities in the U.S.
today; they agreed on the vital relationship of the human-
ities to American citizenship, on the need to inspire “ethi-
cal intelligence” to meet the country’s challenges. They
agreed that historians, philosophers, and other scholars
are critical to achieving new relationships in a changing
world and must expand their roles as public intellectuals.

The scholars’ intensity is replicated in Wole Soyinka’s
new play about ambition in Nigeria (which we hope to
help bring to the States in the fall). Or in the sixty artis-
tic and scholarly collaborations that will be selected for
binational funding by the U.S.-Mexico Fund for Culture
panels meeting in Mexico City next month; or in a travel-
ing exhibition of contemporary artists of Islam which is
being proposed under our Muslim initiative.

This is a wondrously productive time for artists and
humanists. Wherever we fund, the artists and scholars
lift us with their insights, their reciprocal spirit of learn-
ing and living, the light they shed on the darkness.

Another reason for hopefulness is the rising acknowl-
edgment of the importance of cultural factors in politi-
cal and economic sectors. I observe this evidence: a new
report on culture and development released by UNESCO;
a series at the Council on Foreign Relations on “culture
and foreign affairs;” Sam Huntington’s famously contro-
versial article on the clash of civilizations as a defining
characteristic of our time; a World Bank publication, Cul-
ture and Development in Africa; the advancing of “social
capital” by Robert Putnam and others as a measure of
success in community building ... and there is more.
Add it together, and what can be seen emerging is a new
comprehension of culture and the importance of cultural
considerations in the world today.

It remains to be seen what will be the most precise and
useful contributions, of cultural specialists, historians and
philosophers, interpretive social scientists and artists in
development and community-building efforts. But we
can only gain, I think, if social and cultural, religious and
values orientations are more widely acknowledged in our
efforts.

So the two fundamental ideas I would like to leave with
you concerning the current condition of the arts and
humanities are these: First, their perilous situation in
terms of funding, advocacy, and administrative struc-
tures, both in this country and abroad. To this, Rocke-
feller’s response must be ongoing, steady support, and
leadership. Second, we must observe with wonder and
admiration the vibrancy of the arts and humanities to-
day, here and abroad. Here, Rockefeller’s response must
be to explore, as the artists and intellectuals themselves
are, the contributions that culture can make to the emerg-
ing redefinitions of development and social change in our
own country.
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These observations bring me to the third topic I want to
raise with you; that is, the future. Beyond what I've
already said, I'd like to specify two particular challenges
I'see for the arts and humanities and for Rockefeller.

First, I believe that we can achieve much more impact
from arts and humanities programming, indeed from all
of our programming, if we can improve its distribution.
There is new hope for achieving this through the new
technologies if we investigate carefully and make appro-
priate investments in them. Traditionally, new ideas
move §10M71y through scholarly journals and conferences
and academic connections. It is certainly likely that many
of the same new ideas and insights can be published, dis-
seminated, and aggregated more effectively through elec-
tronic communication. It's time to try. Stage by stage by
stage, the influence of even our most expressive artists
infiltrate the society more slowly than they might on
cable, the Internet, CD-ROMs, through media distribu-
tion. So far, too many of us alternate—as one scholar
described it recently—between technophobia and cyber-
euphoria. Somewhere between the two extremes lies a
realm for us—the reasoned exploration of new distri-
bution opportunities, a challenge to which we should
commit ourselves soon as a Foundation.

Finally, I fear that we are slipping out of our real place
in the world as the independent sector. By “we,” I mean
the not-for-profit sector, the nongovernmental sector
generally, and the Rockefeller Foundation in particular.
Looking for models for change, we are always tempted
to look to the private sector for ideas; today the private
sector is dazzling us with sound-bites about marketing,
merging, downsizing, globalization, centralization,
accountability. The private sector’s vocabulary seeps into
ours when we hear talk about “privatizing” cultural and
social systems, for instance; or about industry being part-
ners in science, social change, and higher education; or
when we worry about the importance of public relations
in the not-for-profit world. Borrowing ideas and inspira-
tion is all well and good, and in difficult times like these
we can use all the ideas and inspiration we can find. But
business is, finally, present-minded, profit-minded, and
dedicated to efficiency. And the independent sector, by
contrast, exists to think long-term, to probe the unknown
and reward the daring, to strengthen human dignity
more than human efficiency. I think that the challenge
for institutions like this one is to fly our standards in an
increasingly corporatizing world, to be truly the alterna-
tive, the independent, sector, in the values we offer and
the examples we set. We should say, loud and clear, what
the best hopes are for mankind. We should resist ready
influence and lesser challenge.

In my view, no institution in the not-for-profit world has
the history that Rockefeller has in doing just this, and—
therefore—no institution in the not-for-profit world has

Continued on page 27




Information on
“Arts Organizations

Why There Isn’t Enough, a Plan

for Getting More, and a Report on
How Methodological Dilemmas
Turned into Philosophical Questions
before the Researchers’ Eyes

Paul DiMaggio and Deborah Kaple

The Princeton University Center for Arts and Cultural
Policy Studies began operations two years ago with start-
up support from the Nathan Cummings Foundation and
Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, and with Stanley Katz
and Paul DiMaggio as Co-Chairs. Although our ambi-
tions are more substantial-——we plan to begin full-scale
operations in fall 1997, when Katz returns to Princeton
from his term as President of the American Council of
Learned Societies—we decided to begin slowly, offering
a few courses and working with graduate students at
Princeton, organizing a series of seminars in Princeton
and New York, and doing two small-scale studies aimed
at assessing the resources available to people interested
in asking, and answering with hard data, questions about
the state of the arts in the contemporary United States.
One study, an inventory of publicly available data sets
containing information on individuals” attitudes towards
and participation in the arts, was completed at the mod-
est level intended.

The other—originally intended as a parallel assessment
of data resources on arts organizations—took on a life of
its own. With additional funding under a cooperative
agreement with the NEA Research Division (which had
conceived of a very similar project independently), the
project developed into a report of more than 200 pages
entitled Data on Arts Organizations: A Review and Needs
Assessment, with Design Implications. The report discusses
the strengths and weaknesses of existing sources of infor-
mation and describes what more than sixty grantmakers,
arts managers, and academic researchers told project in-
terviewers about the ways in which they use such data
and the information they wish they had. It also reports
the results of a study that created lists of arts organi-
zations in three metropolitan areas (Dallas/Fort Worth,
Minneapolis/St. Paul, and Philadelphia) that were as
comprehensive as possible, and then examined which
organizations would be included in and excluded from
hypothetical studies that rely on different sources of in-
formation to compile samples. Finally, our report de-
velops recommendations and discusses alternatives for
a unified data base on U.S. arts organizations that could
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serve as a source of reliable descriptive information, an
early-warning system for trends, and a platform for more
specialized research efforts on specific disciplines and on
the arts in particular communities.

If we tried to summarize all this, we would quickly
exhaust this newsletter’s page constraints and, quite
possibly, our readers’ patience. Instead, we will use this
opportunity to share a few results of our second study,
reflect on some of the issues raised but not resolved in
the course of our work, and discuss what we think is an
opportunity in which private grantmakers can be key
participants.

The Chronic Insufficiency of
Information on the Arts

People involved in policy making and program design
in such fields as health care or education are accustomed
to having at their disposal extensive bodies of informa-
tion on service-delivering organizations. By contrast, the
data available to those of us who care about the arts is
limited and of uneven quality. This problem is not a new
one. When Frederick Keppel, head of the Carnegie Cor-
poration (the foundation that was the original “fat boy
in the canoe” of cultural philanthropy), was asked in 1930
to write a chapter on the arts for the report of President
Hoover’s Research Comimittee on Social Trends, the Com-
mittee’s chair wrote to his presidential liaison that Keppel
“has an exceedingly difficult subject to deal with, one
where statistical evidence is extremely rare. I think there-
fore that not as much can be expected from . . . this sub-
ject as from others.” Some thirty-five years later, when
William Baumol and William Bowen published their
classic study, Performing Arts: The Economic Dilemma, they
reported that assembling data on arts organizations
“turned out to be a task of enormous proportions. Seldom
were the pertinent data readily available, and investi-
gation showed that such figures as did exist were often
unreliable. We had no choice, therefore, but to seek many
of the requisite materials from primary materials wher-
ever these could be found.” Almost thirty years later,
when Bowen and colleagues revisited the arts in research
for their book The Charitable Nonprofits, they found that
“it is virtually impossible to find consistent time-series
data” of sufficient scope. “In the end, we concluded that
the only alternative was to assemble the data ourselves.”!

Both researchers and policy makers agree that infor-
mation should be relevant to policy. So what do we mean
when we speak of “policy-relevant” data? Several things:
data must be reliably accurate (the sine qua non), compar-

1Quotations are fromWilliam A. Tobin, 1995, “Studying Society:

The Making of Recent Social Trends in the United States, 1929-
1933,” Theory and Society 24: 537-65, p. 549; William J]. Baumol
and William G. Bowen, 1968 [1966], Performing Arts: The Eco-
nomic Dilemma, Cambridge: MLLT. Press, pp. 4-5; Bowen, Will-
iam G., Thomas I. Nygren, Sarah E. Turner, and Elizabeth A.
Duffy, 1994, The Charitable Nonprofits, San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, p. 235.



able across organizations (so we can assess developments
in different fields), and comparable over time (so we can
detect change). They must measure things that are impor-
tant to managers, grantmakers, and policy makers. And
they must be widely accessible and widely used, so that
the payoff of having the data equals or exceeds the cost
of collecting them. (It just isn’t cost-efficient to invest a
lot of money in collecting data that yield a single set of
published tables. In this age of electronic communication,
data can, and should, be made accessible to a wide range
of potential users.)

We don’t have such policy-relevant data on arts organi-
zations today. (The NEA’s Survey of Public Participation
in the Arts does satisfy this standard for information on
individual arts participation.) And the lack of reliable,
generalizable information places arts policy makers and
advocates at a great disadvantage, unable to answer
many questions that fair-minded skeptics might pose.
Are theaters growing or declining in number and level
of activity? We can only guess on the basis on incomplete
data. Have new dance companies been created at a faster
rate than they have been disbanded in recent years? We
don’t know. How have trends in corporate (or govern-
ment or individual) donations differed from discipline to
discipline? We have partial information from some disci-
plines but not others. How have such trends differed be-
tween large and small organizations? We know virtually
nothing about small organizations in most fields. How
have the kinds of programs offered by nonprofit arts or-
ganizations changed? We know even less about what arts
organizations do than about their finances. How many
community organizations provide significant programs
of training in visual arts or performance disciplines? We
know virtually nothing about arts organizations outside
the major disciplines except that there are a lot of them.

