
Congrcss than Dan Danicl’s pursuit of’ 
Dorothy and Allcn Blitz. 

blcanwhilc, with thc Blitz amcnd- 
mcnt Iicing i n  no dangcr in Congrcss, 
tlic Amcrican Civil Libcrtics Union 
has  brought suit on bchalf of thc 
Blitzcs in fcdcral district court in 
Washington. 

Thc  Blitz amcndmcnt, the ACLU 
says flatly,  “is an unconstitutional 
abridgmcnt of spccch and association 
guarantccd by thc First Amcndmcnt.” 
Among tlic Suprcmc Court cascs that 
will lx citcd on behalf of thc Blitzcs’ 
right to cidvocole violcnt ovcrthrow of 
thc govcrnmcnt, with impunity, arc 
scvcral stating that public cmploy- 
mcnt cannot bc conditioncd on what 
a p p I i ca t i  t s-o r t Iios c who a 1 rcad y 
hold public .jobs-bclicvc. 

In Keyishion v.  Board of Regents 
(1967), for instancc, thc Court hcld 
that statc university profcssors and 
public school tcachcrs could not bc 
fired for rcfusing to sign ccrtificatcs 
saying thcy wcrc not and had ncvcr 
bccn Communists-and that thcy did 
not advocatc thc violcnt ovcrthrow of 
the govcrnmcnt. Nor could tlicsc pro- 
fcssors and tcachcrs bc dcnicd cni- 
ploymcnt bccausc thcy bclongcd to 
organizations that advocated tlic forcc- 
ful toppling of the govcrnmcnt. 

Thc kcy, and still controlling, case is 
Brandenbirrg v. Ohio (1969). At a K u  
M u s  Klan rally at a farm in Ohio, a 
tclcvision camera picked u p  a spccch 
by a red-hoodcd Klan statcsman in- 
dicating that “rcvctigcancc” would be 
takcn if “our prcsidcnt, our Congress, 
our Suprcnic Court continuc to sup- 
p rcs s t h c whit c , C a u cas ia t i  racc . ’ ‘ 
Among t hc rapt I y I i s tcn i ng K la tis nicn , 
also hoodcd, wcrc a number bcaring 
wcapons. 

Undcr tlic Ohio Criminal Syndical- 
ism Statutc, the main inspirational 
spcakcr w;is indictcd and coiivictcd for 
“advocating. . . the duty, ncccssity, or 
propricty of crinic, sahotagc, violcncc, 
or unlawful nicthods of tcrrorisni as a 
mcans of‘ accomplishing . . . political 
rcform.” 

Said tlic High Court: 

A st;itiitc \vliicIi liiils to dra\\-  this tlistinctioii 
i rn pcrmissi b ly  i t i  t rutlcs 11 1x111 t lie li.crtloms 
gu:irantrccl by  thc l i s t  anti 1;ourtceiith :\iiicntl- 
inciits. I Emphasis atltlccl. I 

Brandenburg struck down a state stat- 
ute that violated the First and Four- 
tccnth Amcndmcnts. Obviously: thc 
fcdcral go\:crtttiicnt, includini Con- 
grcss, is also bound by thc First and 
Four t cc t i  t 11 A mc nd mc n t s-a nd thus 
should not at all  be bound by tlic con- 
s t i t u t io na I I y B I i t z 
a mcnd mcn t . 

q u cs t i o t i  a b I c 

OR SOI \~E  LIBERTARIANS2 
like mc, Brandenburg didn’t go F far cnough bccausc i t  still 

punishcs ccrtain kinds of’ incitcmcnt, 
cvcn though incitcmcnt is only spccch. 
As William 0. Douglas said in a con- 
curring opinion: “Tlic linc bctwccn 
what is pcrmissihlc and not subjcct to 
control and what may bc madc impcr- 
missihlc and subjcct to rcgulation is ?he 
line between ideas and ocert acts. ’’ (Hm- 
phasis addcd.) 

Or ,  as Hugo Black had insistcd, in a 
scparatc opinion in YaLes: “Thc First 
Amcndmcnt forbids Congrcss [and 
thc individual statcs] to punish pcoplc 
for talking abou t  public affairs, 
whcthcr or not such discussion incitcs 
to action, Icgal or illcgal.” 

