


Finally, | would suggest that now is not the right time for a cultural ministry. Excepting the
mandatory programs such as Social Security and Medicare, the feds have been shrinking since
the Carter administration. Discretionary programs have been going down in real terms since the
Carter administration when some of these budgetary constraints first came to light. And
politically, as a practical matter. there is no appetite on the part of either Republicans or
Democrats to add new structures or 1o spend additional money. So my own view is that | don't
think a culwral ministry 1s practical: the downsides cutweigh the upsides today.

SM: Thanks, Frank. | hope that if this did come to pass, it wouid be called a "department,” like
our other "ministries.”

“Lonnie, how about you? Do you think we're ready for a cultural department?

Lonnie Bunch: Clearly, as a nation, we aren't ready for a cultural department. Frank has
outlined a lot of the reasons why, For me, there are two central reasons why we're not ready. |
spent all day today fighting Congress, the Administration and the Smithsonian’s bureaucracy to
get an exhibition up. And I realized that I'm not sure [ want to live in a cultural community where
the bureaucracy that we now have gets expanded in a way that makes it more difficult to do the
work we want to do as historians and people who interpret culture. But even more important
than that, | think, is the fear of an official culture, the fear of what happens when a czar —a
cultural czar—takes over. There is a fear that funding of programs through a cultural czar may
lead to mediocrity or to an official culture that won't be as flexible and diverse and alive as we
would like it to be.

But | would argue, ultimately, that even though the time is not right for a cabinet-level position,
there are strong reasons why we should have one. And | would argue strongly that because the
time isn't right, it doesn’t mean that the time is not right to work in that direction. It's important
on several levels, First of all, as an historian, | agree with Frank that the humanities are orphans.
But it seems to me that one of the things that's missing is real leadership—not just coordination
and consolidation of a variety of programs, but real leadership in the cultural community,
leadership that can do may things, that can continue to deconstruct and analyze what we do.
And | believe that while we take great satisfaction in the fact that the number of visitors is up in
the museums, while we take great satisfaction that large percentages of the population are
touched by culture, when we really look, we see that support is not very deep. And what the
studies suggest is that many of the people who visit museums really don’t support them or
understand why it's essential to support the kind of research and work that goes on in cultural
institutions. | would argue that the leadership that is needed is not just deconstructive; it has to
provide the kind of cabinet-level discussion for the broad range of cultural policies that are out
there. Whether the issue is stolen property or Nazi art, or archeological treasures taken from



Mali, or issues of repatriation, issues of rights on the Web, or heritage and tourism. In essence,
there are an awful lot of cultural issues that do not get the kind of attention they deserve
because there is a lack of leadership at the cabinet level.

Also, | think it's important that at a cabinet level you have an entity and an individual who can
stand up and articulate in the appropriate places why it's important to do the kind of work we
do. I'm always struck by how the Smithsonian doesn't do a very good job of dealing with
Congress or dealing with the Administration when we are criticized for something like the
controversial Enola Gay exhibition. But part of it is that we need someone to provide leadership.
Perhaps it ought to come from within, but there reaily was no one to stand up when the
Smithsonian was getting attacked—whether it was from the Hill or within the Administration—
to say, “This is why we do this work. This is what the Smithsonian should be about.” | think it's
important to have such an individual.

| would also argue that it's important to have, or at the very least to think about having, a
cabinet-level position for several other reasons, One is to make decisions about the kind of
research and scholarship that needs to go on in particular fields. If you look at what museums
and institutions do now, we do a lot of serious work on a variety of content. We look at a subject,
whether it's art history or African American history, and we explore it very well. What we don't
do is a good enough job of looking at the profession, exploring the issues of the exhibition
medium, looking at the kinds of statistics that help us understand who comes to museums and
why. One of the things I'm struck by in countries that have ministries of culture is that they also
have a body of critical literature that provides guidance and support to institutions and permits
them to do the work they want to do.

