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Introduction

| first stumbled upon the website for tBhakespeare in American
Communitiesnitiative while doing research for a project exhg twenty-first
century American original practices Shakespearfopeances. | was merely
following an internet search engine’s suggestioarnrattempt to track down a quote
from the director of a theatre company, when | tboryself on the National
Endowment for the Arts’ website. | was intriguedthg description of the
Shakespeare in American Communitresative and paused my research to read
about the program. | learned that it was an imgatlesigned to provide matching
grants to American professional theatre compamwiégur the United States. The
selected companies provided live, free or low-postluctions of Shakespeare’s
plays and accompanying educational activities taroonities that were considered

to be under-served by arts programs.

The introductory page, written by Dana Gioia, habke with the statement,
“In order to understand American culture or Amemithheater, one must first
understand ShakespeafeMy first reaction was to scoff. “American cultur@’as
such an amorphous term, and Shakespeare was astgpiglywright who lived and
wrote centuries ago. How could anyone be so pretioup as to simply and

definitively state that you cannot understand Aceetinless you understand

! Original practices is a style of Shakespeare pewnce in which the performers attempt to some
degree to replicate the qualities of productiomrfrihe time period in which Shakespeare lived and
wrote his plays.

%2 Dana Gioia, "Message from Dana Gioia, Chairmariddal Endowment for the Arts," National
Endowment for the Arts Presents Shakespeare in iBareCommunities, accessed May 18, 2009,
http://www.shakespeareinamericancommunities.orgfdgimia.shtml.



Shakespeare? | was almost angry, as | read Gw@'ds. “Why is it always
Shakespeare?” | thought. “Why can’t we ever inticedstudents to other
playwrights? Why can’t the NEA champion an Amerigdaywright instead of taking
one from England and trying to pretend that hauisawn? | agree that Shakespeare
is great, but why not give some other playwriglshance to shine?” Thus, when |
began my research into tBhakespeare in American Communitiesative, it was
not from a place of admiration, but rather fromacp of annoyance and frustration. |
needed to know why we Americans were so stuck @k&lpeare that our National
Endowment for the Arts had created its largest yamgever in order to tour his
plays. | wanted to prove that the NEA was doingsaeatvice to Americans by
choosing to create a Shakespeare initiative raktfar one focused on an American
playwright (or playwrights), and | wanted to demiwate that we are stuck in a
Shakespeare rut perpetuated by organizationsH&k®&EA who persist in privileging

his works over those of other playwrights.

| found, of course, that the real story is muchremmmplex than | expected. |
found kindred souls in the art community who agmte my assessment that this
country may in fact be in a Shakespeare rut, s, tarns out, the NEA’s
Shakespeare in American Communiti@gative is much more a symptom of this rut
than the cause of it. | also discovered that, despy initial dismissal of Gioia’s
statement that in order to understand Americaruceilbne must first understand
Shakespeare, the Chairman of the NEA had a pdiakkespeareasa very
American playwright, when viewed in a certain lighhis was a point that Gioia was

making as part of the overall marketing conceptli@erNEA, and it fascinated me.



Soon, my questions about tBhakespeare in American Communities
initiative began to change. | was no longer on ssion to explain how the NEA'’s
emphasis on perpetuating the teaching of Shakespgaays in the classroom was
displacing the works of other playwrights who miplive a greater appeal to
American teenagers. | was no longer interestedlitigaing the NEA’s Shakespeare
initiative from the perspective of a secondary sttealucator. Instead, | gradually
developed a series of new questions that have tostgape my project. | began to
look at theShakespeare in American Communiti@gative not as a stand-alone
project, but as part of the overall narrative @& MEA. | became particularly
interested in how Gioia and his leadership teatheaEndowment created this
initiative with the very specific intention of imgving the reputation of the NEA,
which, at the time Gioia began his chairmanshipd@3, was still recovering from
the battering it had taken during the culture wdrthe 1980s and 1990s. My question
no longer became, “Why does the NEA think we Anearicitizens need more
Shakespeare?” It became, “Why does the NEA betieatetouring Shakespeare’s
work is the best means of improving its reputatidrédso found myself wondering
whether the initiative had paid off for the NEA asutceeded in helping the agency
to improve its status in Washington, D.C. | becamerested in how the NEA used
branding techniques to create its own specifid)yeasarketable brand of
Shakespeare, and how that branding of Shakespeararity involved strengthening
his ties to the American past. My question charfgen, “What does Shakespeare
tell us about American culture?” to “What does iteA think Shakespeare should