In any casc, Brandenburg surcly gocs 
far cnough to protcct Dorothy and 
Allcn Blitz, and anyonc clsc who has 
bccn tosscd off any C:E‘I‘t\ program 
sincc thc l~assagc of tlic Blitz amcnd- 
mcnt. Dan Danicl’s languagc clcals 
only with abstract advocacy. ‘Tlicrc’s 
nothing in it rcquiring proof that thc 
talk is intcndcd to incitc immincnt 
lawlcss action or that such talk could 
producc any lawlcss action, no mattcr 
what its intcnt. 

On tlic othcr hand thc prcscnt Su- 
prcmc Court is hardly prcdictahlc in 
First Amcndmcnt mattcrs, and whilc 
the prcccdcnts-particularly Branden- 
bnrg-~~oint to thc cstinction of‘ tlic 
Blitz amcndnient, thc Court might yct 
honor thc “patriotism” oflicprcscnta- 
tivc Dan Danicl. 

I n  casc it docs, tlic othcr day a Sdn- 
atc Appropriations Committcc lawycr 
was ticking off thc fcdcral programs 
that will bc targctcd aftcr c:E‘I..+- 
“Lct‘s scc, food s tamps ,  wcllarc, 
school lunclics-you don’t want thosc 
Conimic kids gctting fa t  at our cs- 
pcnsc-and Aid to Familics with Dc- 
pcndcnt Childrcn. I f  thcrc arc any 
folks covcrcd by the Blitz amcndmcnt 
still brcathing, wc can go on from 

u t h c rc . ‘ ’ 

ELLEN PERRY BERKELEY 

Vacationing at 
the Ministry of 
Culture 

SPENT M Y  SUA4MER VACA- 
tion on a governmcnt boondogglc I in Chicago. T o  bc spccific, I 

at tendcd onc of ninctccn summcr 
scminars for professionals run by thc 
National Endowmcnt for tlic Humani- 
tics. Thc scminar was givcn lofty ad- 
vance billing by the NEH: “Tlic purposc 
of this program is to advancc public 
undcrstanding and usc ofthc humani- 
tics as a rcsourcc for profcssional Icad- 
crs by providing thcm with thc oppor- 
tunity to work with scholars in thc 
humanitics to cxplorc a widc rangc of 
issucs of national conccrn.” ‘rhc scmi- 
na r  was to dcal with thc sul1,jcct 
“Taste and Popular Culturc in Amcr- 
ica,” and i t  was to bc dircctcd by a 
philosophcr whosc spccialty was 
csthctics. 

Bccausc I am a writer about archi- 
tccturc, this caught my cyc. I had not 
bccn an official studcnt i n  quitc a 
whilc, and I thought a rcturii to a 
classroom seminar would bc a rcward- 
ing cxpcricncc, as wcll as an advcn- 
turc. I had no way of knowing that my 
vision of thc seminar din‘crcd sharply 
from thc NEH’s, or that as a partici- 
pant I would bc uscd to hclp pcrpctu- 
ate yct anothcr govcrnmcnt program 
gonc awry. 