And because we have to answer such descriptive ques-
tions before we can answer more complicated questions
of cause and effect, policy makers—both public and pri-
vate—have little factual basis for anticipating the effects
of their grants, or planning ways to use their resources
as leverage. What is the relationship between the num-
ber and activity of arts organizations and the number of
artists and rates of participation in the arts of different
segments of the community? What strategic approaches
are shared by arts organizations that succeed in reach-
ing financial stability, or in broadening their audience?
What is the long-term relationship between neighbor-
hood arts resources and professional activity? Existing
information provides little guidance.

Currently Available Data:
A Very Partial View

Ironically, the problem is not too little data, or even poor
data, but rather lots of information that is scattered, not
comparable, and not very policy-relevant. What we con-
cluded after many conversations with grantmakers and
others about the data they need in their own work, and
after interviewing staff involved in major ongoing data-
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collection efforts, is that there is a poor fit between the
purposes for which data are now collected and the kinds
of information needed to plan programs, make policies,
and make convincing arguments on behalf of those
policies.

Most data collection on arts organizations is undertaken
by service organizations that represent the various arts
disciplines. Most service organizations collect informa-
tion from their members on a regular basis and some of
them-—the American Symphony Orchestra League, the
Association of Art Museum Directors, the Theatre Com-
munications Group, and one or two others—are very so-
phisticated about research. Such service organizations
will play a central role in any overall research strategy,
but as sole-source providers of information, their capac-
ity is sharply limited by their missions. Because service
organizations’ research efforts appropriately focus on
their members, and because their membership lists ordi-
narily are biased towards the larger organizations in their
fields, the results cannot readily be generalized. (If we
knew what the “universe” of such organizations looked
like, we could adjust for the bias, but we don’t.) More-
over, because data are collected primarily for internal
use—often for such concrete purposes as networking,
establishing benchmarks, and other forms of technical
assistance—they do not yield extensive public reports,
nor are they routinely documented and archived for use
by researchers.

The most serious problem with placing data-collection
responsibility in the hands of service organizations is that
we know virtually nothing about the types of arts orga-
nizations that don’t have service organizations with a
strong data-gathering capacity. We have no information
over time on jazz organizations, neighborhood arts cen-
ters, multidisciplinary organizations, choruses, folk art
organizations, and many others, not because they are not
important, but because no one has taken consistent re-
sponsibility for doing systematic research on them. (The
project’s work in Texas, Minnesota, and Philadelphia re-
vealed that a researcher who relied on service-organi-
zation lists to compile a sample would miss about 80 per-
cent of the arts organizations in active operation in those
places, and almost 90 percent of those with budgets less
than $100,000.)

This would be bad enough in normal times, but in the
midst of the significant institutional changes that the arts
are now undergoing, our failure to collect reliable infor-
mation about organizations outside the typical discipli-
nary mold is particularly troublesome. Arts organizations
in new and unconventional forms, artists working under
the auspices of organizations that are not officially “arts
organizations,” many racially and ethnically specific
artists and organizations, fall outside our data-gathering
net. In attempting to use existing data systems to track
critical ongoing transformations in the arts, we are like
the drunk who looks for his lost wallet under the lamp-
post because “that’s where the light is best.”




A Census for Arts Organizations?

What is the solution? We propose a three-part infor-
mation system: a unified data base providing limited in-
* formation on a comprehensive list of arts organizations,
supplemented by continuing programs of research on
arts disciplines by the major service organizations and
by research on the arts in local communities (from large
cities to small rural areas) designed and undertaken by
grassroots coalitions of private and public grantmakers,
service organizations, and academic institutions.

The core of the plan, and the part that will take concerted
action to implement, is the unified data base (affection-
ately known as “UDB” hereafter): as complete as possible
an enumeration of arts organizations, updated annually,
with a limited amount of information on each—for ex-
ample, name, location, discipline, major program activi-
ties, operating expenditures, revenues (if possible, by
source), staff size, and perhaps one or two other items.
(We explicitly reject the alternative—pursued in fields
like health care and higher education—of conducting
massive annual surveys of all organizations, because re-
spondent burden would be too high and because no one
best system can meet the diverse needs of the field. Far
better to create a tool that many users can employ—and
extend with focussed, small-scale research—for their own
purposes.) We would anticipate that the NEA Research
Division would take the lead in developing such a re-
source, but that a broad public-private partnership, in-
cluding private-sector grantmakers, would be actively
engaged in the system’s planning and design.

The UDB would have several significant payoffs:

1. Because it would be based on a comprehensive def-
inition of the population of arts organizations, it
would provide the first reliable information on the com-
position of the formally organized portions of the arts
sector, illustrating the diversity and richness of the
arts in the U.S.

2. It would provide reliable trend data on the size of the
arts sector and on rates of incorporation and death by
type of arts organization. This would enable us, for
the first time, to observe change over time in the
composition of the arts sector.

3. It would provide information on change over time in
the basic data elements included in the system, for
the sector as a whole and for subsectors.

4. Data would be made available electronically so that
even users with minimal research experience could quickly
and easily answer simple questions online, while more
sophisticated users could download data for more
complex analyses.

5. The data base would provide a versatile platform for
additional work, enabling researchers in disciplinary
service organizations or local communities to iden-
tify, stratify, and draw random samples of popu-
lations of arts organizations on the basis of any of
the data elements included in the system. (Though
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technical and unglamorous, this last benefit may be
the most important, for without the capacity to draw
samples, no research can be generalized beyond the
organizations contacted. An infrastructure of this
kind will empower people in communities—geo-
graphic or artistic—that have not been able to afford
research.)

Tools for Building a Unified Data Base

It would be impractical to create such a system from
scratch, but fortunately we have resources upon which
a comprehensive data base can build. As usual, these
resources are flawed because they were created for other
purposes. They have the potential, however, of permit-
ting us to identify and even compile some information
on most arts organizations, even relatively small ones.

The first of these sources is the IRS Exempt Organizations
Business Master File (BMF), which contains information
on all organizations that have received tax-exempt sta-
tus under section 501(c)(3) of the IRS code. As the only
national data base containing financial data on large
numbers of nonprofit organizations, the BMF is a key
building block for any comprehensive study. In our re-
search on the three metropolitan areas, the BMF included
almost half of the arts organizations we found (and was
the only source with information on almost one in ten),
comparing favorably in inclusiveness to other non-local
sources.

The BMF has been hard to use because organizations
were often misclassified and many defunct organizations
remained in the data base. (These were minor flaws given
the IRS’s use of the information, but major ones for re-
searchers.) Recently, however, the IRS has been working
with the National Center for Charitable Statistics to adopt
the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (the classifi-
cation scheme developed by NCCS and the Foundation
Center), to train its field agents to use this taxonomy
properly, and to detect defunct organizations more
quickly. Starting in 1996, the data quality is likely to be
much improved.

The BMF will continue to be limited by the fact that non-
profits with annual revenues of $25,000 or less for three
consecutive years need not file. This is not a compara-
tive disadvantage, as coverage of such tiny organizations
in other sources is almost as bad. In fact, our three-city
study suggests that the BMF data base, even in its pre-
1996 form, captures small organizations more effectively
than other national sources. A more serious problem is
that the BMF does not include arts organizations that are
part of larger non-arts organizations, such as university
art museums, or arts education programs within commu-
nity organizations that are not primarily devoted to the
arts.

For this reason, it would be desirable to supplement the
BMF list of arts organizations with information from the
National Standard for Arts Information that the National



Assembly of State Arts Agencies (NASAA) administers
in cooperation with the NEA. The National Standard
grants management system reports information on arts
activities according to a sophisticated multi-field tax-
onomy~—Dby far the most flexible such system available—
and includes data on all arts organizations that apply to
state arts agencies for grants. (Although the “cases” are
projects, NASAA can configure the system as a data base
on organizations, with a few key items of information on
each one.)

The disadvantage of the National Standard is that organi-
zations that do not apply for state arts agency grants
aren’t in it. Consequently it is far less complete in its cov-
erage than is the BMF (though better than service orga-
nization membership lists), and more biased towards or-
ganizations with larger budgets. On the other hand, these
problems reflect the fact that it has not, until now, been
designed as an organizational data base. Given the so-
phistication of the system, the high quality of the data,
and NASAA's track record in working with the NEA and
the state arts agencies, its potential contribution would
appear substantial.

From Methodological Enigmas to
Philosophical Dilemmas

The grave need for policy-relevant data on arts organiza-
tions, and our enthusiasm for the potential of a UDB,
does not belie the fact that there are tricky problems con-
fronting anyone attempting to collect information on the
universe of arts organizations. Although one could gloss
these difficulties as “methodological,” they are matters
of philosophy more than technique, going directly to the
question of what “the arts” are today. The accepted work-
ing definition of “arts organization”—as a professionally
staffed nonprofit corporation devoted to the display or
performance of artistic work consensually judged to be
serious in intent—does not work so well any more, and
it is not obvious what criteria should stand in its place.

Researchers on our project became painfully aware of the
philosophical dilemmas when they arrived in Dallas, the
Twin Cities, and Philadelphia with a mandate to find all
the arts organizations they could.? Despite every effort
to foresee and develop rules for dealing with every pos-
sible difficulty in advance, they returned with several
complaints:

1. It is difficult to find arts producers that operate in-
formally without benefit of incorporation as 501(c)
(3) nonprofits. In dance, for example, choreographers
may assemble performing companies around them-
selves with or without formal incorporation. Or sig-

2The task would not have been possible at all, had it not been
for the gracious assistance of local experts, especially staff of
the Pew Charitable Trusts in Philadelphia, the Bush Founda-
tion in the Twin Cities, and, for Dallas/Fort Worth, the Texas
Commission on the Arts and the Fort Worth Arts Council.
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nificant neighborhood arts activity may emanate
from churches or community centers.

2. Related to this, it is difficult to identify organizations
within organizations, or to know what to do with
them once they are identified. An arts center may
have a dance program, theater program, and music
program, with shared support staff but separate pro-
gram directors. Is it one “arts organization,” or three?

3. Identifying arts activities associated with particular
ethnic or racial communities poses special problems,
as such activities may be sponsored by “non-arts”
community organizations that do little media adver-
tising. Such activities may also be particularly likely
to be sponsored by presenting organizations on an
occasional basis.