tell us about American culture?,” a key differenaed a perhaps more productive



guestion. On a related note, | began to ask mydedt precisely the NEA meant
when it used the word “culture” in its marketingteréals about th&hakespeare in
American Communitiegitiative. Since “culture” can be such a broad aebulous
term, in what sense was the NEA using it, and wbatd that tell me about the NEA
and its chairman? Finally, | became impressed thighsheer size and scope of the
initiative and realized that it served as not aaryimportant program in its own right,
but also the blueprint for the organization of matiyer initiatives that the NEA
created from 2003 until 2009, many of which congirat the time of this writing in
2013. | determined that such a major, unpreceddxiEsil initiative deserved a
thorough record of its history and organizatiopttentially benefit others who
someday might wish to emulate its reach. Thus, rojept is now a study of the
Shakespeare in American CommunitreBative that serves to illuminate the history
of this major NEA program and examine the roldatypd in determining the public’s
perception of the Endowment during the first deaaithe 2000s and in defining the
role that the NEA believed Shakespeare’s worksIshglay in the United States

during that same time period.

Methods

With this dissertation my goal is to describe thstdry of the NEA's
Shakespeare in American Communitregative and to analyze the NEA'’s
justification for creating and promoting the initiee. | also examine the impact this

initiative had on the NEA both in financial termsdain terms of the Endowment’s



critical reception. Throughout this work | attenptdescribe both the “how” and the
“why.” For instance, how was the initiative devetojpand sustained, and why was it
developed? How did it function in a practical séhgéhy was it created in the
manner in which it was created, and why was it & as it was? How was it
received by its intended audience, and why wasarketed to reach that particular

audience?

To answer the “how” questions, | relied primaily in-person and telephone
interviews that | conducted with creators and pgréints in the initiative. Former
NEA Chairman Dana Gioia was my primary interviewjeat and discussed his
involvement in the creation of the initiative intdié My interview with Gioia also
provided his answers to many of my “why” questionacerning the initiative. To
further develop a portrait of Gioia and his missionthe NEA under his
chairmanship, | compiled and analyzed informatimm¥ additional interviews he had
provided to the press, his annual testimonial®agressional appropriations
hearings, and speeches he had given at variousdogsauring his six years as

Chairman of the NEA.

Non-profit regional arts organization Arts Midwést cooperator, or sub-
contractor, of the NEA and is responsible for nadghe practical operations of the
initiative and for compiling data about participgirt the initiative. Personal
interviews with David Fraher, the Director of AlBdwest, and Susan Chandler, his
assistant director, also provided extensive detailthe development of the initiative.

Fraher and Chandler provided much of the infornmatin the history and scope of



the progrant. Interviews with artistic director and educationedtors at theatre
companies who had received grants through thaiivié also provided practical
information about how their companies carried beirtparticipation in the

Shakespeare in American Communipesgram.

In addition to interviews with leaders at the NBAd Arts Midwest and
participants in the initiative, | also relied hdswon data compiled by Arts Midwest
and by Leslie Liberato, the NEA’s Project Managerthe initiative. This data is
currently stored electronically in-house at the NletAlding in Washington, D.C. and
electronic copies of the data were kindly provitiedne by Liberato. From Liberato’s
records | was able to determine the number of meaplo had participated in the
initiative in some capacity, the theatre compatties had received grants, and the
number of classroom teachers that had requestexiaiial materials pertaining to
the initiative. Each theatre company that recearedlEA grant is required to submit
a self-report at the end of their project. Datarfrinese self-reports, also provided by
Liberato, was useful for my research as well. Sofrthis data can currently be found

in the Program History section of the NE/ASkakespeare in American Communities

% For more information on the cooperative agreerhenween Arts Midwest and the NEA, see chapter
1. Although Arts Midwest was primarily responsilide the day-to-day management of the initiative
and the selection of grantees, especially in tbgnam'’s later years, throughout this dissertation |
discuss the initiative as belonging to the NEAoltdis because one of Arts Midwest’s primary
financial supporters is the NEA, and it operateshakespeare in American Communitiégative

on behalf of the NEA. All activities that Arts Midst approves under the purview of Steakespeare

in American Communitieisitiative must first meet the approval of the NEXts Midwest is, in this
case, effectively a subsidiary of the NEA operatimger its guidance.



website? The complete final data set will ultimately beniséerred to the National

Archives, although as of this writing it is not yetailable theré.