The seminar I attcndcd-and thc 
cightccn othcrs-arc gonc from thc 
1982 NEH hudgct. But thc N E H  main- 
tains hopes of rcinstating thcm in 
1983. Thc NEH firmly bclicvcs thcsc 
monthlong scminars arc somchow 
good for all involvcd, and thcrcby 

~~~ 

ELLI~~PPERRYBERKELEYis a writer on 
architecture, fonnerly a senior editor ofthe 
Architectural Forum. She isnotplanning 
to ask the XEE‘II f o r  money again. I1 
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beneficial to the taxpavers who foot 
the hi 1 I .  

I’d say this belief deserves a good 
shaking. I attended only onc scminar 
It’s possible some of the others were 
not so bad. It’s also possible that some 
of them were even worse. 

The word boondoggle accuratcly dc- 
scribes the seminar. In an informal 
sense, the word means “work of little 
or no practical value done mcrcly to 
look or keep busy.” This definition is 
said to havc been coincd by an Amcr- 
ican scoutmaster (named Link, not 
Boondoggle) as a name for the word’s 
more formal meaning, “a cord of 
plaited leather worn around the neck 
by Boy Scouts.” A lanyard. A product 
of languid summcr days. I didn’t rc- 
turn from my NEH scminar with a 
lanyard. I came home wanting to blow 
the whistle. 

The  NEH began life in 1965 with a 
budget of about $2.5 million, and fat- 
tened itself up by fiscal 1980 with a 
budget of $100.3 million for its pro- 
grams (and another $38.4 million for 
its matching funds and challenge 
grants). The  “Seminars for Practition- 
ers” program, in its eighth year in 

- 

spent so grandly, or hoarded so care- 

T h e  “host institution”-in our  
case, the University of Chicago-got 
$4800 for supplying a ~VA’I‘S line and a 
mailing address before the seminar, 
and a classroom and other campus 
facilities during the seminar. (We paid 
for our own lodgings.) 

A “distinguished humanitics schol- 
ar” chosen to lead the seminar (the 
NEH picked nineteen from the “thirty 
or forty” i t  had invited to apply) got an 
amount equal to two months’ salary. 

An ‘ ‘ ad m i n is t ra t iv e ass i s t a n t ’ ’- 
ours was a philosophy student work- 
ing on his doctorate with the distin- 
guished scholar-got $1 700. \Ye were 
his on-the-job training for an adminis- 
trative career I pray he will never 
pursue. 

Two “consultants” had bccn paid 
$100 each to work with the seminar 
director and the administrativc assis- 
tant to selcct the final fiftecn partici- 
pants from forty-five applicants. 

A series of “guests” (several each 
week) were paid $100 or $200 cach, 
depending on whether they were half- 
morning or  full-morning cxpcrts.  

fully? 

Perhupsotherseminurswerenot 
as bad as mine. It’s alsopossible 
same of them were even wwse. 

1981, was waddling along at $40,000 
to $45,000 per seminar, according to 
the staff mcmber in charge, or just 
under  $800,000 for the lot. With 
twelve to fifteen people per seminar, 
that’s up to $3750 of taxpayers’ money 
for each participant. 

Not that we saw this money our- 
selves. Our  stipend was only $1200. 
O n b ,  did I say? I t  was a windfall, and 
most participants couldn’t spend it 
fast enough. A pair of Ralph Lauren 
walking shorts, for instance, at $98, 
were considered a bargain.  O r  
memorabilia. O r  trinkets. One fellow 
shipped a pair ofcartons home by UPS. 
But some participants were saving. I 
never asked, “What does the seminar 
mcan to you? What is i t  all adding up 
to?” I could imagine the unspokcn 
answer, hovering in the air like the 
thought-bubble o fa  comic strip: “Oh, 
about $500, give or take a little.” 

Where did thc rest ofthc $40,000 go, 
after the $18,000 for these stipends we 12 

Not every invited guest was “hircd,” 
however, and the administrative assis- 
tant cautioned us about one guest: 
“Don’t tell her cvcryonc else is getting 
paid.” But as it  turned out, she was the 
wife of a colleague i n  the philosophy 
department, and moncy was found for 
her by sending another guest packing 
at  mid-morning. Thcsc guests proved 
to be an odd lot. One guest, for cxam- 
ple, was selected sight unseen “be- 
cause he’s a good friend of the man 
we’ve been dealing with at NEH,” the 
adminis t ra t ive assis tant  told us ,  
naively loquacious. 

And finally, about $4500 was spent 
transporting us to Chicago and back 
home. 

A CCORDING TO THE NEH’S 
own jargon, our seminar was 
‘ ‘ in t e r p ro fe s s i o n a I .  ’ ’ This  

meant that it was open to business 
executives, labor leaders, journalists, 
lawyers and judges, physicians and 

nurses (and other health-care practi- 
tioners), public administrators and 
school administrators, architects, cn- 