4. The line between nonprofit and commercial activity
is not a clear one. Commercial art galleries are meant
to sell art for a profit, but many members of the pub-
lic use them in the same way that they use public
exhibitions. Should they be included? (We didn't.)
Corporate galleries are part of “for-profit” firms, but
their exhibition programs aren’t proprietary. (We
included those open to the public.) We found much
more classical music than jazz activity, but that was
partly because we did not include nightclubs and
other commercial jazz presenters in our lists. (If we
had, it would have been hard to distinguish between
jazz, on the one hand, and rock or rap on the other.
Should genre be a criterion for inclusion in “the
arts”?)

5. We included only “professional” arts organizations
in our populations, but it was difficult to define
“professional.” We included organizations that
employed at least one full-time equivalent artist or
curator; but thereby we may have overestimated
activity in art forms prosperous enough to pay
wages, and underestimated it in forms in which
skilled artists of serious intent work for at least part
of their career on a voluntary or “pay-when-able”
basis.

At one level, these questions are moot, because the only
cost-efficient, economically feasible way to create a UDB
under current conditions is to build on existing data bases
that settle such questions in their own way, adhering for
the most part to relatively conventional definitions of
“arts organization.” And we would argue that this is a
small problem, for the advantages of even an imperfect
UDB over what we now have are so dramatic as to make
questions of inclusion at the margins seem “academic”
even to us academics.

At the same time, these issues are much too important
to ignore in the long run. For now, we believe that they
can be addressed most productively through research
at the local level. That is why we regard community stud-
ies—the third part of our tripartite proposal—as being
of such central significance.



Why the Most Interesting Research
Will Occur at the Community Level

. In our field research, we found that the largest number
of arts organizations could be identified by sampling
newspaper entertainment pages at relevant intervals; and
that the most diverse set of organizations could be found
in lists compiled by local service organizations, grant-
makers, and arts councils. To use such sources for a na-
tional census would be prohibitively expensive, both be-
cause they are time-consuming to acquire and because
“outsiders” in a given community must rely on insider
informants, as we did, to learn enough about particular
organizations to include them.

Researchers with a long-term commitment to a given
community face few of these obstacles. If key stakehold-
ers in local arts communities—for example, major private
and public grantmakers, arts service organizations, and
academic researchers prepared to contribute their metho-
dological expertise—make a long-term commitment to
ongoing research on the health of the arts and cultural
sector in their community, they can summon much more
expertise and know-how than any outsider possibly
could. We suspect that this level of local knowledge—
what we might call “contextual” or “tacit” knowledge—
will be necessary if we are to develop new definitions of
“arts organization” appropriate to the cultural landscape
our children will inherit. It is not that questions of defi-
nition or philosophy can be resolved by research as mat-
ters of fact can be. Rather the process of collectively deci-
ding the place of commercial or neighborhood-based
cultural organizations in a community inventory will
raise such questions more crisply and—because decisions
must be made—will lead to particularly fruitful con-
versations.

Interestingly, many of the people we interviewed about
arts data tried in two ways to articulate a vision that went
beyond the standard quantitative, financial data that
formal surveys provide. First, they emphasized the im-
portance of local, qualitative knowledge that goes beyond
apprehending facts to integrating them into meaningful
narratives. “We do not know the landscape on the most
basic level,” reported one program officer with whom we
spoke. We need to use the tools of the interpretive social
sciences. “Those social sciences don’t give you just fact
and figures, they try to find the meaning.”

Second, they wanted to see arts organizations not as inde-
pendent entities, but as part of a wider system, to under-
stand the connections and interdependency among arts
organizations, and to go beyond even this to explore the
complex interrelationships between arts organizations,
artists, and audiences. As observed by several partici-
pants in a mini-conference hosted by the NEA Research
Division in June 1996 to discuss an early draft of parts
of our report, studying arts organizations isn’t an end
in itself. Rather it is a way to get to what is really of
interest—the arts activities in which Americans partici-
pate, many but not all of which are sponsored by formal
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organizations. According to many of the people we
interviewed, the challenge for grantmakers and policy
makers is to understand the mix of activities in which
different parts of the community participate, and also to
understand the ways in which such activities compete
with and build upon one another. Through such under-
standing of process and interdependence, it may be pos-
sible to identify the points of leverage at which program
and policy initiatives can be most effective.

These are precisely the questions that local, community-
based research, designed and conducted by teams com-
bining deep local knowledge with research expertise, can
address better than national studies can. Social scientists
have learned a lot about studying relationships, and have
developed ways to study “networks” of cooperating and
competing organizations in many fields. They have also
developed techniques to compile inclusive lists of organi-
zations and estimate their size by surveying individuals.
These methods have been used to identify employers and
their labor forces, but could be used locally to study arts
organizations and their audiences. Researchers have
learned how to locate and reach groups of people who
are difficult to find—the homeless, people with rare
medical conditions, and so on—and the methods they
have developed may be useful in identifying populations
of artists. All of these social science research techniques
can be applied profitably to the arts, but to realize their
potential, they will have to be tested at the local level in
research initiatives that bring researchers together with
people with deep substantive, contextual knowledge.

If such community research coalitions are to be built,
private foundations are in many places well positioned
to take the initiative in bringing the partners to the table.
Not every community will be able to sustain such efforts.
But if a few diverse places—large cities, mid-sized urban
areas, and rural places in different regions—can carry out
such programs, they can teach us a great deal. If the Uni-
fied Data Base we propose can provide the meat-and-po-
tatoes information to tell us where the arts are today and
where they seem to be going, then community-based
studies, building on the UDB, can provide the R&D
component necessary to understand—and possibly to
guide—the processes of change that swirl around us.

Paul DiMaggio is Co-Chair, Princeton University Center for
Arts and Cultural Policy Studies, and Chair, Princeton Uni-
versity Sociology Department. He will participate in the 1996
GIA conference as a respondent to a session titled “Dimensions
of Cultural Citizenship: How Cultural Institutions Engage
Audiences.” Deborah Kaple is Associate Director, Princeton
University Center for Arts and Cultural Policy Studies, and
is also a nonfiction author and novelist.

Readers wishing to receive copies of the the two reports by
DiMaggio and Kaple should see the box on page 37 of this
newsletter.



Nothing Substitutes for
the Living Link between
Artist and Audience

S. Frederick Starr

The following article was written in response to an article
published in the spring 1996 issue of Grantmakers in the
Arts Newsletter.

Neil Harris” essay on “Public Subsidies and American
Art” is on target: public support for the arts in America
is a late comer, has been episodic, and even in the last
thirty years has had to contend with hostile attitudes that
can be traced deep into our history. But the essay falls
short in one important respect: namely, it dramatically
undervalues the achievement of American artists work-
ing without the support of government, or even private
foundations. Since this touches on the very heart of the
grantmaker’s work, I would like briefly to redress the
balance.

In so doing, I would like also to suggest a standard by
which the grantmaker’s work might appropriately be
evaluated.

The essence of Harris” argument is that Americans’ cool-

ness toward public subsidies for the arts reflects our core

political philosophy:
A sense of government as small, decentralized,
non-interfering, non-controlling, deliberately
avoiding the traditional props of wealth and
artistic greatness; this was part of the Repub-
licanism that dominated America in the age of
Jefferson and Jackson.

To some extent, such views continue today. Viewed in
this light, the question is not whether government sup-
ports art that is good or bad, popular or distasteful, but
whether government should be involved in the enterprise
at all. This, at least, is how most Americans viewed the
issue during the first century of our existence.

It is also worth noting that down to the Civil War not
only was governmental support lacking but also there
were few great private patrons of the arts as well. In fact,
if a wealthy grandee proposed to dip into his own wal-
let to provide large-scale backing to artists he was often
viewed with suspicion; the use of great private fortunes
to provide “art for the people” was deemed condescen-
ding, manipulative, and incompatible with republic vir-
tue. Thus, when New Orleans magnate James Robb tried
to create a national museum in the 1850s the public re-
acted coolly and the project died.
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Thus, even private patronage by the wealthy came up
against the old Jeffersonian-Jacksonian criticism. This ten-
dency gained momentum during the first decades after
the Civil War.

The task of equipping and provisioning the Union Army
put tens of millions of dollars into the hands of private
manufacturers throughout the North. The new captains
of industry were generally self-made men with limited
formal schooling but fierce dedication to their businesses.
After the Civil War these merchant princes set out to con-
quer the world of culture as they had earlier mastered
the economy. They built the palazzos that still adorn
older, American cities, hauled tons of paintings back from
Europe, and used their money to patronize symphony
orchestras and museums. When their successors amassed
even greater fortunes, they set up foundations to give
permanence to this “civilizing” mission.

Some of these wealthy patrons were impelled by an un-
selfish interest in the arts. Far more, however, used the
arts as a means of validating their arrival in polite soci-
ety. The fact that they founded libraries and universities
does not hide a deeper truth, namely, that the advent of
great private patrons imparted an elitism to the arts in
America that had heretofore been strikingly absent. It is
no accident that philosopher George Santayana coined
the terms “high-brow” and “low-brow” precisely in the
years when these swaggering merchant-princes were co-
opting some of our best musicians and artists to serve
their own social advancements.

Thanks to this, the word “taste” in the late nineteenth
century gained an aura of social exclusivity that had been
largely absent from American culture over the previous
century. “Taste” was what these new patrons either pos-
sessed outright or had hired in the form of subsidized
artists, musicians, or sculptors. As such, it was always
to be contrasted to those poor souls who lacked both
wealth and taste. And with such few exceptions as Mrs.
Gardiner in Boston, the taste in question was largely
male. Prior to the Civil War women played a far greater
role in setting taste than they did in the decades that
followed, when a new razzle-dazzle male boosterism
entered the arts scene. Weighed down by this new
patronage, with its ponderous social agenda and pomp-
ous claims, American art became pretentious and shal-
low. In the process, American patronage in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries came to resemble
precisely the aristocratic culture of old Europe that the
Jeffersonians and Jacksonians had so disdained.

The common assumption of both public subsidies and the
patronage of wealthy individuals and foundations is that
the arts cannot exist without their enlightened support.
There is much truth in this, but it is a truth that easily
becomes self-fulfilling. For as artists and musicians grow
dependent upon such subsidies they adjust their activi-
ties in such a way as to assure that support continues.
Step by step, cultural values come to be shaped more by
the patron than the public, more from above than from



below. Art, in short, becomes a “producer good” and
ceases to exist for the audience. As the old maxim holds,
“whoever pays the fiddler calls the tune.”