My primary interest in this project has been imalgming how the NEA has
promoted theShakespeare in American Communitresative to educators, to
Congress, to the media, and, through the medtagtdmerican public. Therefore,
the promotional materials the NEA created to supiber initiative were also critical
to my research. These promotional materials indwdeebsite, brochures, and press
releases, as well as a packet created for teatftarmcluded materials such as
DVDs, a CD, a teacher’s guide, and lesson plansséprimary documents were the

basis for my analysis of the NEA’s branding ofiitgiative.

One of the major challenges of this project wagiheining how to analyze
the response to tiehakespeare in American Communitr@sative. Since one of the
questions driving this project was whether or het NEA was able to change its
reputation through this initiative, | needed a noetlior determining how the public
responded to the initiative. Ultimately, newspageicles and editorials provided a

practical—although unfortunately not fully nuan@ew complete—means of

* National Endowment for the Arts, "Program Hista2904-2005," National Endowment for the Arts
Presents Shakespeare in American Communities, set&ovember 5, 2011,
http://www.shakespeareinamericancommunities.orgfdpmgram-history/2004-2005.

® The electronic records of this initiative are mained on an “indefinite basis” at the NEA officés a
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Washington, DC. Pegimrds of this initiative, as well as final
reports, will be retired to the National ArchivesdaRecords Administration upon the completion of
the program: “The Grants and Contracts Office naanst grants paper files, which are retired and
destroyed after seven years. Discipline offices atgintain paper files about grants in their divis.
When the final descriptive and financial statusorépare received and accepted, the disciplineeffi
files are retired first to the Federal Records €erdnd then to the National Archives and Records
Administration.”

Privacy Act of 1974: Republication of Notice of $ms of Records, 73 Fed. Reg. 60723-60724
(1998).



determining a sense of the discourse concernindlErxe during the culture wars of
the 1980s and 1990s and then comparing that toéuka response to the NEA

following the launch oShakespeare in American Communities

Articles from prominent American newspapers wese aiseful in my attempt
to piece together a concise history of the NEAI&s in the culture wars. Mark
Bauerlein, Director of the Office of Research anthKsis at the NEA from 2003
until 2005, and Ellen Grantham, a Program Analysh@ NEA, co-edited a book
entitledNational Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800his book, which
was published by the Endowment, also proved a éuasource for understanding

Gioia’s chairmanship within the larger narrativetlod NEA's self-reported history.

Finally, I looked to the work of other scholarsgiside me in my analysis of
this initiative. David Savran’s article, “Let Olireak Flags Fly': Shrek the Musical
and the Branding of Diversity," introduced me te ttea of “iconic brands” and
informed the understanding of branding | used @lyae theShakespeare in
American Communitiggromotional materials. Rita CliftonBrands and Branding
and James B. TwitchellBranded Natioralso informed my analysis of the NEA'’s
marketing of the initiative. To analyze Gioia’s ugfehe term “culture” and attempt
to determine the potential cultural influence of tHEA on the arts and education
culture of the United States, | drew on Pierre Bigaw’s The Field of Cultural
Productionand his explanation of the field of large-scaleduction versus the field
of restricted-production. Mikhail Bakhtin’s defiroh of authoritative discourse and
cultural theorist Alexei Yurchak’s understandingddf. Austin’s performative

utterance also informed my analysis of culturetiios project.