Ultimately, | would argue that while the country is not ready, it doesn't mean that we—those who
support the arts and culture—shouldn’t help push, define and clarify what a cabinet position for
culture wouid do. I. for one, would be very supportive of those endeavors.

SM: Thanks, Lonnie. Now, Annie, our honorary American, what do you think?

Annie Cohen-Solal: It's difficult to reconcile the fact that you don't have a minister of culture,
in this country with the fact that we come to this place and see such wonderful art on the walls.
It's something I've never seen anywhere—especially not in France. So my problem is that here
you have a system of cultural policy that is more or less the opposite of the French oné.
Nonetheless, the system produces something very active, something very positive, that the
French are very jealous of. Especially in the visual arts. You know, everybody is talking these
days about the 20th century as being the American century.



The book | am preparing attempts to explain what made the Americans term the 2oth century
the American century in the visual arts. Mid-igth century American painters were laughed at
when they came to Paris. They looked like absolute peasants, the Hudson River School and
others. Within half a century, New York had become the center of the visual arts. What are the
elements that turned this country into the center of the visual arts? There are many, many
wonderful factors that made it possible—among them, women patrons, the leftist radicals, the
Native American culture and the move west, the WPA period with the FDR public policy in the
arts. And something which | have discovered about the Museum of Modern Art—the way the
Modern was created in 1929. It was a combination of three wonderful things: three women
patrons—Abby Rockefeller and her friends—who went to Paul Sachs (who was teaching museum
history at Harvard) who came from the German Jewish tradition. And so there was the money of
the women patrons and the expertise of the German Jewish intellectuals. And then they asked
Paul Sachs whom he could suggest 1o open a modern art museum. And immediately he said,
Alfred Barr. Alfred Barr was 27 years old. He went to meet with Abbey Rockefeller in July 1929,
Five months later the first show opened at the Modern, handled by a guy who was 27 years old!
Within 1o years, Alfred Barr would go through Europe and screen the best of the best and bring
it back to New York. You would never find that in Europe. | think this is the genius of America—
the expertise of some people, the money of some others, and the guts of still others, joining
forces to create something new. Another example is gallery owner Leo Castelli, who is turning
g2 years old now. Castelli, already an art dealer, arrived in New York for the first time in 1941,
and he had been all through Europe. He saw the collection of Alfred Barr at the Modern and said,
"Well, this is an encyclopedia of contemporary European art!" He said no country in Europe
could do that Barr could create the collection, including the Russian Futurists, the German
Expressionists and the French Surrealists, because of all the support he had. And aiready, New
York in 1941 functioned like a pan-European country, integrating something that the European
countries could not integrate.

My position is a bit different from all of you because | came here in order to deal with French
culture in this country, and my first role was comparable to that of an anthropologist going to
see an African tribe. As | was watching you ali, | discovered things that were very, very weird to
me. The first thing | found that was weird was when Jasper [ohns was invited to the White House
in September of 1990 to get a medal—you know in France we get lots of medals—and Bush was
coming back from Australia, and the plane was delayed, and Jasper Johns said to me, "Well, if
he's replaced by Dan Quayle, I'm not going. So 1 felt there were enemies—enemy camps—and the
artists and the politicians don’t always belong to the same camp. That was the first experience
that made me aware of that,



Another weird thing was how scattered the direction is; that's one of the many battles | had the
pleasure of fighting with Sondra. One day, it was actually during the same period, Sondra invited
me to a meeting of cultural advisors to the governors of the United States who were meeting in
Washington, DC, to put together an agenda on how to work together. | mentioned it to john
Frohnmeyer, the Chairman of the NEA who succeeded Frank [Hodsolll. And he was not even
aware of it. | found that weird, too. So, I invited him to join the meeting of all cultural advisors
from the U.S.!

Also, it’s difficult for us to understand Puritanism in this country. Because in France, the artist
has the moral right—and it's not only a right, it's a duty—to stand in front of the State. Even
though the State supports the artist, the artist stands in front of the State and accuses the State.
That's what the artist is expected to do: the ethics of subversion is very strong with us. And so |
was very surprised by the compartmentalization | saw—not only between the NEA and the
cultural advisors, but also between the academic and cultural communities.

