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review panels such as dance to issue areas such as heritage, education, creation,
and stabilization (a shift designed to answer charges of revolving-door rent
seeking) simply adds to the Right’s accusations of cultural engineering.

In 1996, Alexander, then chair of the NEA, spoke of a tripod of arts institu-
tions. The civil society of volunteerism and localism was one leg, a disinterested
but concerned business community the second, and committed legislatures the
third. With the global waning of governmental solutions to social issues, this
civil-society model of philanthropic and corporate underwriting is increasingly
popular both in the United States and overseas. This distinctive partnership of
the private and the public, driven by tax exemptions and plutocrats in search of
cultural capital (Ostrower, 1997), has become internationally revered to the
point where it is now proliferating throughout Europe and Latin America. In the
case of Latin America, the neoliberal push for reduced governmental expendi-
ture merges with a democratizing influence that associates state-driven cultural
engineering with the totalitarian dictatorships of the 1960s-1980s period. The
United States is increasingly developing and exporting a notion of corporate cit-
izenship, essentially unaccountable and yet supposedly principled. The most
powerful export is the idea that U.S. private philanthropy and corporate support
generate at least as much diversity and quality in the arts as taxation revenue
does (Zolberg, 1996). Instead of an uplift model in which welfarist doctrines
prompted governments to give money to the arts to improve their citizenry, the
model is a cultural-industry one. The state underwrites new market infrastructures,
such as art fairs, where consumer preferences determine the canon (Ardenne,
1995). But at the same time as this neoliberal/industry policy rapprochement
was under way, there were dirigiste pressures as well. The United States saw
repeated assaults on migrants, ranging from the denial of benefits to legal resi-
dents to crackdowns on employed workers without papers. Meanwhile, Europe
saw a renewed nationalism that merged anti-immigration rhetoric on the Right
with the Left’s call for national cultural policy (Ingram, 1998).

CITIZENSHIP

Traditionally conceived as a means of instilling loyalty in citizens, cultural
policy is now thought of by the Left as related to citizen rights, as a means of
realizing the aspirations of social movements by translating them into action-
able policy. On the Right, culture is subject to privatization pressures. Citizens
and consumers continue their uncertain dance in the rhetoric of political philos-
ophy, neoclassical economics, and neoliberal policy mandarinism (Miller,
1993; Zolberg, 1996). The new Democrats and the New York Times subscribe to
a form of communitarianism, whereas the radical wing of the Republicans and
the Wall Street Journal adhere to a form of liberalism. On the Right, the division
in crude terms is between those who hold that there are responsibilities beyond
the self and those who do not. On the Left, citizenship is regarded as a newly
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valuable form of entitlement that transcends the category of class and provides
protection from the excesses of both the market and state socialism.

Such traditional antinomies have been thrown into confusion, however, by
immigration and multiculturalism (Feldblum, 1997). Where Republican doc-
trines of citizenship figure a subject who throws off prior loyalties in order to
become acitizen, or nationals of the same country who put aside social divisions
in the common interest, multiculturalism blurs the lines between liberal individ-
ualism (part of the transcendence promised by identity politics) and collabora-
tive communitarianism (part of the recognition procedures of identity politics).
This new form of citizenship does not locate fealty in the sovereign state nor
does it necessarily articulate with democracy, because subjects of the trade in
labor lack the access to power of native-born sons and daughters (Preuss, 1998).
Liberalism assumes, with neoclassical economics, that people emerge into citi-
zenship fully formed as sovereign individuals with personal preferences. Multi-
culturalism assumes, with communitarianism, that group loyalties override this
notion. But where communitarianism assumes that people find their collective
identity through political participation, multiculturalism assumes, with liberal-
ism, that this subjectivity is ordained prior to politics (Shafir, 1998). In this way,
U.S. cultural policy has seen a series of debates in which apparently polar oppo-
sites—the Republican Right and multicultural arts—seem to be logocentrically
interdependent. Each group dismisses traditional aesthetics in favor of a strug-
gle to use art to represent identity and social purpose (Yudice, 1990). Multicul-
turalism stresses the need for a grassroots and marginal arts activism focused on
civil rights and a combination of demographic and artistic representation or rep-
resentativeness. Conservatism calls for an arts practice that heralds Western val-
ues and progress while obeying the dictates of Christian taste.