Shakespeare: A Note on the Term

“The name Shakespeare in Britain is rather likenzmes Ford, Disney and
Rockefeller in the United States. He is less afviddal than an institution, less an
artist than an apparatu$yirote cultural theorist Terry Eagleton in a 20@dcte. He
continued, “Shakespeare's familiar high-domed haadinage that is quite possibly
not him at all, has adorned everything from TV bamnmercials to the £20 note. He
is the presiding genius of the national spiritjredkof Churchill in a neck ruff.
Without him, industries would crash and ideologirsmble. It is even rumored that
he also wrote plays’’Although Eagleton’s description is somewhat famegj it
nonetheless demonstrates a key feature of Shakespdae twenty-first century.
Typically, when a playwright’s name is mentioneditext, one thinks of the
playwright him- or herself. However, as Eagletditiigpant “It is even rumored that
he also wrote plays” suggests, Shakespeare is raywaduch more than the name of
a sixteenth century English playwright. He has bbee@n institution and an
apparatus. The name “Shakespeare” now encompassasiie genre of plays.
Consider, for example, the number of theatres strnals that call themselves the
“Shakespeare Theatre” or the “Shakespeare Fesawnal'use “Shakespeare” as
shorthand for a repertoire that could better bernlesd as “Elizabethan and
Jacobean,” or even “Classical.” “Shakespeare”dshaol subject and, above all, a

brand.

® Terry Eagleton, "Company MariThe Nation March 1, 2004.

7 Ibid.



When | have used the word “Shakespeare” in tlasedtation, | have often
used it not in the sense of Shakespeare as alibeiih the sense of Shakespeare as
an “it.” | discuss Shakespeare rarely as a playwyigut more often as a brand, as a
commodity, and as a subject of classroom studytefbee, | have used the phrase
“his works” or “his plays” when appropriate, butMeatypically defaulted to using
simply “Shakespeare” as an all-encompassing terrthie sense of a Shakespeare

product that includes both the man and his bodyark.

Chapter Breakdown

This dissertation is structured with a focus omfer NEA Chairman Dana
Gioia and the NEA'’s development and promotion efShakespeare in American
Communitiesnitiative in response to events in the NEA's paste first three
chapters focus on the history of the initiative jlevthe final two chapters focus on

the theory and mission that undergird the program.

Chapter one covers the development and basiapistéhe Shakespeare in
American Communitiesitiative. It discusses the impetus for the peogrand names
the key players in the development of the initiatikt also describes in detail the
organization of the program and describes the fafats operations: how grants were
awarded and to whom, the application process,itlaad¢ial aspects of the program,
and the creation of the educational materialsweae provided to all participants in
the initiative. Chapter one also provides sampfgg@grams created by theatre

companies usin§hakespeare in American Communitiesnts. It concludes with

10



statistics detailing the scope and scale of theatinie during its first decade of

existence.

Chapter two, “Changing the ConversatioShakespeare in American
Communitiesand the Reputation of the NEA” begins the explorabf why Dana
Gioia felt compelled to enhance and promoteShakespeare in American
Communitiesnitiative as his signature project. In it, | diss in detail the NEA’s
battle with Congress in the culture wars of the@98nd 1990s. | also explore the
media’s response to the culture wars and use tediamesponse to illuminate the
national conversation concerning the NEA during time period. | argue that the
reputation that the NEA developed during the celtwars was the primary impulse
for the creation oShakespeare in American Communiteswell as other initiatives

Gioia would begin during his chairmanship.

“A Worthy and Noble Ambition’: National Response theShakespeare in
American Communitieigitiative” is the third chapter. This chapter conies the
story of the second chapter. Whereas chapter tagusgses Gioia’s goals for his
initiative in response to the NEA'’s troubled pas$tapter three examines the NEA'’s
efforts to achieve those goals. This chapter deesigthe NEA’s unprecedented
financial partnership with the Department of Defeasd its other efforts to ingratiate
itself with both its conservative detractors in Guess and the Bush Administration.
It also discusses the financial impact of the atitie on the NEA’s budget, and other
NEA programs that were developed in the same wtheShakespeare in American

Communitiesnitiative. Finally, it discusses the national neetesponse to the

11



initiative and analyzes whether the NEA was abladioeve its goals through the

initiative.

Chapter four, “American Shakespeare: The BrandfrigeShakespeare in
American Communitieigitiative” begins to explore the finer detailstbe rhetoric
used to support the program. This chapter discubsddEA’s attempt to pitch
Shakespeare to its audience as a sort of Ameriganding Father and to endow
Shakespeare with the American values that the NiEAed to promote through its
project. | use marketing and branding theory td@egsthe manner in which the NEA
consciously developed a brand story and pitchifeir tShakespeare initiative. | also
discuss the various potential brand stories thatamuld use to market Shakespeare
that were ultimately ignored or underutilized agsult of the NEA’s choice to

pursue a particular narrative in their promotiomalerials for the initiative.