ginecrs, scientists, and persons from 
professions other than tcaching. But 
the participants a t  our seminar were 
almost entirely media people-men 
and women working in print journal- 
ism and in radio and tclcvision. We 
did have a lawyer who specialized in 
“art law,” and two school administra- 
tors who directed arts and humanitics 
programs. 

I t  is possible that this group from 
the practical world wcnt offto the Uni- 
versity of Chicago primarily to study 
“Taste and Popular Culture in Amer- 
ica.” Possible, but unlikely. Being 
practical people, the fifteen partici- 
pants included the following: 

w a high-school supervisor from 
New Jersey who took this oppor- 
tunity to visit her daughter, a 
lawyer in Chicago; 
a newspaperwoman from Gcor- 
gia, who took this opportunity to 
stay for a month with her boy- 
friend, a newspaperman in Chica- 
go I 

w a newspaper columnist from Flor- 
ida, who took this opportunity to 
get himself and his wife into a 
cooler climate (Chicago was not 
the best choice, unfortunately). 

How docs the NEH reach out to such 
practical folk? How did they learn 
about this NEH program? 

The  director of humanities at a 
community college in Ohio heard 
about i t  from his brother-in-law, 
the seminar director. Participants 
occasionally discussed this rela- 
tionship. Many thought i t  was 
“peculiar,” but no one ever said it 
was “wrong.” 

w An attorney from Florida learned 
about the seminar from her boy- 
friend, with whom she  had  
attended another NEH seminar in 
California the previous summer. 
I t  was too early for him to apply 
again, but he had hopcd to join 
her, attending all ofhcr sessions as 
she had attended all of his. 
A -rv public-affairs reporter and 
“weathercaster” from Nebraska 
was informed of the Seminars by 
her boss: “He threw the thing 
down on my desk and said, ‘How 
about lhzs for a vacation?’ ” 

If some people saw the seminar as a 
free lunch, others left with lunch and a 
tip. In their absence from work, a few 
participants received partial salaries 
from their employers, and two people 
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received full salaries. One of these was 
the manager and program director ofa  
listener-sponsored station affiliated 
with thc tax-draining National Public 
Radio. I could imagine the station’s 
annual pledge drive: “ . . . and we des- 
perately need the next fifty new mcm- 
bcrs to send our program dircctor on a 
boondogglc. ” 

B ri ngi t i  g fi f t  cc t i  pro fes si on als 
togcthcr with a philosopher could 
have provoked stimulating and valu- 
able discussions of “Taste and Popu- 
lar Culture in Amcrica.” But most of 
our fiftecn did not share a common 
frame of reference or a common out- 
look with the scminar director. The  
discussions among thc professionals 
and the philosopher, therefore, wcrc 
only marginally instructive, likc thc 
last few minutes of a “Sunrise Scmcs- 
ter” program glimpscd through half- 
opened eycs while waiting for the early 
morning ncws. 

But how could it have been othcr- 
wise? What did a chatty fashion writcr 
from a Louisiana newspaper have in 
common with a lcading authority on 
thc subtletics of Kantian esthetics? 
How could a shy art director from a 
public tclcvision station in North 
Dakota relate to a garrulous Talmudic 
hairsplittcr? And who could possibly 
translate thc dialogue bctwccn an out- 
spoken black writer from California 
who argucd against racial stereotypes 
in T h e  JeJersons, and an analytic philos- 
opher who wondered aloud whethcr 
boors in literature wcrc necessarily 
bad? 

I .iV Q I/ I K Y 

Lacking a common denominator 
and vocabulary, wc could havc Boun- 
dcrcd without a purpose. Instead, we 
sensed almost immediately that our 
common task was simple-we had to 
boondoggle togcthcr -(ycs, it is also a 
verb), and thereby the timc would 
pass. 

A NU SO W E  TALKED.  H O W  
wc talked. Often without disci- 
pline, without purpose, without 

substance-but we talked. Evcry 
morning for at least three hours, and 
occasionallv for two more hours in the 
afternoon, we spat out the words, we 
cxtrudcd the statements, we gummed 
forth the questions, wc drooled out the 
exceptions. We created a volume of 
Saul Steinberg-like productions: lacy 
words weaving around cast-iron 
words, sitting on woolly words, climb- 
ing up wooden words. We ran our 
mouths. We spoke of the cightccnth- 
ccntury philosopher David Humc, 
jumped to csthcticians of the twentieth 
century, spent a couple of days on 
“elitism and populism,” and then 
swcpt through photography, film, 
architecturc, sports, cooking, dress, 
music, legal matters, and tclcvision. 