‘Informed by a keen sense of history, Neil Harris places
today’s crusades and counter-crusades regarding the na-
tional endowments in a rich historical perspective. The
one shortcoming of his essay, to repeat, is that it does not
address the question of how the arts in America have
done at those times when they have had access neither
to public funds nor to the patronage of wealthy donors
and foundations.

Harris acknowledges that “a bewildering variety of finan-
cial arrangements underwrote arts organizations” in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. He also notes
that market-based “for profit” arts activities abounded,
although he implies that these were somehow not up to
the mark. Thus, for example, he claims that until the
1920s Americans heard mainly brass band music and had
no access to the European classics unless they were belted
out from a town bandstand by a local ensemble “with
plenty of woodwinds, if the listeners were lucky.” The
author of a fine biography of P.T. Barnum, Harris points
rather archly that Barnum’s New York exhibition of oddi-
ties was the most popular museum of the era.

This understates the achievements of music and the arts
in America prior to the era of institutionalized patron-
age, both governmental and private. By doing so, it closes
the door to a hypothesis that holds important impli-
cations for every arts vendor today: namely, that
America’s greatest contributions to music and the arts
have occurred precisely when artists have had to respond
directly to the ticket-buying public rather than to a lim-
ited number of institutionalized patrons, whether pub-
lic or private. Stated differently, the need to engage with,
and respond to, the general public has been a far truer
stimulus to American creativity than dependence upon
patrons who disdain the market in order to pursue their
self-assigned mission of education and uplift.

Take, for example, those brass bands. Self-financed or
subsidized by town merchants, such ensembles intro-
duced Americans to the entire range of classical music.
When Civil War bands serenaded the troupes they
played Verdi, Donizetti, and Meyerbeer, not Turkey in the
Straw. America’s greatest composer, Charles Ives, grew
up in this milieu.

Whence this popular taste for classical opera? In the
decades before the Civil War, well-organized touring
circuits extended to virtually every town in the land. The
greatest classical performers from Europe and America
did not disdain to appear in concert in Oneida, New York
or Zanesville, Ohio, and to be paid by ticket-buying far-
mers and tradesmen. Soprano Henriette Sontag, who pre-
miered Beethoven’s Ninth in Austria, toured the land
without subsidy, as did Verdi’s preferred conductor, Em-
manuelle Muzio, not to mention America’s own great
composer and piano virtuoso, Louis-Moreau Gottschalk.
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The same can be said of theater. When actor John Wilkes
Booth shouted “sic senter tyrannes” after assassinating
Lincoln in Ford’s Theater, he knew the public would un-
derstand him, for he had been part of many small tour-
ing companies that had been offering Shakespeare to
small town America for a generation. Indeed, there were
more companies performing Shakespeare on a for-profit
basis in the 1850s than there are today, with all the sub-
sidies. Producers of popular minstrel shows of the day
could expect laughs for their parodies of Shakespearean
dramas with ridiculous titles like “Hamlet, or Little Ham”
precisely because they knew members of their rough-
hewn audience had seen the real thing.

It takes a tremendous stretch of the imagination to con-
ceive the vitality of American performing arts in the days
before high-brow patronage stifled the enterprise “from
above.” Fortunately, historian Vera Brodsky Lawrence,
in her splendid three volume study of New York musi-
cal life before the Civil War (Strong on Music, University
of Chicago Press, 1995-96) has detailed the intense, heady,
pell-mell, boom-and-bust Manhattan musical scene in the
nineteenth century. Forced to respond to the ticket-buy-
ing public, the impresarios and performers conceived
imaginative and diverse programming that reached every
segment of the audience. Similar stratagems were em-
ployed in every other city in the land. These old impre-
sarios and artists have much to teach us today.

Nor was the situation different in painting. Earlier, mem-
bers of the Hudson River School had rhapsodized over
the American landscape without benefit of grants or
sabbaticals. Building on their success, Frederic E. Church
conceived vast panoramas of the Andes and the Polar
North and exhibited them before ticket-buying viewers
in city after city. In their same spirit, philosopher Ralph
Waldo Emerson lived off the receipts from lectures he
gave on the Lyceum circuit in Indianapolis, Harrisburg,
or Buffalo, and Mark Twain maintained his large Hart-
ford household in part from receipts from reading tours
with novelist George Washington Cable.

What separates these diverse artists and performers from
their successors today is not their talent, however great
it may have been. Rather, it is their willingness—born of
necessity—to reach out to the common citizen without
condescension, and to recast their presentation as neces-
sary in order to assure that the audience was engaged
and entertained, as well as uplifted. Government sub-
sidies, foundation grants, and tenured academic posts
do not prevent this, of course. But there is something fun-
damentally different when one must appeal to a program
officer or peer review panel as opposed to the real men
and women in the hall. “Whoever pays the fiddler calls
the tune.”

It might be objected that what worked in nineteenth
century America would be impossible today, with our
need to sustain complex arts organizations. Also, in that
simpler age the artists did not have to compete with
television, film, video, and the great museums of the




world on CD-ROM. But that is just the point. The only
way to compete is to compete, which means knowing
one’s audience and responding to it.

Nowadays, the notion of reaching out to the paying pub-
lic conjures up images of artistic compromise, conserva-
tism, and sterility. America’s historical experience amply
refutes this charge. Few opera companies today mount
as many new works as did America’s first two opera
companies, both for-profit troupes based in early nine-
teenth century New Orleans. In the 1920s and 1930s, the
fierce competition for audiences provided a constant
stimulus for jazz musicians to innovate, just as the post-
World War II competition among private galleries in
New York fostered the restless search for the new among
American abstract expressionist painters. Is it an accident
that jazz has sunk into a backward-looking torpor of
stereotyped performance at precisely the time it has bene-
fited from tens of millions of dollars of well-intentioned
grants from public arts agencies and foundations? Or that
American painting in an era of foundation grants and
corporate patronage has yet to attain the vitality of the
bumptious post-World War II decades?

In sketching the broad contours of American art in an era
before subsidies it is not possible to anticipate, let alone
respond to, all the objections that might be raised. Surely,
the modern museum, with its large staff of curators and
educators, requires ample subsidy from some quarter?
What symphony orchestra today, with its extended sea-
son, can cover more than forty percent of its costs from
tickets? And do not theater companies, faced with the
onerous demands of stage hands, unions, and scenery
builders, require major grants to stay afloat? Above all,
how high can ticket prices be pushed without killing the
market or driving all but the most affluent members of
the public from the hall?

Such concerns are valid, of course. Yet the fact remains
that teenagers regularly pay two and three times more
for rock concerts than their parents are willing to pay for
tickets to any more serious performance or museum ex-
hibition. Nor should one blame the public for the eco-
nomic choices it makes. Instead, it would be worth ask-
ing what aspects of a given performance or exhibition
keeps the ticket-buying public away and what might be
done to rectify this. These are the questions arts present-
ers in the nineteenth century regularly put to themselves.
This, is scarcely surprising, given their sure knowledge
that if they failed to do so they would have no recourse
to outside support.

However vital and attractive this older tradition of arts
patronage, it cannot and should not be used as an argu-
ment for turning back the clock. Nor should it be used
as an argument for abandoning public or foundation sub-
sidies and throwing the entire arts enterprise onto the free
market, with all its fickleness and insecurity. Rather, it
should serve to remind us of an old truth that is as valid
today as in the age of Jefferson and Jackson, namely, that
there is no substitute for the living link between the artist
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and audience in any sphere of culture. Americans have
always been willing to pay for what they like, what they
enjoy, and what they value. Conversely, they have al-
ways been quick to detect when they are being treated
as if they are in need of improvement or enlightenment
as defined by some sage expert. If more arts funding
focused squarely on the relationship between the art and
the public rather than on the narcissistic interests of art-
ists or arts organizations, the atmosphere would quickly
change. The success of numerous recent attempts in this
vein confirms the validity of such an approach.

Neil Harris wisely cautions against the dangers of moral-
izing didacticism in the arts. This can take such overt
forms as the claim that true art should confound, perplex,
or shock the public. It can also take subtler forms, such
as the absurd conceit that art which “merely” diverts or
entertains falls short of its true vocation. This was not
Bach’s view when he performed at Zimmermann’s Cafe
in Leipzig, or of Mozart when he performed the diverti-
menti that still charm us today. Nor, for that matter was
it the view of Frederic Church when he painted the Heart
of the Andes, or of Louis Armstrong when he chose to
view himself as an entertainer rather than as an “artist.”

The task of arts funders in the 1990s should be to remind
American artists and arts organizations of this truth. By
doing so they can bring the arts back into direct contact
with their audience, a development that would rein-
vigorate and inspire both parties and help make per-
forming arts organizations self-sustaining. This is the
deeper truth that lies just beyond the horizon of Neil Har-
ris” otherwise cogent and thought-provoking essay.

The Aspen Institute
April 1996

School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins
University, and is also Distinguished Fellow at the Aspen
Institute.
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Readers interested in the history of arts and philan-
thropy might want to read “Twentieth-Century
Cultural Patronage” by Kathleen D. McCarthy
which was commissioned by Grantmakers in the
Arts and published in Alternative Futures: Challeng-
ing Designs for Arts Philanthropy. Alternative Futures
is an anthology of papers commissioned by GIA
that explore arts and philanthropy in the United
States today. Copies are available for $15.45 from
Art Resources International, 5813 Nevada Avenue
N.W., Washington D.C. 20015.




From Evaluation
to Program Design

Marian A. Godfrey

The following is Part II of a two-part article that discusses the
way The Pew Charitable Trusts restructured their local cul-
tural grantmaking program. Part I, published in the fall, 1995
edition of the Grantmakers in the Arts Newsletter, dealt
with an evaluation of the Trusts’ cultural grantmaking in
Philadelphia, describing the evaluation process, findings, and
recommendations. Part I then provided a preliminary outline
of the program restructuring that resulted. Part II discusses
the new program in more detail, with emphasis on the major
redesign of the Trusts’ multiyear operating support program.

The Pew Charitable Trusts will celebrate their 50th anni-
versary in 1998. During most of that time the Trusts have
provided significant support to cultural organizations
and activities in the Philadelphia area in the form of
grants for operations, capital programs, and special pro-
jects. In 1995, as part of an institution-wide commitment
to increase the accountability and effectiveness of the
Trusts’ grantmaking, an external evaluation of local cul-
tural grantmaking was commissioned and conducted
under the supervision of the Evaluation program and
with the participation of the Culture program.