Something else very strange in the U.S. is the way you look at Europe. It swings between an
inferiority complex and a superiority complex, and doesn't really find a good balance. Why is it
so that African American artists of real American culture—jazz and so on—have never been
supported as well here as they are in France? | remember, for example, the funeral service for
Miles Davis. The French minister of culture asked me to speak on his behalf, and he had written
something which really moved me very much. Davis had said, "when | went to France in 1946, it
was the first time in my life that | felt what it was to be treated like a human being.” Why do you
reject your own cultural product—the real American cultural product—and look at Europe as
something better? Why do people make such a fuss about the little Michaelangelo statue that
was on Fifth Avenue in front of the French embassy and not as much about Miles Davis? Why is
it so that everything from Europe should be better than what has been produced in the United
States?

Last, when I served here as cultural counselor and observed your culture—as an anthropologist
would—I felt how lucky | was to observe the dynamism of your museums. It's incredible! But also
in my position, when | tried being a cultural policy maker, | saw how difficult it was. | think
cultural policy may not be for me. So | think there are two issues here, The first issue is the
legitimacy of culture in the United States. The second, for me, has much more to do with the
openness of American culture to foreign cultures. And | think that the two issues are linked.
Because a strong culture is an open culture. That's more about culture, of course, than cultural
policy.

#



Here's an incident that touches on policy. The American Center in Paris has been closed. It was
a very vital place. When it was on Boulevard Raspail in Montparnasse, everybody went there.
And we could learn "American.” And a lot of American artists came. Then the Center moved 1o
another place—into a beautiful Frank Gehry building. And because of a variety of practical
problems, largely financial—the building was tco expensive—it had to be closed. | asked the
chairman of the board why, and he said he had tried to bring in the Ambassador, Pamela
Harriman, but she was not ready to help. What they really wanted from her was her commitment
o_f support. That's why | completely agree with you, Lonnie, that cultural leadership would be a
hig help.

SM: Thanks, Annie. Clement. are we ready for a cabinet position for culture?

Clement Price: I'm troubled by the prospect of a cabinet-level position for culture. First of all,
| think it's an overreaction to the culture wars, which I've argued are not so much wars as an
ongoing discourse or debate—usually between academics and advocates for culture—people
safely ensconced in the middle class. We Americans have been fighting that battle for the longest
time, as well we should. So before we consider the establishment of a cabinet position for culture
as a very important objective, | think we should historicize the wars. They have changed. Some
of the victors are now vanquished, and the scholarship has certainly improved to the point that
those who argue that there was a single American culture have been successfully challenged.

My other worry has to do with the "who™ who might be in support. Who constitutes this group
that might be ready for, or in favor of, a cabinet-level position? | suspect it would be those who
represent the bigger art centers; | suspect it would be those who are now located in major
American urban centers; who have felt the wrath of the sunbelt and of the new conservative
coalition that has taken shape over the last jo vears. The group that would probably oppose—
for reasons that Frank Hodsoll stated so well—a cabinet-level position, would probably be those
who see this in many ways as a European construction; that is to say, that our culture is so
diverse and our culture is so unlike Europe, that we would venture down a rather dangerous
path if we gave to one cabinet officer and his or her staff the responsibility of articulating on
behall of American culture. Actually, | agree with those conservatives who argue that that might
be an elitist approach to conceptualizing and promoting culture. I'm of the opinion that there are
several cultures in America and that they have been, on occasion, in conflict. One of the reasons
why jazz artists, in the main, were not recognized as artists until very recently, was because of
race. And race is a very important part of America's culture wars—in fact, in many ways, race
might drive a significant part of the culture wars.