Finally, the fifth chapter, “Populist Elitist: Holdana Gioia and the NEA
Define ‘Culture,” continues the analysis of the A& rhetoric. While chapter four
explores the manner in which the NEA defined “Aroan” through itsShakespeare
in American Communitigsitiative, chapter five explores its use of then
“culture.” This chapter describes two separateittetrelated understandings of
culture. First, using Pierre Bordieu’s theory cé field of cultural production in
combination with elements of Mikhail Bakhtin’s aathative discourse and J.L.
Austin’s definition of a performative utteranceyrbvide an analysis of what Gioia
seems to mean when he talks about culture and @warts culture in America
should ideally be influenced by the NEA. Seconelplore the role the NEA plays,

and hopes to play, as an advocate for the arteieducation culture of the United

12



States in the twenty-first century and how this ti@o Gioia’s understanding of

culture.

The dissertation concludes with a look at the mastmpact the&Shakespeare
in American Communitigsitiative has had on the NEA since Dana Gioia’s
resignation as NEA Chair in 2009. It also providesimmary of recent discourse
concerning the NEA during the Obama Administratoid the chairmanship of
Gioia’s successor, Rocco Landesman, in order taodstrate the manner in which
Gioia’s signature initiative continues to influertbe reputation of the Endowment. It
is my hope that this dissertation will provide batletailed examination of the
Shakespeare in American Communitiegative, but also an overview of how it has
served the NEA and influenced the Endowment’s mosin the American

consciousness at the turn of the millennium.

13



Chapter 1: The Development and History of 8iakespeare in
American Communitielgiitiative

In 2002 the National Endowment for the Arts embdr&a an ambitious
project. In an effort to introduce the works of Widin Shakespeare to new audiences,
the NEA began funding tieéhakespeare in American Communitr@gative. The
basic goal of the initiative is simultaneously sienpnd yet staggering in its scope: to
use federal grant money to bring professionallgesigoroductions of Shakespeare’s
plays to communities in all fifty states in the téa States, focusing primarily on
young audiences and on communities that are unsleséy professional
performing arts organizations. With the encouragyeinof former NEA chairman
Dana Gioia and through a partnership with regi@mt organization Arts Midwest,
which deals with the practical aspects of manatiegnitiative,Shakespeare in
American Communitidsas become the largest United States’ governmemtssped

theatrical program since the Federal Theatre Profethe 1930¢.

This chapter will examine the history of the iriti@ from its inception in
2002 through the program’s 2009-2010 season. Bas@uformation from
interviews with people affiliated with the progrand statistics listing the theatre
companies and schools that participated in thetgnagram from 2003 through

2010, this chapter pieces together a complete @erof theShakespeare in

! National Endowment for the Art§hakespeare in American Communifigechurg 2008 1. This
program is “the largest” both in terms of the antafrmoney that has been spent on the program and
the number of people who have participated in tlogam as performers and educators or audiences.

14



American Communitigsitiative. This overview includes an explanatiairthe
initiative’s grant process and the guidelines byohtparticipating theatre companies
must abide when receiving NEA funding. This backgrd on the initiative provides
a useful reference point for the analysis of thigaitive that will be conducted in the
following chapters. Because tBhakespeare in American Communitresative
served as a blueprint for subsequent nationwide Mhiihtives, the information
provided in this chapter can also be generalizesther NEA programs developed
during the 2000s. Finally, this marks the firsteithat a detailed history of this

initiative has been written.

Early Development of the Initiative

The idea for a Shakespeare tour had originatedMichael Hammond,
Gioia’s predecessor as chair of the NEA. Hammorahraluctor and former dean of
the Shepherd School of Music at Rice Universitys @ppointed by George W. Bush
to chair the NEA and was confirmed by the senatBerember 20, 2001. He died
just one week after taking over the chairmanshipaimuary 2002, having held only
one official staff meeting during his short tenatg¢he agency. At that meeting, he
shared the story of the “incredible impact” thatiag a live production of
Shakespeare had on him as a high school studetieli¢eed that the experience of
seeing his first Shakespeare play had a formaffeeteon his education, his decision

to pursue the arts as a career, and his life dvarammond expressed a desire to see

15



the Endowment fund the sort of programming thaladaupact young people’s lives

through exposure to live artistic events, includBttpkespeare.