Developing a New
Grantmaking Approach

As detailed in Part I of this article, the evaluation resulted
in several key findings, some positive, others critical of
the Trusts’ past policies. However, the evaluation was
conceived not only as a critique of past practice, but also
as a means to identify and develop new grantmaking
strategies. In responding to the observations and recom-
mendations of the evaluators, the Culture program de-
cided to focus on three program objectives and to de-
velop a series of corresponding strategies.

The needs we identified are certainly not the only ones
facing the local cultural community, but we believe they
are among the very most important. Not surprisingly,
much of the Trusts” previous grantmaking had already
been directed to them. Our new approach differs from
the old in two ways: first, going forward we decided to
direct virtually all our resources to the three identified
strategies, rather than continuing to support a broad port-
folio of other programs; second, we have restructured
our grantmaking to more effectively address our central
objectives.
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Program Objectives and Strategies

Both the evaluation and our general observation of the
current environment for culture in Philadelphia led us
to believe that maintenance of the status quo, including
enhancement of organizational stability (itself a concept
undergoing continual redefinition) was no longer suffi-
cient to help the cultural community sustain its artistic
and organizational vitality. The community could ben-
efit from further development in three important areas:
stronger institutional and individual leadership devoted
to the well-being of the cultural community as a whole
as well as to the survival of individual organizations; con-
tinued-enhancement of the artistic contributions of area
artists and organizations; and strengthened support of
culture from a diversity of sources but especially from
individuals, and from local and regional government. We
developed specific objectives and strategies to address
each of these three areas:

° To stimulate leadership and “best practice” within the cul-
tural community. The Trusts” previously existing multiyear
operating support program has been restructured to make
it competitive and open to the larger cultural community
(rather than by invitation) and to shift the emphasis to-
ward recognition of organizational health and leadership.
The Philadelphia Cultural Leadership Program (PCLP)
has two components: the grants program, which provides
three years of unrestricted operating support to success-
ful applicants; and a comprehensive capacity-building
initiative that will serve the broader cultural community.
The initiative will provide organizational development
tools to assist cultural organizations to compete success-
fully for the PCLP grants. The components of PCLP are
described in detail later in this article.

e To promote increased artistic excellence. The Culture
program’s artistic enhancement efforts have been consoli-
dated into a more focused Artistic Development Program
which supports a portfolio of competitive regrant initia-
tives, each of which addresses a specific discipline. These
initiatives combine targeted support for organizational
artistic development activities with professional devel-
opment opportunities for the artistic leaders of the par-
ticipating organizations. The intent of this strategy is to
strengthen the existing artistic resources of the commu-
nity, with the goal of helping Philadelphia to reach its
potential as a first class regional arts center. Through this
strategy the Trusts will invest in artistic innovation and
risktaking, which are key to the continued vitality of the
cultural community. The Philadelphia Music Project,
Philadelphia Repertory Development Initiative, and Phila-
delphia Theater Initiative are now in place and are ex-
pected to continue. A similar initiative that would serve
visual arts organizations and museums is currently in the
planning stage. Pew’s ongoing support for working art-
ists in the Philadelphia region, primarily through the Pew
Fellowships in the Arts, is a complementary part of this
strategy.
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zations and, through collaborations and network-build-
ing, the cultural community as a whole. Guidelines for
the PCLP grant program are available now from The Pew
Charitable Trusts and can be obtained by phoning or

" writing the Culture program. Copies of the Bay Group’s
background paper should be available through the
Trusts” Culture program in late 1996.

An early and important program design decision was
that the operating grants themselves should be used to
reward effective organizational practice — wherever it ex-
ists within the local cultural community — thus allowing
a “landscape of leadership” to define itself. We rejected
the alternative, pursued by the Trusts in the past, of at-
tempting to reshape the cultural landscape by using op-
erating support grants to shore up fragile organizations
or sectors. Instead, interventions to help strengthen or-
ganizations would be implemented through the capac-
ity-building initiative as well as through the professional
development component of the Artistic Development
Program.

A Template for
Organizational Health

Our work with the Bay Group also moved us away from
a fairly static notion of “organizational health and best
practice” toward a more dynamic understanding that is
based not on growth but on an organization’s ability to
adapt to ongoing change through self-awareness and self-
reflection. Working with Evans and Jones, we adapted
the model for organizational assessment developed by
the Bay Group for its work with the NEA Advancement
Program and developed a template specifically tailored
to the PCLP. The PCLP Index of Organizational Health
looks at nine criteria for organizational health and devel-
opment within four broad areas, and identifies indicators
through which organizations’ performance can be mea-
sured. The four broad areas and nine criteria are:

Identity and Purpose
¢ The organization is clear about who and what it is;

¢ The organization can demonstrate that its mission
is one that is important to a community that it has
identified;

Current Organizational Realities

e The organization has the leadership and capacity to
implement and carry through the necessary tasks;

¢ The organization demonstrates responsible financial
operations in which budget projections reflect future
operating assumptions as well as past performance;

¢ The organization’s record keeping and data analysis
are adequate to support planning and can demonstrate
that the organization is meeting its goals;
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¢ The organization has established artistic/program-
matic standards and exhibits concern for maintaining
programmatic quality;

Future Plans and Resources

¢ The organization has a comprehensive approach to
planning that includes ongoing assessment of artistic,
human, and financial resources;

Cultural Citizenship

* The organization is engaged in information flow and
exchange across the local cultural system and contrib-
utes to the identification and sharing of exemplary
practices;

¢ The organization and/or its artistic and management
leaders contribute regionally or nationally to the devel-
opment and strengthening of its field or discipline.

Indicators of organizational performance are also iden-
tified for each criterion. For the most part these can be
drawn from existing documents and working tools used
by organizations. For example, an organization’s iden-
tity and purpose could be reflected in and assessed
through review of its mission statement, documentation
showing that the organization’s mission is broadly
owned by staff and volunteers, and has been approved
by its board. Identity and purpose are also revealed in
descriptions of programs and relevant promotional ma-
terials that show consistency between the organization’s
mission and its programming. More difficult to deter-
mine were indicators of artistic/programmatic quality.
For now, we have defined these as the existence of writ-
ten goals and objectives for program development and
enhancement; descriptions of how the organization as-
sesses progress toward its goals and improves the qual-
ity of its programs; information on how the organization
sets benchmarks for its own programmatic performance
activities relative to peer groups and competitors; and
descriptions of external awards and grants received in
recognition of program quality.

This nine-point index is at the heart of PCLP. Applicants
for grant support must address each of the nine criteria,
providing where possible materials identified in the list
of indicators. They will be assessed and rated by both
staff and external reviewers according to their perfor-
mance in relationship to the indicators. We have been
repeatedly reminded by both internal and external advi-
sors that this index defines an ideal state of organizational
health, and that very few nonprofit organizations of any
type are likely to measure up to it fully. Rather, we will
need to look for a combination of high performance in
some areas and positive trends in others. It will be im-
portant that we use this index both to measure a dynamic
process of organizational development on the part of par-
ticipating organizations, and to assist us and the cultural
community in determining capacity-building needs with-
in the community.









Coalition has launched the Initiative for Cultural Arts in
Education. A thirty-three member planning committee
developed eight ICARE partnership principles, an appli-
cation form, and funding guidelines. Grantmakers did
not serve on the planning committee, but were consulted
frequently during the process. This fall the first ICARE
grants will be awarded. The distribution committee will
include grantmakers who have contributed to the ICARE
funding pool, two Coalition representatives, two Cleve-
land school representatives, and two experts in arts and
culture education from outside the district. Programs will
actually start in January—more than four years after the
initial grantmaker meeting.

Information about ICARE can be obtained from Mark
George at the Cleveland Cultural Coalition, 1422 Euclid
Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio, 44115 or at 216-694-2787. For
copies of the Arts Market report and additional infor-
mation about grantmaker involvement, contact Deena
Epstein at the George Gund Foundation, 45 W. Prospect,
Cleveland, Ohio, 44115.
Deenn Epstein
The George Gund Foundation

Chicago Arts
Partnerships in Education

The Chicago Arts Parinerships in Education (CAPE) initia-
tive is composed of eleven neighborhood-based partnerships
mnvolving thirty Chicago public schools, fifty-two arts and
twenty-seven community organizations. These partnerships
are committed to jointly planning arts-integrated curricula and
developing innovative approaches to teaching, learning, and
school improvement through the arts. CAPE works to improve
Chicago public schools by making quality arts education a
central part of the daily learning experience. It seeks to inte-
grate the arts with the overall educational program of schools,
recognizing the cultural diversity of the city, and creating for
every child sequential and comprehensive arts experiences that
connect to the curriculum and to learning in the broader school
community.

Currently beginning its fourth year, CAPE is the result
of a collaboration, begun in 1991 by eight foundations
and corporations. We shared a concern that the arts edu-
cation programs they were funding were not meeting the
needs of the Chicago Public Schools or contributing to
the Chicago school-reform movement, initiated with site-
based management in 1989.

Chicago’s public school budget constraints allowed for
a half-time arts specialist for every 750 students at the
elementary level. Schools were using their Chapter 1
discretionary funds to “purchase” arts programming
that in many instances was not related to the school
curriculum.

Marshall Field’s commissioned Mitchell Korn from Arts-
vision to do an assessment of arts education in the Chi-
cago Public Schools in September 1991. Interviews with
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135 people from fifty-nine arts organizations, schools,
and grantmakers provided background for the CAPE
model. In September 1992, the results were presented to
the community and a request for proposals was issued
for partnerships among schools, arts groups, and com-
munity organizations to apply for one-year planning
grants of $25,000 to $30,000.

As potential partnerships prepared proposals, the CAPE
funders established a central office to provide the part-
nerships with technical assistance. The central office mon-
itored the partnerships, identified technical assistance
providers, offered workshops in school change through
the arts, and assumed responsibility for arts education
advocacy.

CAPE received sixty-four applications for planning
grants and funded fourteen in April 1993. At that time
the CAPE funders decided to use a fiscal agent for the
first year, postponing the decision to apply for 501(c)(3)
status until the partnerships began their first year of
implementation.

After reviewing the results of the planning year in May
1994, the collaborating grantmakers awarded thirteen
Year I implementation grants of $30,000 to $70,000. The
review process has continued annually, and five years
of implementation are planned. Currently twenty-five
foundations and corporations are funding CAPE, which
has an annual budget of over $960,000.