The other thing which concerns me about the cabinet position for culture is that our culture is
increasingly being marketed as a form of entertainment. And | think that this mmister, or this
cabinet position, would ultimately come to represent the more corporate-connected parts of
American culture. And | wonder about that. | quipped with my dear [riend and colleague, Lonnie
Bunch, that if there were to be a cabinet [post], | would vote for Ray Charles as the first Secretary.
And Lonnie said Eartha Kitt. And we laughed back and forth, and then we stopped laughing
because | think we both realized that we would want to make sure that this cabinet position and
the individual who held it would speak to the variety of cultures represented in America. We
Americans, over the course of what has been dubbed—I think erroneously—the American
century, have tried to wean ourselves away from what is perceived as European culture. | think
we have come to grips with the fact that our culture—what is distinctly American—really comes
from the depths of our society, not from the top of the society,

So I'm not persuaded that the various elements of American society are calling for a cabinet
position, number one. Number two. | think this, to some extent, represents an overreaction to
the culture wars—which, quite frankly, | hope will continue to be waged—because thal's the
nature of American society. Indeed, we should do battle, to an extent, over what our past has
made of our culture.

SM: Thank you, Clement. I am interested in what | sense is a suspicion of the cabinet position
for culture by cultural advocates, quite different from what is happening in other policy realms,
I don't share the fear of such elevated status, but | am interested in knowing how strong it is in
many quarters.

Now let's expand the discussion.

Comment from Audience: | fear that the interaction of government on the cabinet level would
restrict access to culture and dictate and limit its contents. Would you comment?

SM: It is my impression that when the public sector gets involved, the hope and the intention
are that the enterprise becomes more accessible to people of all economic classes rather than
less so. And certainly there would be greater access to culture if there were more support, with *
or without a cahinet-level position. Frank, do you want to answer?



FH: | would like to add to that. There's no question that culture is as important as anything that
happens in our society. But the difference is that in the case of most cabinet departments, it's
something that government was required to do, whereas culture exists independently. | would
argue that culture—its artifacts, its fashions, its customs—provides the context for everything we
do—as a society and in relation 1o other societies. Culture happens everyday, without our
knowing that it's happening, and it affects everything we do. So in that sense, it is extraordinarily
important. Exactly what government does to help or hurt it—that's a separate issue.

Comment from Audience: We have lots of art, but no policy that encourages it. What would
the cabinet secretary for culture do? Act as a facilitator? An administrator? What is the job
description?

SM: Well, | don't think we can give the job description tonight, although we could all work on it.
But | would say that you should look to other cabinet-level positions for the kind of skills that
person should have and the things she or he should do. Obviously, the person would be
appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate, which means he or she couldn't be a
rank partisan, which would preclude the acceptance of both camps. | think that, by and large,
most cabinet appointments have been fairly worthy of respect by Americans. | think it's fair to
say that people of stature and ability have most often been chosen; and so | would expect that
the same kinds of qualifications would be looked for if we reach the point that we're looking for
a cabinet-level position for culture. And, obviously, the person would be expected to have
expertise in the arts and humanities.

CP: And that's what worries me. Because | don't think there's a proper fit between culture,
creativity in the arts, and what has become ol cabinet positions. A cabinet paosition, as | see it
is first of all a bully pulpit. And, as | suggested, there are so many cultural strains in the country,
I can't imagine one person speaking adequately to all of them. Secondly, cabinet officers are not
supposed to make mistakes. Those of us who know something about culture and the arts know
that mistakes are some of what drives creativity. And finalty, the cabinet officer is to make the
President and the Administration look very, very good—which really scares me—given the fact
that the office of the presidency is so susceptible to getting the kind of person who might not be
a good leader.