By the time President Bush nominated poet and downite-president of
General Foods Dana Gioia to head the NEA in Octob2002, NEA Senior Deputy
Chairman Eileen Mason and Arts Midwest Director iddwaher had already begun
to develop a plan to carry out Hammond's vistoWhile awaiting his senate
confirmation, Gioia began to attend meetings aiNB® to prepare to take over as
chair of the organization. It was in one such titass meeting that he was told of this
budding idea for a small Shakespeare tour. Ihjti@ioia was presented with an idea
for a relatively modest project: approximately dliom dollars had been earmarked
by the agency to fund a special chairman’s initeato generate a Shakespeare tour.
The plan at that point was to work with one or tleatre companies to tour to each

region of the United Statés.

2 David Fraher, telephone interview by author, J20e2001.

% Dana Gioia earned a BA and MBA degree from Stahtmiversity and an MA in comparative
literature from Harvard University. During his tirae General Foods he became vice-president in
charge of marketing for the Jell-O and Kool-Aid aegnts. He resigned from General Foods in 1992 to
write poetry full time. He first received natioratention in 1991 with the publication of Atlantic

article entitled “Can Poetry Matter?” The articlaswhis persuasive argument that poetry is necessary
for an educated society. He has written four badksoetry, and three books of criticism, and has
served as an editor of more than a dozen anthaagipoetry, short fiction, and drama.

* Since 1973, the NEA has provided funds to six negii@rts organizations in the United States: Arts
Midwest, The New England Foundation for the Arteg Mid Atlantic Arts Foundation, South Arts,
Mid-America Arts Alliance, and the Western StatetsA-ederation. These regional organizations are
private, non-profit entities serving regional artzet have been designed by the state arts agencies
Funds for the regional arts organizations come filoenamount of the NEA'’s appropriation that
Congress sets aside for the “states and theirmabarganizations.”

“RAO: About: History,” US Regional Arts Organizatis, accessed November 3, 2011,
http://www.usregionalarts.org/history.htm.
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Gioia immediately recognized the potential in thejgct. Upon taking over
the chairmanship of the NEA, Gioia’s goal was tbdnge the conversation that the
country was having about arts and culture,” antdieved that one of the ways he
could achieve that was by creating, “a signatuogiam for the National Endowment
for the Arts which was of the highest quality, hhd broadest access, and took a
form which both impressed and surprised peopl&foia believed that this regional
Shakespeare tour could be exactly the type of tuigag@rogram he was looking for to
change the image of the NEA, so he began to pughdécexpansion of the program
from a small, regional touring program to one thatld reach all fifty states. The
staff at the NEA and at Arts Midwest, the regioads organization selected to serve
as the NEA'’s cooperator on the initiative, begamkivig together to plan the program

Gioia envisioned:

“I saw it as a way of helping theatres by allowthgm to tour new

productions that they would not be able to affattteonise. | also saw it as a way of
helping actors get meaningful work performing daggays. | saw it as a means of
helping presenters by giving them an economic itieeto book classic theatre that
they might not otherwise feel that they could psksenting. | also saw it as a way of
helping teachers by giving them an opportunitydtmally have their students see the
plays that they were studying. And, finally, | sawperhaps most important, as a way
of bringing a new generation of Americans into sgokheatre for the first time. The
beauty of this program was that you couldaticof those things at once, so the same

® Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Mamgll, May 9, 2011. Gioia's reasons for focusing
on a Shakespeare tour as his means to revamp thAts NEage and reputation are analyzed in detail in
chapters 2 and 3.

® A cooperator is an agency that has received aaratipe agreement from the NEA. The difference
between a cooperative agreement and a grant ia t@perative agreement means that both agencies
(in this case, Arts Midwest and the NEA) have soesponsibility for the activities taking place

through the agreement. Each agency is responsibladnaging part of the project. Although the work
on the project was initially split between the NBAd Arts Midwest, by the time of this writing in

2011 virtually all of the work was being done byt\Midwest. The NEA continued to serve as the

final authority in terms of approving the grantsipgents, but the selection of the recipients al as

the administration and the management of the tiidavere being conducted by Arts Midwest on
behalf of the NEA.
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dollar helped theatres, actors and directors, ptesg teachers, and students. And
together, if you did this program well enough amnadally enough, you would help
America.”