The partnerships are reviewed on the following criteria:

1) significant and ongoing collaboration between
artists and teachers,
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changed learning experiences for students,

3) cultural diversity in artistic content and
representation,

4) rigorous assessment of student learning,

5) equitable growth strategies for spreading arts
learning to all students,

6) community involvement,

7) increasing financial contributions from the schools
{currently about $15,000 annually), and

8) regularly scheduled planning and professional
development time for teachers.

A longitudinal evaluation of CAPE is being conducted
over five years by the North Central Regional Educa-
tional Laboratory. Areas being measured include: student
outcomes, changes in school climate for teachers, shifts
in educational focus in arts organizations, arts inclusion
in community organizations, shifts in school-community
relations, and impact on arts education policy.

The most difficult challenges to the collaborative process
have been time-related: time for teachers and artists to
plan and reflect on their work, time to document and
disseminate new curricula across and among partner-






AEFC—chose to forge a broad, less intrusive path and to
serve each of the city’s elementary schools equally. A
directory, Inside/Out, was published that outlined the
services of arts providers. Using focus groups with teach-
ers and principals, and with help from a steering com-
mittee of teachers, parents, school administrators, and
arts providers, the grantmakers designed a Professional
Development Project.

The project has a straightforward structure. Over a three-
year period, each San Francisco school had a turn to send
six teachers and a principal to a day of professional de-
velopment workshops, to develop a plan specific to their
school’s needs (with the assistance of a consultant), and
to receive a one-year $3,000 grant (which had to be
matched with $1,500) to implement that plan. According
to the project’s coordinator Ann Wettrich (San Francisco
Art Commission) and consultant Keith Archuleta (Em-
erald Consulting), “The project seemed at times ex-
haustively inclusive ... it employed a flexible, user-
friendly structure that engaged, encouraged, and
sustained participation.”

The Professional Development Project’s steering com-
mittee was sustained as an advisory board while the
AEFC has continued to review policy, plan for next steps,
provide fiscal oversight, and raise funds. Participating
grantmakers have seen old frictions among arts orga-
nizations, the art commission, and school district rep-
resentatives diminish; teachers and principals express
an increased awareness of what the arts can bring to their
schools; and cooperative efforts develop among schools.
The arts providers formed an informal professional or-
ganization to coordinate advocacy. Entering its final year,
the project is close to serving all of the city’s elementary
schools. (Seventy-three of seventy-five chose to parti-
cipate.) Grantees have exceeded the matching fund
requirements.

New grantmakers have become involved and most of the
long-time members have sustained their commitment. In
all, seventeen individuals, corporations, foundations, and
city agencies have contributed. The spirit within the col-
laborative is generally very good. Pressure points have
been the time required of grantmakers to actively man-
age the project, and the needs of foundations to preserve
confidentiality yet to work as peers with professionals
from other fields.

As the AEFC plans for the future, it is fortunate that the
current superintendent of schools and several school
board members are advocates for arts education. Last
year the school district made its first financial contribu-
tion to the AEFC. It commissioned a plan from Mitchell
Korn of Artsvision for an enlarged arts magnet high
school that includes a Center for Arts Education, and
it committed resources to hire sixteen new visual arts
teachers for the elementary schools. The Artsvision plan
asks the grantmakers to increase their financial commit-
ment and to direct their attention toward assessment. The
AEFC also finds educational philosophy and space in
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flux: the district is experimenting with multiple, compre-
hensive school reform programs, and since last spring
it cut the size of K-3 classrooms from twenty-seven to
twenty students.

The adage of being careful about what you wish for
because you might get it comes to mind: the cost of the
long hoped-for school district interest in arts education
could undermine the economics of arts presenters who
continue to play an important role in the delivery of arts
education. Education reform efforts tend to integrate the
arts into the teaching of other subjects or to ignore them.
Smaller classrooms are critically important, but the rapid
change in class size brings hundreds of new teachers to
the district, and creates facility management problems for
schools (in many cases resulting in a loss of space for
arts activities). The AEFC’s challenges in this context of
change are to keep the needs of teachers and students at
the center of its vision, and to accomplish breadth yet
create something lasting.

For further information, contact: Ann Wettrich, San Fran-

cisco Art Commission, 25 Van Ness Avenue, San Fran-
cisco, California, 94102, 415-252-2597.

Frances Phillips

Walter and Elise Haas Fund

*
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A Grantmaker’s Goodbye
Continued from page 11

the obligation that Rockefeller does to think big, to dig
deep, and to look far, far out.

It has been an enormous privilege to be part of this place,
with precisely this tradition of innovation, imagination,
and idealism. Especially, it’s been a privilege to have been
here in the arts and huinanities. Finally, I do believe that
our artists and thinkers matter most as we struggle to
define our values and find our assets for these challeng-
ing and changing times.

Currently, Alberta Arthurs is a senior researcher working for
the Rockefeller Foundation on a study of culture and develop-
ment situated at the Council of Foreign Relations. She is also
a University Fellow at the New School for Social Research.
Prior to taking a position with the Rockefeller Foundation,
Arthurs was president and professor of English at Chatham
College, and held teaching and admninistrative positions at
Harvard, Rutgers, and Tufts Universities. She has served on
a number of corporate and not-for-profit boards and advisory
committees which, at the present time, include The Alliance
Portfolio, Technoserve, The Kenan Institute for the Arts, and
National Video Resources.






cessibility to MARTA (Atlanta’s mass
transit) was a key factor for inclusion
in the Festival. Consequently, many of
Atlanta’s arts organizations did not
" receive official Festival designation or
its related visibility.

Olympic Arts Festival tickets events
were available for purchase through
the official ACOG Olympic ticket bro-
chures (distributed hundreds of thou-
sands globally), ACOG ticket offices,
and on the one (!) phone line that
served all Olympic events and that,
reportedly, was always busy. The Fes-
tival also included free events, such as
“Southern Crossroads,” a cultural cel-
ebration located in Centennial Olym-
pic Park, and AT&T’s Global Olympic
Village stage, which highlighted inter-
national headliner performances (and
received enormous publicity due to the
Park bombing which took place dur-
ing one of the concerts.)

The Festival’s impressive and gener-
ally acclaimed theater, dance, and
music productions reported many sold
out houses but observed empty seats.
Most attributed this to audiences too
exhausted to go out again after a day
of attending Olympic events in the
humidity and heat, or to sponsors not
using allotted tickets. Just before the
end of the Games, the Festival reported
the following attendance capacity at
performance venues: classical/jazz,
84%; theater, 78%; dance, 40% (due to
the large size of the 4,600-seat Civic
Center dance venue); and puppetry,
92%.

While Atlanta’s arts organizations and
presenters had vastly different expe-
riences, most agreed that they pro-
duced their finest-ever and most am-
bitious programming.

Nexus Contemporary Art Center pro-
duced Out of Bounds: Eight Southeast
Artists that showcased new works by
vanguard southeast artists. Although
located near the Olympic Aquatics
venue and Centennial Olympic Park,
Nexus was sparsely attended. Louise
Shaw, Executive Director, said, “I
think we did our very best work, and
the Nexus Press Olympics artists’
books will be an important legacy. But,
during the Games, ACOG either didn't
or couldn’t deal with certain accessi-

bility concerns. Although we were so
close to a premiere competition venue,
there was no signage to link our offi-
cial Olympic Arts Festival program-
ming with the competition program-
ming.” To produce the exhibition and
artists’ books, Nexus received a “very
fair” amount of ACOG financial sup-
port and additional support from the
Coca-Cola Corporation (which, in
1996, gave a total of $715,000 to thirty-
two organizations that produced cul-
tural programs during the Olympics
period).

Down the road in Centennial Olym-
pic Park, in the midst of corporate pa-
vilions, the Olympic Superstore, and
hundreds of thousands of roaming
pin-trading visitors, was “Southern
Crossroads,” a collaboration of the
Smithsonian Institution and the South-
ern Arts Federation (SAF). This out-
door festival featured programming
on three stages, crafts demonstrations
and exhibitions, and a “Southern Mar-
ket” of crafts, music, books, etc. “It
was accessible,” said Phyllis Weiss of
AT&T corporate affairs, the presenting
sponsor of Centennial Olympic Park;
“For the people who came to the Park,
it was an opportunity to see free art,
and it was the only free art program-
ming on such a public scale.” How-
ever, Peggy Bulger of the SAF added,
“1 think we overestimated this crowd’s
interest in culture. People were in At-
lanta with a one-track mind: to go to
a sports event. Our attendance ranged
from 150,000 to 360,000 a day, and al-
though nineteen days of twelve-hour
programming was a big deal for us, it
was small potatoes for ACOG.”

The High Museum of Art was still en-
joying capacity crowds five weeks af-
ter the close of the Games. “I think we
enabled people who came to Atlanta
for a sporting event to better appreci-
ate the power of art,” reflected the
museum’s director Dr. Ned Rifkin
speaking of the High’s “Rings: Five
Passions in World Art.” Curated by J.
Carter Brown, director emeritus of the
National Gallery of Artin Washington
D.C., the exhibition featured objects
borrowed from museums around the
world that “embody the Olympic ide-
als and evoke five universal human
emotions: love, anguish, awe, triumph,
and joy.” The ambitious exhibition,
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which received mixed reviews in the
national press, set museum attendance
records (admission $10) that exceeded
projections with over 160,000 visitors
before the show’s close. The exhibition
catalogue was a Book-of-the-Month
selection. The museum’s membership
rose to more than 25,000 from an
annual 14,000 before the Olympics.
“The Rings project represents tremen-
dous growth for us. The $3.5 million
budget for the exhibition represents
one-half of the museum’s entire oper-
ating budget five years ago,” noted
Rifkin. “We had never done a show of
this magnitude—this scale—and it was
a great success. It speaks well for what
we can do in the future. It will allow
us to take greater risks.”

Seven Stages Theater had two contras-
ting experiences during the Games. It
produced two successful plays as part
of the official Festival (including the
premiere of Sam Shepard’s When the
World Was Green) on a stage inside the
geographic Ring. At their own recently
renovated theater in Little Five Points
(aneighborhood outside the Ring), they
collaborated with the Arts Festival of
Atlanta to host the nonofficial “Free
Zone for Artists” a day-and-night op-
portunity for artists and audiences
from around the world to share ideas
and new work. “The work was ex-
traordinary. We hosted the first Bos-
nian theater performance in the U.S.
in thirty years and . . . nobody came,”
said Seven Stages Managing Director
Lisa Mount. The nearby Horizon The-
ater had a similar experience with low
attendance, forcing it to close its show
early during the Olympics.