LB: | hate to disagree with Clem, but it seems 10 me one of the things we have to take into
consideration when we talk about a cabinet-level position is structure. We're talking about
people who bring expertise in a variety of areas of culture, who get 1o sit around the table with
the secretary, to begin to shape and make decisions about cultural policy. So | don't think you're
talking about one individual. But [ do think it's important to realize that everything we've said
today has really raised this question of the naiveté of many of us in terms of what we expected
the NEA and the NEH to do. And we expected these panels to be somehow free of politics, and
they never have been. And never will be. The key, it seems to me, is to recognize that and 10
move accordingly. And, | would argue, recognizing and moving accordingly means thinking about
the kinds of structures as well as individuals that would lead to a secretary of culture. That is not
just a reaction to what has happened over the last five years, it's a careful reading of what's
happened over the last 30 years. And | think it really points out that we re going to face the same
kinds of issues as in the past—because, Clement, you're absolutely right: that is the way of life in
this country. But | think a ministry, a secretary of culture with the requisite structure, would
provide an effective antidote,

Comment from Audience: Let's go back in time. During the Depression we really had a model
of what could be done. And if you look at it closely, you can see there was enough for everybody.
There was a lot of art. There was even a circus—a WPA circus. There were meetings here at The
New School on art and culture. But | think it's the context that's important. If we get a secretary
and we don't have a broad cultural movement, then we have nothing. We would probably be
better off without one. And my concern is that people who are interested in culture are not
willing to fight. Change has never come about without a lot of struggle—and these cultural
experts dive under the table. Once we develop, stiffen our own backbones, and believe that it's
something to fight for—and something to live for—then you'll see that we'll do it.

AC-S: Not everything is rosy in France. | like the fact that you mention the WPA program. It was
a unique experience in this country. One of the things that puzzles me, though, is that by sticking
to a cabinet-level position for culture, you are still looking at a European model. You're still
looking for something. And you're still elued to this model from abroad, which is supposedly
beautiful. | think the WPA program was a truly American program, born from need. | was reading
the speeches of Holger Cahill. who was in charge of the WPA. He was fantastic. The WPA was
really building an American art. So he went all over the country saying, "What is American art?”
and really developing ideas with people from different states. | think, perhaps, that il you could
express yourselves differently, it might be constructive to ask, "What needs to be improved?
What has to be improved? What in the cultural field in the United States is not going right?”



In France, we have a budget for culture that is 1% of the total national budget. And it increases
every year, more than the national budget does. We have more than $7.5 billion for culture. And
altogether, public and private money, we have ten times more per citizen in France than you
have in the United States. But that doesn't mean that we produce great artists in France these
days—we do not. And so the legitimate question for me would be, “Is strong public support for
the arts a guarantee of great creativity?” And [ don’t think they necessarily go together. So, for
me, the question should be handled differently. What | think you are really worried about is the
legitimacy of culture in this country. | think that's what your problem is. And it is your culture;
Native Americans, African Americans, Asian Americans. It is putting together all these things and
forgetting about the European model. There is a wonderful book by Neal Harris about the making
of the American artist. He explains that Protestant ministers were the ones who really thought
of art as coming from Europe and art being a synonym for pleasure and horrible things like that.
Then, when America became an industrialized nation, urban clergy needed to pull more people
into their congregations. So they changed their speeches about art. And that’s how art started to
enter a bit more into American life. This was around 1850 or 1860. All in all, | think that you need
1o go back 10 your history and try to understand what is distinctly yours, and not borrow a model
from outside.

SM: Thank you. We're coming toward the end of this discussion. I'd like to take some quick
comments from the floor and then give our panel the chance (or a last word before we adjourn.

Comment from Audience: Whether or not we have a cabinet-level position for culture, what
are your views on federal support for culture?

CP: | would increase the funding level. And | would also, as far as the NEA is concerned, restore
funding to individual artsts. [ don't think the NEA and its infrastructure is broken. [t's
underfunded.