Ideally, through this initiative live performancesShakespeare’s works would reach
not only every state, but regions of each statb asdribal lands, rural towns, or low

socioeconomic areas in urban centers where liviepeance is not readily available.

Phase One

Shakespeare in American Communitias be divided into two distinct phases.
The first year of the initiative, from 2003 untid@4, is now commonly referred to as
“Phase One.” During Phase One, seven companiessedzcted to be the first
participants in the national Shakespeare tour. SBEhected companies received
“direct financial support ranging from $25,000 663000 to assist with the costs of
mounting a touring production and producing exceleducational materials.”
Funds were also provided to participating artsgmes's to offset the costs of
mounting a Shakespeare production in their theafit@is support ranged from 15%-
35% of the total fees. Participating companies edgeived assistance with
identifying venues for their tour and they receivedional publicity for the tout. In
the inaugural season of the program, Gioia andNt&&’s primary goal was to tour a
Shakespeare in American Communipesduction to all fifty states. The educational
component that was later to become such a key eleofi¢he initiative was present,

but not yet fully fleshed out and not the focushef NEA or the six touring

" Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

8 “Shakespeare in American Communities Requestriopdsals—Theater Companies.” 2002.
National Endowment for the Arts, Washington, DC.
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companies. Instead, the focus was on brandingeheinitiative in a recognizable
and positive way and garnering publicity for thedBwment. To that end, the
companies selected to receive grants during Phaseatiended an orientation at the
NEA in which representatives from Arts Midwest ealigdl the participating
companies about the goals of the initiative and Heparticipants were to speak
about the program in such a way as to insure theds continuously linked back to

the NEA in the minds of audiences and reporters.

The initial emphasis on creating a nation-wide tigo determined the type
of theatre companies chosen to participate initeerbund of the initiative. To kick
off Phase One, Arts Midwest distributed a requesgfant proposals to touring
companies around the countfy Arts Midwest then convened a panel of seven
experts to select theatre companies to receivérgtieound ofShakespeare in
American Communitiegrants. These panelists were executive direftons theatre
companies, arts presenters, and a “Shakespearg.&Xpehey selected the first
seven grantees. Six of the original grant recigientired productions to communities
across the country. The Acting Company, based in Xerk City, producedichard
II; Aquila Theatre Company, also of New York, touithello, as did Minneapolis’s
Guthrie Theatre. The Arkansas Repertory Theatral@€hicago Shakespeare

Theatre toured productions Rbmeo and Juliend the Artists Repertory Theatre

° Susan Chandler, telephone interview by author, 28n€011. The branding of the program is
discussed in greater detail in chapters two arekthr

% According to Susan Chandler, the deadline for carigsato submit grant applications was in 2002,
before Gioia had been appointed to chair the NBE#e frogram does precede Dana Gioia’s tenure but
evolved to the form studied here under his leadrsh

! Susan Chandler, telephone interview by author, 28n€011.
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based in Portland, Oregon toured a productiof bfidsummer Night's Dreaittat
was performed with actors from the Central Dram@wenpany of Vietnam. These
plays were performed at universities, communityeggs, arts centers, performing

arts festivals, and the occasional high school.

The first phase of the initiative required the togrcompanies to be capable
of conducting a long, multi-city tour. As just oagample of the scope of a typical
tour conducted by a company during the 2003-2084m® the Guthrie Theater
toured to South Bend, Indiana; Amherst and Bostassachusetts; Ann Arbor,
Michigan; Jamestown, North Dakota; Philadelphiayi3glvania; Sioux Falls, South
Dakota; Logan, Utah; and Norfolk, Virginia. Compamnsuch as the Aquila Theatre
Company and The Acting Company toured even momensitely, traveling to 57
and 32 communities respectivéfy. The intense touring schedule meant that the ideal
companies for Phase One had access to large tdurdgets that could be
supplemented, not supported, by the NEA granta Aesult, the first round of
participating companies were all nationally-recagui companies with a proven

record of conducting multi-city regional, if nottranal, tours.