Orthodox histories of citizenship (cf. Hindess, 1998) postulate it as the West-
ern outcome of “fixed identities, unproblematic nationhood, indivisible sover-
eignty, ethnic homogeneity, and exclusive citizenship” (Mahmud, 1997, p. 633).
This history ignores the fact that theories of citizenship were forged in relation to
the imperial and colonial encounters of West and East as a justification of extra-
territorial subjugation, followed by incorporation of the periphery into an inter-
national system of labor (Mahmud, 1997). These conditions led in turn to cul-
tural policy concerns with language, heritage, and identity, expressed by both
metropole and periphery as they exchanged people and cultures. In the
postcolonial states of Southeast Asia, the generation of a discourse about Asian
values became a distinctive means of policing the populace in the name of an
abiding idea of personhood that is in fact a reaction to the growth of capitalism
and participation in international cultural exchange (Birch, 1998).

As Honig (1998) has shown, immigrants have long been the limit-case for
loyalty, back to Ruth the Moabite in the Bible. Such figures are both perilous for
the sovereign state (where does their fealty lie?) and essential (as the only citi-
zens who make a deliberate decision to swear allegiance to an otherwise mythic
social contract). In the case of the United States, immigrants are crucial to the
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foundational ethos of consent, for they represent alienation from elsewhere and
endorsement of the New World. This makes a national culture all the more
fraught, for just as memory of what has been lost by choice is strong, so is the
necessity to shore up the preference expressed for U.S. norms. In Europe, the
creation of supranational citizenship in 1992 problematized the coupling of citi-
zenship with national culture. At the same time that this recognized a new inter-
national division of labor, there were equivalent, powerful moves to limit the
rights of guest workers. In each case, it is clear that citizenship has ceased to be
based on soil, blood, or culture. With the impact of new nationalisms and
cross-border affinities and of pressures on the international labour market that
no single governmental apparatus can contain, the sovereign state is no longer
the key frame of reference for citizenship (Feldblum, 1997). This has had signif-
icant effects on those who, like Asian Australians since the 1970s, have been
transformed by changing socioeconomic conditions into officially acceptable
migrant citizens. For most of the 20th century, excluding and brutalizing Asians
had been critical to Australian national identity, so Asian Australians’ latter-day
take on citizenship is, not surprisingly, instrumental (Ip, Inglis, & Wu, 1997). Of
course, many migrant workers around the world are neither citizens nor immi-
grants. Their identity is quite separate from their domicile and source of suste-
nance, with equitable treatment guaranteed not by a sovereign state, but through
the supranational discourse of human rights and a notion of everyday custom
and belief superintending the legal obligations of conventional citizenship
(Shafir, 1998).

Activists in these areas frequently turn to cultural policy to assist in the main-
tenance and development of collective identities and their expression in artistic
form. However, the warm, fuzzy Whiggishness of Marshall’s (1964) teleology
of Western European citizenry (in which the state is an ever-expanding womb of
security that progressively grants civic freedoms, political representation, and
welfare) is clearly inadequate to the new models derived from U.S. experience
and applied across the globe (Shafir, 1998).

In the art world, the new international division of labor and associated racism
has meant that the NEA has found it difficult to attract minority applicants for
grants, so profound is their alienation from organs of governance, which are
seen to police them and service others (Gilmore, 1993). Dominant doctrines of
citizenship and the arts have largely ignored such people. The discourse on cul-
ture and citizenship has seen a right-wing split between those, like Bill Clinton,
who see a small role for government in the arts (to provide for the public what the
market cannot), and those who think that all art should be dictated by consump-
tion. The Left sees the arts in a far more transformative way, harking back to the
ideals of socialist man as a new being. Somewhere in between resides Hughes
(1996), who favors the NEA because it gives a “sense of community with other
citizens . . . the creation of mutuality, the passage from feeling into shared mean-
ing.” That is a nice sentiment, but it appears to be at odds with much of the art
world’s allergic reaction to such talk as nationalistic and imperialist (Plagens,
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1998). The precise nature of this mission has also varied by genre. Whereas the
major U.S. museums, for example, foster blockbuster shows and free admission
days as a way of avoiding charges of elitism, NEA-assisted performing organi-
zations have done little for the general public. When classical music orchestras
hold free or accessible events, these are cordoned off from the norm and are
one-off affairs that do not inflect typical offerings and structures of power
(Zolberg, 1996).