With the cxccption of two days at the 
beginning and one day at the cnd, thc 
seminar director had given to the 
guests and participants full rcsponsi- 
bility for making all prcscntations and 
running all discussions. (Perhaps an 
idea likc that deserves two months’ sal- 

It would be charitablc to say this 
ary. ) 

format produccd an uncvcn result. In 
fact thc muddiness slid downhill 
almost immediately. By the sccond 
week one participant thought the 
seminar less important than his activi- 
tics in Chicago; by the third week, he 
thought the seminar was actively gct- 
ting in the way of his other activitics. 
Another  man sa id ,  “Thc  N E H  is 
paying us to read, that’s all.” Otic 
woman was seen writing a letter in 
class, trying to disguise i t  as note tak- 
ing. Outside of class, onc woman 
worked on a script, anothcr on a novel 
(violating thc NEH rule about full-timc 
commitment to the scminar). Thc  
novelist said she was glad she wasn’t 
taking i t  all so seriously as to feel shc 
had to keep up with the rcading wc 
had been assigncd. 

We didn’t talk much about thc 
assigned reading in class. The bulk of 
the rcadings was a fat collection of 
photocopicd articles and essays, given 
out a t  the first meeting of class; thc 
seminar director said it had “proven 
impossihle” to get thc reading list to us 
in advance, as promised. (The admin- 
istrative assistant, on the other hand, 
told mc it was “partly laziness, partly 
hitting some snags.” Whcn I sug- 
gestcd that some of the rcadings might 
have bccn sent to us in advance, he 
looked at  me as if surprised. “You 
know,” he  said,  “wc just  ncvcr 
thought of that.” They also ncvcr 
thought of us as serious researchers. 
Publication dates and other citations 
wcre missing from many of thc photo- 
copied items and from the accom- 
panying reading list.) 

In addition to the wad ofarticlcs, wc 
wcrc assigned four books. These were 
unavailable in the library and wcrc to 
bc purchased by cach of us for $60. 
One of the books contained only cigh- 
teen pages ofassigned rcadings:Thesc 
pages had not becn photocopicd, 
which would have saved us money. 
But this book (like anothcr of the four) 
was a collection ofcssays that included 
scvcral pieces by the seminar director. 

Although the N E H  cndowcd the 
seminar with a lofty purpose, a hiddcn 
agenda  became visible with thc 
appearance at our scminar of the NEH 
staff person in charge of this program. 
(Hc made a whirlwind visit to our 
group and to four or five others, in as 
many days.) 

“We should be on our good bc-  
havior,” said the novelist before his 
visit: “Wc want the NEH to fund lots 
more of tliese.” And we w r e  on our 
good bchavior. We boondoggled away 13 
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a morning and an afternoon. Several 
of us had lunch with our visitor and 
several more of us met with him at thc 
end of the day. We boondoggled. And 
hc boondoggled. We learned for in- 
stance that he hatcs mass-produced 
items in general and everything made 
ofplastic in particular, and unplanned 
cities and “visual ugliness.” 

We learned, too, what he’d likc. He 
said, imperiously: “Unless you have 
some tentative standards for cvaluat- 
ing taste, it becomes mcaninglcss. 
People just say ‘I likc country music’ 
but so what? It’s more than a question 
for this seminar. It has rclcvancc to the 
schools. I would likc to see, in the high 

asked for our impressions of the scmi- 
nar. We had taken the king’s shilling. 
We weren’t about to tell one of the 
king’s ministers we were uncomfort- 
able with any aspect of our indenture. 

A FTERWARDS, I HAD T H E  
d cc pen i ng s u s pi eio n that the 
continuation of these seminars 

had nothing to do  with our being on 
good behavior with our visitor. It was 
reasonable to doubt if the seminar pro- 
vided any benefit to the participants 
other than financial and recreational, 
and whether thc seminars scrvcd any 
public need. Why, then, do thcsc semi- 
nars continue to hc held? Perhaps be- 

Thefinulmeaningoftheseminur 
was obwious. Itput a little sum 

ofmoneyinmeryane9spoeket,and 
offered a lot of mileage to the 

NEH. Everybody got something. 

schools, for instance, various people 
telling how they evaluate furniture. 
Aren’t people who have spent their 
lives in a field able to tell us what gunli ly 
means? And shouldn’t young people 
be at  least exposed to things we can 
agree a rc  bet ter?  Let  them then 
choose-it’s a pluralistic society. But 
instead of just picking thc cheapest 
furniture they’d have more sophisti- 
cated taste. When people are unso- 