FH: As usual, I'm going to agree with Clem, | think you could guadruple, or maybe quintuple, the
amount of money that NEA spends, and you would have no danger, whatsoever, of dominating
culture, And money is needed to put to good use. We should all try to make that happen. Indeed,
il there were a department of culture, | think it would have many of the atiributes of the NEA
and some of the other programs that exist, as well as some new ones. Having said that, [ don't
think it would make that much difference. | have spent most of my life in the federal government,
in a variety of different departments, and [ have seen cabinet departments totally ignored. It all
depends on whether or not the secretary has a relationship with the President and key
congressional people. [t's a political system. Any government operation is a political system. |
got along okay because | knew Ronald Reagan and | could go into the White House whenever |
needed to, not because | was the Chairman of the NEA, but because of our relationship. | could



have been a "Secretary of the Arts,” and if | didn't have a relationship with the White House and
some of the key people in Congress, | would have been a total disaster. The point I'm making is
that it's the political connection. It doesn’'t make a hoot of difference whether you're the head
of a department or an office.

[ know some National Science Foundation directors who were enormously influential and
others who had no influence at all. And so the question then becomes, does going for
departmental status put things on the table that actually may defeat what | think is the most
important thing — having more money for the arts and the individual artists? And number two,
if there were 1o be such a position, it should be a job and department that can attract people.
not just the head of it, but also the kinds of peer panels and the other things that go with it, that
will be respected in the artistic community and the political community, and in the larger
American community, so that we can get some good work done. That's the most important thing,

Comment from Audience: |'ve been working in the arts for years now. First of all, | would like
to hear some comments about artists. Number two, I'm a little bit concerned. | respect and feel
all the myriad concerns that have been expressed here—everything from corporate interests,
political power, race and censorship. And it seems that the core issues are funding and money
and the control of it. Just last month | had two extraordinary experiences: one, | was invited to
the White House to speak on some of these very issues of cultural policy; and | was also invited
by the government of Taiwan, their cultural ministry, to visit and look at what they're doing and
how they do it. And | bring up those two invitations, those extraordinary experiences, because
they taught me—particularly the visit to Taiwan—that funding is only a very small part of what
they do. And as a cultural practitioner, what | worry about are the conditions of leadership that
Lonnie suggested.

For example, in my work organizing festivals, nobody in the arts community is aggressive in the
realm of visas and immigration. We have a $180 million art facility. Our congressman regularly
brings people to that facility to show off the work that we do. | flew 10 Washington 1o meet with
him, and 1 said, "Are you out of your mind?” 1 said, "We bring artists to the Center from all over
the world, especially Africa. And you come and show it off, and yet | have to fight with the
Immigration office to get these folks here. When | do get them here, do you realize that our
government requires them to pay 30% of the fee that [ give them in taxes?” What sense does it
make when an artist from Mozambique, the poorest nation in Africa, comes here and gets paid
$30,000 and then has to pay $10,000 in taxes to the U.S. government? We need someone to deal
with these issues,



I also want somebody to deal with issues of art education. And I'm not just talking about
children. Adults need art education. University level college students need art education. To me,
funding and grant making are a very small and insignificant part of the state of the arts. If we
artists, practitioners. and advocates don't do something, if we don't get our backbones up and
do something about these issues ourselves, the politicians are going to do it for us. They will
create their own policy, whether it's written, co-signed, codified, or not, and will just take over
the arts, period. And we will be left out in the cold. So if we don't define what cultural policy is.
if we don’t define what it is we need, somebody else will do it for us.

SM: Thank you.

Comment from Audience: We might look at Poet Laureate Robert Pinsky, and his position as
champion of poetry. Although we do have many kinds of cultures in America, we don't have any
one person who is a lightning rod to help draw attention to culture and to encourage excellence.
Perhaps that's a model that would work.

Question from Audience: How secure are our current cultural agencies?

FH: I'm not sure I'm totally current at this point. But my impression is that the danger to the
endowment, both endowments, Humanities as well as Arts, is largely past for the moment. The
leadership in the House of Representatives is not taking this on in a major way, like they were
last year when they lost on the Floor. It's not to say there are no battles, but [ think the major
problem is not there at the moment. That's my own personal view.