The NEA’s reaction to such pressures has been to call for citizenship by art-
ists and the public that is about collaborative endeavor outside politics—a
renewal of volunteerism that has always been the nation’s response to the dam-
age of market capitalism (Larson, 1997). This folksy notion of people muddling
through their troubles together, without the powerful forms of expertise, tech-
nology, and compulsion available to corporations and governments, is little
more than emotionally appealing. In the arts field, its impact is laughable.
Money holds art together, and voluntary grassroots associations do not have
those resources. Citizenship is the way to go, but not this kind of citizenship.

CONCLUSION

What does the gradual erosion of the NEA portend, and how should citizen-
ship be framed within the associated debates? There has been lower direct cor-
porate support for culture since the end of the art-market boom in the late 1980s
and subsequent recessions. In 1991, about 12% of corporate giving went to the
arts; in 1994, the proportion was 9.5%. Total donations to the humanities and the
arts declined by $270 million in the 3 years to 1995 (Alexander, 1996; Pol-
icy.com, 1997). They can hardly be expected to step into the breach. From the
other side, Gingrich was sent a letter from 114 business leaders, including the
Xerox Corporation and John Brademas, a Congressional sponsor of the NEA’s
enabling legislation, stating that “the corporate world is not able to carry the
entire burden of the cost of cultural access, awareness and education.” As
Mulcahy (1997) suggests, without the NEA, state and community arts agencies
might increase in importance, but would struggle with the still-unclear outcome
of the general devolution of welfare payments to the states. (For example, will
the disemployed leave poor states for rich ones once federal assistance is no lon-
ger available?). The focus of new art forms on everyday life may be left to the
market, as NEA supporters rally around “distant and difficult” art that tran-
scends the quotidian in search of difference and newness (Danto, 1997, p. 6),
appealing to an elite.

We will probably see heightened cultural commodification, shrinkage of arts
organizations, and a decrease in assistance to minorities unless the growing
Black, Hispanic, and Asian middle class funds cultural diversity through philan-
thropy or corporate giving. Business support will increasingly require product
placement: The NEA announced a record-tied grant in 1996 for school arts
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education from H.J. Heinz. The trade-off was that Mr. Heinz announced a con-
test for school children to redesign the firm’s ketchup label during class, and
Alexander proudly referred to ketchup as “the nation’s favorite condiment.”
During her tenure, the NEA also welcomed and publicized tiny contributions
from Grand Marnier and Borders Books—not to the arts, but to the NEA
itself—through its new Office for Enterprise Development (Association for
Theatre in Higher Education, 1996; Alexander quoted in Winer, 1996). Perhaps
we will move to a federal cultural policy that focuses on its own agencies such as
the Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts, the Library of Congress, the Smith-
sonian Institution, and the National Gallery of Art, leaving indirect assistance to
its continued subvention of bourgeois taste (Cargo, 1995). Other possibilities
include block grants to the states, national grants to large organizations, or merg-
ing the NEA with the National Endowment for the Humanities. It is a time of
great flux. Renewed American world economic power may be built on cultural
export, but domestic policy flails about in that very area.

Does the future of the NEA matter for democratic culture? The NEA has
assuredly assisted official, institutional culture, whether at the level of the Met-
ropolitan Museum of Art or local galleries, but its criteria for funding require
incorporation, boards of directors, and auditable books. Schedules must be
made a year in advance, and a range of nominated communities addressed: “In
short, be co-opted or lie” (Schechner, 1996, p. 8). Schechner (1996) suggests
that American performance has lost its vibrancy because of such bureaucratiza-
tion and reportage. ACT UP, the best avant-garde around, gets no money from
Philip Morris or the state.