phisticated i n  taste, they are victims.” 

So much for country music. Sonic of 
us gave him an argument over lunch. 
But a man who has dccidcd that he 
must do  nothing lcss than improve the 
standards of the cntirc American pub- 
lic is not going to he dissuaded from 
his mission over a tunafish sandwich. 

Later, when hc told us his program 
had been totally eliminated for 1982, 
we adopted a suitably solemn attitude. 
He told us it would be improper for 
him to suggest that we write to Con- 
gress on behalfofthe program, thus, of 
course, suggesting not very subtly that 
we write to Congress on behalf of the 
program. But we were a practical 
group, with a good grasp of practical 
relationships. I have no doubt a num- 
ber of congressmen received letters 
urging continued support of thcsc 
seminars. Bribe an intellectual once, 
get a lifetime of proper expressions of 
support. At the end of his visit, hc 14 

cause they serve the needs of bureau- 
crats at the NEH-providing them with 
everything from psychological fulfill- 
ment (looking down on those who likc 
country music) to job security (work- 
ing up a new set of seminars for the 
following year ) .  Any bureaucra t  
worth his pension understands what’s 
in it for him: If he can’t articulate a 
problem, he can’t propose a solution. 
and hejoins the ranks of thejobless. So 
the NEH decides, with no little con- 
tempt for the public, what is nccdrd by 
the public, and then lines up a seminar 
to give it to the public. 

T o  keep this pork barrel rolling rc- 
quires that a substantial number of 
professionals be courted and cullcd for 
their participation in the scminars. 
But thc participants can be counted on 
to see what’s in it for them. (The par- 
ticipants can probably bc counted on, 
too, to share thc basic perceptions held 
by the N E H  about what the public 
wants. I was startled to hear one ofour 
group-a top staff member  of a 
National Public Radio station-state 
his surprise at Reagan’s victory: No 
one he knew had voted for Reagan.) 
Thc  only other requirement is an out- 
side intellectual willing to oblige for 
two months’ salary. 

But hiring a group of profcssionals 
and one intellectual to do nothing 
more than run their mouths fur a 

month generated a grcat deal of un- 
directed and free-floating contempt. 
Our  seminar director, for instancc, rc- 
turned from an orientation meeting in 
Washington, he cxplaincd, with con- 
siderable contempt for thc NEH.  This 
was matched later on by his considcr- 
able contempt for certain mcmbcrs of 
our seminar. But his brother-in-law 
explained the director’s unpragmatic 
attitude: “HC is more used to dealing 
with graduate students,” we were 
told. ,_ 

The final meaning of thc seminar 
was obvious. I t  put a little money in 
everyone’s pocket, and offered a lot of 
mileage to one bureaucracy. Everyone 
got something. (The taxpayer got the 
bill.) I considered briefly whether the 
amount of $800,000 wasn’t too trifling 
an amount to get exercised about- 
aftcr all, there isn’t much you can buy 
with $800,000 these days. But if this 
program is so obviously flawed, why 
not be done with it? Is $800,000 too 
small an  amount to save? 

The  reactions of some of the partici- 
pants were curious. One participant in 
the $800,000 venture was away from 
her boyfriend for four weeks. She 
summarized her reaction to the semi- 
nar by saying she had “cn,joycd the 
privacy.” Another participant, who 
gave thc seminar an unofficial grade of 
five (on a scale often),  was most gratc- 
ful for long hours i n  the periodicals 
section of the library digging up ideas 
for future articles. Another participant 
was pleased to have started an exercise 
routine. 

Through my own participation, I 
met an entire cascload of middle-class 
welfare rccipients, decked out in Cal- 
vin Klein ‘r-shirts, Gloria Vandcrbilt 
j eans ,  and  (with few exceptions) 
equally fashionable ideas. 

And I went home with troubling 
questions. Had the scminar been even 
remotely good enough tojustify all the 
expense? I thought not. Each ofus had 
surely gained some insights, found 
some subjects to explore, learned some 
things from the other participants. But 
we are people who do  this easily. even 
eagerly. Indeed, we spend our lives 
doing this: we make our livings doing 
this. Why should the taxpayers sup- 
port us in our pastimcs and in our 
livcli hoods? 

T h c  pricc may bc steep-at 
$800,000-but just possibly, this one 
time, with one person speaking hon- 
cstly about one sorry boondogglc, the 
taxpayers  may have gotten thcir  

u money’s worth. 
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