LB: For me, the issue is leadership and legitimacy. | think it is a question of being proactive and
creating a structure—creating a system—that allows us to bring together the variety of issues and
positions that are out there; that allows us, in a very political sense, to be effective political
beings who can influence members of Congress the way we need to. And ultimately, even though
we may be critical of many of the cabinet choices, the fact of a cabinet-level position is
meaninegful. One thing creating the position of Secretary of Education did, was to legitimize, for
millions of people, the importance of education. | would argue that while those of us in this room
who live and breathe culture on some level every day see it as something that everybody cares
about, itisn't true. And I really believe that having a secretary of culture or cultural affairs would
allow us to legitimize our commitment to culture for the American people. It is our hope that
they will become the supporters we need, and will exert the necessary political pressure to get
the financial support that we need.

SM: Annie?



AC-S: | feel like | have taken part in a very private family discussion. You know, it is truly an
American problem. Those of us from abroad cannot really help, but only watch and say what we
see from the outside. | benefit from French culture. from my French passport, and so I'm lucky
enough. But | have also benefited from a lot of things in this country, which | am very grateful
that you showed me. | think the problem of the legitimacy of your culture should be resolved and
that culture in the U.S, should not be too linked with the European model. And that will happen
—slowly. Because we are seeing changes. And | think strong leadership is essential to create
broad-based recoegnition of this legitimacy. And you will meet, too, another problem, which is
much more important to me—that is the openness of American culture, and how American
culture deals with other cultures. Because you really must face this issue. The fear of American
cultural hegemony is palpable in Europe and around the world. We need a good international
discussion of it.

if the 1gth century belonged to Europe, and the 2oth century belongs 1o America, the zist will
belong 10 the world. So I'm going to leave you with your private affairs. I'm going to make an
appointment for the year 2010 to see what has happened. [ really believe in this country a lot—
and | think the tensions discussed here are very positive, because you can express them,

SM: Thank you, Annie. Frank.

FH: I'd just like to make a couple of comments. First of all, the idea of having an endowment that
would be separate from annual appropriations is something that a number of states are aiready
trying. Missouri was the first of them, and then I think Nebraska has gotten intoit. And Colorado,
and a number of others. The jury is out as to whether these devices will attract, in addition to
the state and public money. enough other funding to be viable over a long period of time, At the
national level, it would take a huge amount of money in corpus 10 produce an endowment of
$150 million or $200 million a year, But as long as you have annual appropriations, then politics
will be a part of it. In any case, there are some current efforts at establishing private
endowments. It will be interesting to see whether they succeed.

| was quite taken with the gentleman in the back who talked about the poet laureate. | was there
when we invented the title, "Poet Laureate”; it was "Consultant to the Library of Congress {or
Poetry” before that—a somewhat infelicitous title—certainly not poetic. But to be frank with you,
if you look at the kinds of poets—whether a consultant or a poet laureate—and if you look at
some of the English poet laureates, it makes no difference what the title is. Robert Pinsky is
fantastic! Not just as a poet and a translator of Dante's Divine Comedy. He's just a great
spokesman for poetry. | don't know anybody else like him. But I can think of other poets who
would not be as good in that position. Still. it's an interesting idea,



And finally, [ guess | have to admit to my own predilection for messiness. I'm very worried about
the words "cultural policy,” whether created by a department or an endowment or some other
device. A policy implies that there is some autherity for the policy. And policy is also a singular
word; but policies can be invented by many different people. | also worry that if there is a policy,
it will be outdated before it's enunciated. Because the political system often does that as a
matter of course, in almost every subject. Se, bottom line, I'm for messy policies that allow a lots
of different flowers to bloom, that allow a lot of different centers to come about, and that allow
them 1o fatl, too. In the long run, while very inefficient, | think the world would be better off with
that "messiness.”

SM: Thank you, Frank. And thank all of you in the audience for coming. | suppose you all knew
that we wouldn't resolve this question tonight. But | hope that you will go away thinking more
about the guestion, and discussing it with your colleagues and friends. Please join me now in
thanking the members of this wonderful panel for expressing their views.
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