Nearby, Alternate ROOTS collaborated
with Seven Stages to produce the Biz-
z0s0 Arts Park, an extraordinary free
daily festival featuring music, read-
ings, performance, storytelling, and
circus arts for all ages. “Attendance
was very disappointing,” according to
Kathie DeNobriga, ROOTS’ director.
“Olympics visitors had a ‘security’
mentality that Atlanta was not safe
outside the Ring . . . especially after the
bombing. Even so, the Arts Park was
a very positive experience for all of us.
We put together a demanding sched-
ule that everyone met, and it strength-
ened the community of artists.”







tance provided by NAS has just begun
for three mid-sized organizations.

~ On the public side, in 1989 the legis-
lature created the Arizona Arts Trust
Fund, a set-aside of $15 of the filing
fees required of for-profit corporations.
This fund generates about $1 million
a year, and provides supplemental
annual support for arts organizations
funded by the Arizona Commission on
the Arts.

The success of the NAS/Arizona ini-
tiative played a critical role in shaping
the new Arts Endowment Fund: the
corporate chair of the Arizona Stabili-
zation Committee led the effort to
draft, introduce, and advocate passage
of the legislation; the breadth of pri-
vate funding for the Arizona Arts
Stabilization Project proved that pri-
vate dollars, properly targeted, could
be identified to match the proposed
new state endowment; and, the con-
cept and importance of the NAS strat-
egy has emerged as a fundamental
component of the legislation.

Although still in draft form, the En-
dowment will be used for two initia-
tives: a multilevel stabilization pro-
gram that will be directed to emerging
and mid-sized organizations as well as
to the major arts organizations already
participating in the Arizona Arts Sta-
bilization Program; and the imple-
mentation of VISION 2000, a statewide
plan for arts education developed
under the auspices of the Arizona
Commission on the Arts, the Arizona
Alliance for Arts Education, and the
Arizona Department of Education.

Achievements of recent years notwith-
standing, Arizonans committed to the
future of the arts in this state know that
the successes of today remain fragile.
Each year since the enactment of the
Arts Trust Fund in 1989, some legis-
lators have come forward to try to
eliminate it. Annual state allocations
for the Arizona Commission on the
Arts must be justified and debated. At
least one attempt has been made to
“trade” the new Arts Endowment for
the Arts Trust Fund. The private sector
must come forward quickly to match
public funds in order to prevent a

Continued on page 32

IN MEMORIAM
C. Bernard Jackson

On July 16, 1996 the arts world of Los
Angeles lost a key figure, C. Bernard
Jackson, founder and director of Inner
City Cultural Center (ICCC). “Jack,” as
he was fondly known, influenced sev-
eral generations of artists and commu-
nity organizers as he helped them to
realize the positive social potential to
be derived from linking cultural and
artistic concerns. It is fair to say that
Jack reigned as one of the most re-
spected and beloved individuals in the
community arts field that he had been
so instrumental in defining.

As early as 1959, Jackson dreamed of
bringing pluralistic insights into the-
atrical production and, as a graduate
student at UCLA, he co-created, with
James V. Hatch, a civil rights agitprop
musical, “Fly Blackbird,” with a multi-
ethnic cast. When the show went to
New York, it won an Obie as best mu-
sical. A few years later, with the back-
ing of actor Gregory Peck and UCLA
neuropsychiatrist, J. Alfred Cannon,
among others, Jackson tried to found
an ideal multicultural center in racially
mixed Central Los Angeles. “We
couldn’t get anyone interested,” Jack-
son said. “Then came the Watts upris-
ing [of 1965] and everybody was in-
terested.”

Rising from the ashes of Watts, the cre-
ative center set up shop in an old the-
ater and won national prominence
through a pilot Educational Labora-
tory Theater project sponsored by the
National Endowment for the Arts, the
U.S. Office of Education, and Los
Angeles Unified School District. The
growing center converted the Masonic
building into four theaters, a library,
offices, and studios and in 1989 added
the Ivar Theater in Hollywood.

As Jackson worked to bridge cultures
and communities, he also encouraged
the burgeoning careers of several per-
formers, among them Beah Richards,
Paul Winfield, Lou Gosset, Jr., George
Takei, Pat Morita, Bonnie Bedelia,
Edward James Olmos, and Glynn Tur-
man. By presenting their early work,
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he also boosted the careers of play-
wrights George C. Wolfe, August Wil-
son, and Luis Valdéz.

Jackson encouraged artists in all as-
pects of theater by staging annual com-
petitions for acting, playwrighting,
dancing, and music. He published
books under the Inner City Press ban-
ner and created a magazine called
Neworld, which chronicled develop-
ments in the multicultural arts. In 1993,
a University of California at Santa Bar-
bara scholar wrote a history of Jack-
son’s creation, titled The Autobiography
of the ICCC: the Life and Times of Amer-
ica’s First Multicultural Arts Institution.
Jackson made the complex a cultural
center and at the same time, an edu-
cational and social service organiza-
tion. And he wanted to make it last.

Jackson grew up in the tough Bedford-
Stuyvesant section of Brooklyn, New
York. Because he already spoke Span-
ish, he became a sort of diplomat
between racial groups. “Somehow, I
ended up in the High School of Music
and Art,” Jackson said. “That changed
my life. It got me out of the neighbor-
hood and it certainly convinced me
that art was a valuable tool for chang-
ing ways of perceiving the world.”

Jackson served in the armed forces and
graduated from Brooklyn College,
then moved to UCLA to work on a
master’s degree in music. Among his
awards were a Dramalogue award, the
LA Weekly Award, and the NAACP
Trailblazer and Image awards. The
Alliance of Los Angeles Playwrights
named its annual award for him.

While dealing with heart disease over
the past five years, Jack did not “go
gently into that dark night.” He active-
ly participated in conferences and in
the ongoing search for support for his
magnificent obsession, ICCC, until a
few weeks before his death. To the
end, he demonstrated a wry, enlight-
ened crankiness that could drive oth-
ers to do their best work.

John Orders
The James Irvine Foundation
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erature and materials on other artist
support programs and analysis of his-
torical data on the Bush program. The
report calls for continuing the pro-
"gram, but shifting the purpose and em-
phasis to more explicitly stating the
intention to foster community benefit
as opposed to focusing solely on artist
benefit. Although the report focuses
on the Bush program, it provides use-
ful insights into issues, such as the
compo-sition of funding panels and
the gathering of information about
artists, which should be helpful to
funders interested in individual artist
programs.

Copies of the report may be obtained
from the Bush Foundation, E-900 First
National Bank Building, St. Paul, Min-
nesota 55101. D.E.

Toward a Stronger
Voluntary Sector

The Indiana Center on Philanthropy
published the proceedings of a meet-
ing of its National Board of Visi-
tors. The report is titled, “Toward a
Stronger Voluntary Sector: The ‘Filer
Commission” and the State of Philan-
thropy.” The occasion was the twen-
tieth anniversary of the Commission
on Private Philanthropy and Public
Needs (the Filer Commission). Partici-
pants in the 1995 meeting included
former members of the Filer Commis-
sion, journalists, scholars, fundraisers,
and foundation executives.

Papers presented at the meeting are
contained in the report. These were
authored by Eleanor Brilliant, Profes-
sor of Social Work at Rutgers Univer-
sity; Virginia Hodgkinson, Vice Pres-
ident for Research at Independent
Sector; and Robert Payton, Professor
of Philanthropy Studies at Indiana
University. Brilliant’s paper traces the
evolution and history of the Filer
Commission, as well as the Commis-
sion’s accomplishments. Hodgkinson’s
paper focuses on the impact of the
Commission, especially in the areas of
research and public policy. Payton’s
paper sets forth his ideas for what
work a future Filer Commission might
undertake.

Those interested in broader concerns
of philanthropy and the nonprofit
sector, and, in particular, those new
enough to the field to be unfamiliar
with the work and consequences of the
Filer Commission, will find this report
an unusually helpful piece of reading.
Copies may be obtained from the In-
diana University Center on Philan-
thropy, 550 West North Street, Suite
301, Indianapolis, IN 46202. S.L.

Harmony

Harmony is a semi-annual publication
of the Symphony Orchestra Institute,
P.O. Box 67, Deerfield, Illinois. The GIA
Newsletter received a copy of the April,
1996 edition of Harmony for review.
The journal is substantive, offering a
series of essays on topics such as “Why
They’re Not Smiling: Stress and Dis-
content in the Orchestral Workplace,”
by Seymour and Robert Levine, and
“Symphony Orchestra Economics:
The Fundamental Challenge,” by Wil-
liam Baumol. Grantmakers with re-
sponsibilities in the performing arts
will wish to become familiar with this
new journal, a welcome addition to
current discussion of classical music
organizations. S.L.

Why the Arts?

The University of Richmond’s Winter
1996 magazine featured a story called
“Why the Arts?” which aimed to pro-
vide multiple points of view about the
importance of art in a liberal educa-
tion. Among essays by students and
faculty was one by Assistant Profes-
sor of Physics Dr. Philip Rubin. Rubin
says:

“No surprise that art and science flour-
ish together . .. This is because, in the
words of Cyril Stanley Smith, ‘Discov-
ery derives from aesthetically moti-
vated curiosity and is rarely a result
of practical purposefulness.” Artists
and scientists alike seek patterns. They
look at things, and, most significantly,
they interpret what they perceive. Vic-
tor Weisskopf wrote, “‘What's beauti-
ful in science is the same thing that’s
beautiful in Beethoven. There’s a fog
of events and suddenly you see a con-
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nection.” In order to do so requires
imagination. The creative artist and the
scientist break with the past by visu-
alizing some aspect of the world in a
different way . . . The separation of the
disciplines is to some extent artificial.
No doubt the increasing bulk of
knowledge demands some reasonable
sorting. But a fundamental under-
standing of, and thereby the ability to
think critically about, even a portion
of our collective store of wisdom de-
pends on a certain level of literacy be-
yond that minimally expected in the
field to which a subject is consigned.
A liberal education truly consists of the
arts and the sciences. A progressive
society fosters and cherishes both.”

Copies of the magazine may be ob-
tained from the Editorial Offices at
Maryland Hall, University of Rich-
mond, Richmond, VA 23173. S.L.