Now we are in the final act of Death of a Salesman and Willy is realizing he’s been
had. It’s not just that the NEA is shutting down or redefining itself, it never was that
big a deal in the first place. (Schechner, 1996, p. 9)

The relationship of citizenship to culture needs redefinition. To go on as we
are would be to permit multicultural and neoconservative forces to push citizen-
ship further into the unaccountable realm of civil society. This is straightfor-
wardly implausible as a means of ensuring a devolved, plural, and equitably dis-
tributed public culture. Consider these statistics about the work of U.S.
philanthropy. First, 40% of arts money comes from 0.07% of foundations. Sec-
ond, 1% of arts organizations receive 32% of philanthropic money. Third, 65%
of that money goes to just five states (Larson, 1997). The NEA also has a poor
record of granting money outside the major arts areas (Rice, 1997). Why? Pri-
vate agencies are only accountable to civil society—their shareholders and
boards of governance decide where money is allocated. For its part, the NEA is
caught up in a form of cultural capital that appeals to upholders of Old World
norms as superior to U.S. immigrant and popular culture.

This is no way to democratize the arts. It is no way to make expenditure sensi-
tive to the will of the people. Put simply, that will is concretely expressed in

Downloaded from http://abs.sagepub.com at UNIV OF CALIFORNIA RIVERSIDE on September 6, 2009


http://abs.sagepub.com

Miller / NEA IN THE 1990s 1443

either purchasing (markets) or political preferences (government subvention).
The NEA’s decision-making panels should be selected from among local politi-
cians, artists’ unions, Congress, academics, small popular-culture businesses,
and community groups, and these people should decide what happens to founda-
tion funds derived from tax revenue foregone. The largesse of 19th- and
20th-century plutocrats may be liberal or conservative, but under existing
arrangements it will never be democratically arrived at or dispersed. I recognize
that the notion of transforming the state into a major source of direct cultural
funding will not fly in the United States, and that it is increasingly regarded as
outmoded in the rest of the developed world, as neoliberal economic ideology
rolls back the state from participation in the everyday. We can at least hope, how-
ever, for a model of cultural provision that acknowledges ideals of publicness,
inscribed in social-movement organization, as a return.

NOTES

1. Thanks to the editors for comments.

2. My favorite instance of this is an occasion when hearings of the House Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor in 1954 found a New Jersey Democrat anxious lest the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics “picture our citizens as gum-chewing, insensitive, materialistic barbarians” (cited in
Kammen, 1996, p. 801). Of course, we should not go overboard in stressing the significance of cul-
ture within the State Department. For many years, cultural diplomats were apparently selected from
those in the foreign service who suffered from mental illness or severe physical disorders—also a
feature of decolonizing powers, such as France, where intellectual enfeeblement and chronic profes-
sional failure were qualifications for cultural governance (Ingram, 1998; Wieck, 1992).

3. Nixon might have been happier with covert CIA arts funding, exemplified in Cold War assis-
tance to the Congress for Cultural Freedom, which brought together anti-Communists of every hue
to push the value of culture created without state interference.

4. Of course, the numerous sex scandals involving U.S. military personnel these past few years
have had no discernible impact on funding in that area. Incidents of rape do not see an end to the mili-
tary, but a particular artistic representation of consensual sex is imagined by religious mavens, anx-
ious critics, and cultural politicos to threaten the arts community.

5. In 1995, the NEA cost each taxpayer 64¢; in 1996, 38¢ per person. Its budget has never
exceeded the amount the Defense Department spends each year on military bands and is currently
half that figure (Plagens, 1998; Schechner, 1996). In 1996, Congress approved the purchase of 80
C-17s costing $300 million each (240 times the annual NEA appropriation) and voted the Pentagon
$7 billion more than it had requested (Alexander, 1996; Hughes, 1996).

6. Inaddition, the Right’s populist side argues that removing the NEA would save the equivalent
to the total tax bill for more than 400,000 working-class families (Policy.com, 1997).
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