Data on Organizations: A Re-
view and Needs Assessment,
with Design Implications by
Paul DiMaggio and Deborah
Kaple (see article on page 12)
is available for $20 from the
Princeton Center for Arts and
Cultural Policy Studies (Attn:
Deborah Kaple), 2-N-2 Green
Hall, Princeton University,
Princeton, NJ 08544. The exec-
utive summary of the report is
available at the Center’s site on
the World Wide Web at: http:/
/www.princeton.edu/~artspol/
The Center’s other study, an in-
ventory of available information
on attitudes toward and par-
ticipation in the arts, will be
available by late fall.

The newsletter editors are grateful to
Deena Epstein (George Gund Founda-
tion) for her help reviewing and summa-
rizing reports in this issue. Anyone inter-
ested in helping with reports in the future
is welcome to contact us. More impor-
tantly, we encourage you to send us copies
of research, studies, and reports prepared
or supported by your organization and fo
let us know about reports by others that
you find stimulating.




Profiles of GIA Members

With this issue, the newsletter begins to
include short profiles of a few GIA mem-
bers. Our emphasis this time is on mem-
bers who have joined fairly recently.

Behnke Foundation

The Behnke Foundation is a private
family foundation with offices in Se-
attle, Washington. “Its purpose is to
help improve the quality of life in the
communities where the Behnke fami-
lies live and work through focused, in-
novative grantmaking.” Basic giving
areas include the arts, education,
health and human services, and envi-
ronmental organizations.

Not only is the Behnke Foundation a
new member of GIA (November 1995),
it is also a new foundation—its first
year of giving was 1995, All living
Behnke family members over the age
of twenty serve as trustees; currently
the foundation has six trustees. Board
chair Shari Behnke believes that, al-
though the trustees do not have a
large amount to spend now ($50,000
last year), they are building a frame-
work for the future.

Most of the foundation’s grant funds
are directed to nonprofit organizations
in the Pacific Northwest. It has one
annual funding cycle and the guidelines
indicate that priority is given to start-
up grants, research, pilot projects,
single-year funding, and technical as-
sistance. The foundation also offers
an annual artist fellowship, “The
Neddy,” which is given in memory of
Robert E. (“Ned”) Behnke in celebra-
tion of his life as an artist. An unre-
stricted $10,000 fellowship is awarded
each year to an artist selected with the
participation of knowledgeable nomi-
nators from the community.

CERF (Craft
Emergency Relief Fund)

CEREF is a nonprofit organization that
“provides immediate support to pro-
fessional craftspeople suffering career
threatening emergencies such as fire,
theft, illness, and natural disaster.”
The board of directors includes crafts-
people and others from many regions

of the country; its office is located in
Montpelior, Vermont. CERF executive
director, Cornelia Carey, joined GIA
as an affiliate member in the spring of
1996.

Established in 1985, CERF offers sev-
eral programs including interest free
loans, a booth fee waiver program, and
a supplier discount program. CERF
also has a “special funds pregram”
through which other groups, such as
the Glass Art Society or the Tennessee
Association of Craft Artists, create
separate funds for specific purposes.
Examples include the Elaine Potter
Fund for craftspeople with cancer, and
a Natural Disaster Fund that has pro-
vided support during such disasters as
the California earthquakes and the
midwest floods. In its autumn 1992
issue, the GIA Newsletter reported on
a special fund that CERF established
for craft artists affected by Hurricane
Andrew. Special funds have also been
created to assist craftspeople living
with HIV/AIDS and those risking
homelessness.

CEREF raises its funds from crafts-
people, craft show producers, story
and gallery owners, suppliers, col-
lectors, foundations, and the NEA.
Carey relayed a craft artist’s comment:
“Supporting CERF is helping our own
community, it’s like having our own
insurance company.”

Open Society Institute-
New York

The Open Society Institute-New York
is “a private operating and grantmak-
ing foundation that promotes the de-
velopment of open societies around
the world.” An annual report ex-
plains: “The concept of open society
is based on the recognition that peo-
ple act on imperfect knowledge and
nobody is in possession of the ulti-
mate truth. Unlike closed societies
dominated by the state, open societies
are characterized by a reliance on the
rule of law, the existence of a demo-
cratically elected government, a di-
verse and vigorous civil society, re-
spect for minorities and minority
opinions, and a free market economy.”
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OSI-New York is part of a network of
more than two dozen independent
nonprofit foundations created and sup-
ported by George Soros in Central and
Eastern Europe, the former Soviet
Union, Haiti, South Africa, and the
United States. OSI-New York provides
assistance to the foundations in other
countries by providing them technical
assistance and other services, and by
operating regional programs on com-
mon themes.

The Arts and Culture Regional Pro-
gram of OSI-New York is a member
of GIA. The Soros Foundations believe
that “nurturing the diverse voices of
a country’s culture, from the artists to
the audiences, is as important to the
creation of a strong and vibrant open
society as, for example, the building of
market economies and independent
media.” With the emergence of free
market economies in Central and East-
ern Europe, people in the arts there are
faced with creating new structures for
fundraising, marketing, audience de-
velopment, education, and so on. The
arts and culture program promotes the
sharing of information and resources
among arts institutions, supports train-
ing programs, develops programs for
the performing arts and cinema, and
encourages the visual arts through the
Soros Centers for Contemporary Arts.
Another initiative with possible impact
on U.S. arts and culture is the estab-
lishment of the Center on Crime, Com-
munities and Culture, part of George
Soros’ new plans to increase giving in
the United States.

Fundacién Angel Ramos

“Desde su establecimiento el prop6si-
to principal de la Fundacién Angel
Ramos ha sido facilitar el camino para
mejorar la calidad de vida de Puerto
Rico. Al presente, la Junta de Direc-
tores de la Fundacién orienta sus es-
fuerzos hacia cuatro sectores princi-
pales de interés: educacién, cultura,
salud, y civismo, por entender que
alrededor de ellos se concentran las
necesidades fundamentales de la co-
munidad que merecen atencién pre-
ferente . .. Por motivo de las fuentes
de sus recursos y de la intencién del
Fundador, [los proyectos que apoyan
la Fundacién] incluyen actividades que



promuevan la libertad de prensa y las
buenas relaciones en el hemisferio.”

The Angel Ramos Foundation, located

‘in San Juan, Puerto Rico, is one of
GIA’s newest members having joined
in July 1996. Founded by the late An-
gel Ramos, president of El Mundo En-
terprises, the foundation began opera-
tion in 1966. The foundation’s overall
purpose is to improve the quality of
life in Puerto Rico through giving in
four areas—education, culture, health,
and civic life. Reflecting the interests
of its founder, the Ramos Foundation
places a high priority on activities that
promote freedom of the press, free
public expression, and good relations
throughout the hemisphere. Almost
half of its resources are directed to edu-
cation and to helping students who
need economic support to pursue their
education. Since it began, the founda-
tion has directed almost $4 million to
cultural development with two broad
objectives: to nurture and support
Puerto Rico’s own artistic and cultural
creativity, and to stay current with
international cultural developments.

The Helen F. Whitaker Fund

The mission of the Helen F. Whitaker
Fund is “to enhance the status of west-
ern classical music in the United States.”
Based in Mechanicsburg, Pennsylva-
nia, the fund was established in 1982
upon the death of Helen F. Whitaker,
businesswoman, community volun-
teer, and philanthropist. The fund has
been a member of GIA since 1995.

The orientation and programs of the
fund reflect Helen Whitaker’s deep
interest in western classical music and
her desire to provide opportunities for
young people. The fund currently has
seven grant programs: 1) career devel-
opment programs for classical musi-
cians, 2) training programs for admin-
istrative personnel of classical music
organizations, 3) music service orga-
nizations, 4) advanced training pro-
grams for orchestra musicians, and
three regional programs, one each in
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania; Naples,
Florida; and Philadelphia, Pennsylva-
nia. Except for the regional programs,
the scope of the grant programs is
national.

News from
the GIA Board

Administrator

At its May meeting, the board of GIA
voted to create a new part-time paid
administrative position to manage
GIA’s growing, and increasingly com-
plex, membership relations. Anne
Focke, already known to the member-
ship as a coeditor of the GIA News-
letter, was hired to take on the addi-
tional role of administrator. The re-
sponsibilities of this position are de-
fined to give GIA a central point for
administrative services, while allow-
ing the organization to remain volun-
teer-driven and focused on the needs
of the membership. The new admin-
istrative structure also gives GIA a
permanent address: P.O. Box 21487,
Seattle, Washington 98111-3487.

Membership Survey

A survey of the GIA membership is
underway as one step in enhancing
membership services. The survey will
help the board determine what the
members value most about the orga-
nization and how to set priorities for
the next few years. Preliminary survey
findings will be reported at the annual
membership meeting held during the
GIA conference in Pittsburgh.

Membership Renewal

Invitations to renew GIA member-
ships were sent to all 1995/96 mem-
bers in late July. Now would be a good
time to renew if you or your organi-
zation has not done so yet. If you were
a member last year and did not re-
ceive a brochure and renewal invita-
tion, please call Anne Focke at 206-
343-0769, or write to her care of GIA’s
post office box (see above).

The 1996 GIA Conference will take
place October 27-30 in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania. The conference will
provide arts grantmakers an oppor-
tunity to reflect on their roles, in-
crease their knowledge, make con-
nections, and examine the ways
they do their work.

Breakfast Roundtable
Discussions

Informal roundtable discussions are
scheduled at the GIA conference on
Tuesday morning, October 29, from
8:00 to 9:30 a.m. As the newsletter
went to press, the following topics
were confirmed.

¢ Lessons learned in the restructur-
ing of the NEA: Jennifer Dowley
(NEA) and Diane Mataraza
(NEA).

* Trends in technology and the im-
pact of technology on philanthro-
py: Dan Martin (Arts Manage-
ment Program, Carnegie Mellon
University).

Listening, Leading, Responding

Annual GIA Conference

¢ Starting and managing grant-
maker collaborations: Kassie
Davis (Marshall Field’s)

* Future financial support for art-
ists: Pamela Clapp (Warhol Foun-
dation), Anne Focke (author, art-
ist support study), and Cynthia
Gehrig (Jerome Foundation).

¢ Arts education: a session espe-
cially designed for grantmakers
who are skeptical about arts
education or who don’t cur-
rently fund it: Ellen Rudolph
(Surdna Foundation).

Considering artistic quality in a
decade of diminishing resources:
Sarah Lutman (Bush Foundation).

* A opportunity for family foun-
dation grantmakers to share
common concerns, and to learn
about activities underway to be-
gin a dialogue about the arts and
artists among family founda-
tions nationally: Mercy Paveli¢
(Heathcote Art Foundation).
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