In addition to producing Shakespeare plays in comtas in all fifty states,
another key component of Phase One was a tourlibémpibases. Determined to
debut theShakespeare in American Communipesject in a manner that would have
an attention-getting, national impact, Gioia n@dkt an unusual step by aligning the

fledgling program with the Department of Defen€&oia himself met with an

12«ghakespeare in American Communities Report: PBase” 2004, National Endowment for the
Arts, Washington, DC.
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Undersecretary of Defense and pitched the ideaiiofling Shakespeare productions
to military bases across the United States. Gioiated out that, “the US has the
best-trained, best-educated and oldest set ofdrwoips history. The armed forces are
full of people with college degrees, they're madrithey have families, and this is an
incredibly talented group of people” and suggesteldye movies, | love pop music,
I’'m all for USO shows, but why don’t you also britigem something that recognizes
their education, their maturity, and their qualiBfing them Shakespear&’ 'Gioia’s
pitch made an impression on the Undersecretaryharsiggested that Gioia push to
have money for a Shakespeare tour written intonéhe military appropriations bill.
With the support of the Pentagon, Gioia then ermged the senate to provide a
million dollars to bring Shakespeare to militarysbs. Thus a million dollars from the
Department of Defense went into the NEA budgeugpsrt the theatrical todf.

Much of that million dollars went to Alabama Shagkeare Festival, the final
company brought on board for the first season.b&taa Shakespeare Festival was
selected specifically to tour to military baseseif production oMacbethtoured to
13 military base$> An additional five bases were reached by otherpaomies

participating in the tour, leading to a total oatrk to 18 military bases in 14 stat@s.

13 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Neéarg, May 9, 2011.

" Implications of this Department of Defense/NEA parship will be discussed in greater detail in
chapter 2.

!5 There may have been politics at work in the silaaif the Alabama Shakespeare Festival to take
on the military tour. Dana Gioia shared an anecdbtn interaction with Alabama Senator Jeff
Sessions who was a vocal opponent of the NEA hittitate’s festival received the appropriation to
provide the military tour. This will also be dissesl further in chapter 3 as part of Gioia’s effoots
improve the NEA's reputation, particularly with ca@rvative politicians.

16 Shakespeare in American Communities Report: @fase," 2004, National Endowment for the
Arts, Washington, DC.
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Phase Two

During its second phase, which began with the 285 season and
continues through the time of this writing in 20118 scope of the initiative was
simultaneously broadened and narrowed. Ratherftdtarsing on bringing public
performances of Shakespeare to communities anthrgilbases across the nation, the
NEA began to focus its resources specifically anding Shakespeare to young
audiences. The goal of the initiative became “mhioyg high-school and middle-
school students in underserved schools and comiesitiroughout the United States
with high quality, professional productions of Skajeare's plays.”The thrust of
the program changed from bringing Shakespeareetdiherican public in general
(and to the American military specifically) to bging Shakespeare to students.
Susan Chandler, Assistant Director of Arts Midwegplained that the reason behind
the shift was Chairman Gioia’s vision: studentasrthe country, who all have to
read Shakespeare in the course of their curricusthould be given the opportunity to
see it performed live. According to Chandler, Gicecognized that reading
Shakespeare can be difficult and believes the mahterly really comes alive for
students when they can see it in performance,lidia performance. Gioia
encouraged broadening the initiative’s focus soitfaad a greater emphasis on
students’ education. At the same time, althoughNEA and Arts Midwest had

achieved their goal of touring live Shakespearelpections to underserved

" National Endowment for the Arts, “Program Histo2{04-2005,” National Endowment for the Arts
Presents Shakespeare in American Communities, set&ovember 5, 2011,
http://www.shakespeareinamericancommunities.orgfdpmgram-history/2004-2005.
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communities in every state in the United Statesglseemed to be a tacit agreement
among those running the program that such largle-szaring would not be feasible
or, indeed, necessary each season. The initial ougach fifty states had been to
some extent merely a publicity stunt intended tmganational press coverage and
improve the NEA's image with American citizens. kaygained the considerable
positive national press coverage Gioia and the MEefe seeking, it was decided that
the program could continue to focus on touringriderserved student populations
across the country without the additional burdehaofing to reach all fifty states in
each seasof. While an effort continued to be made to seleatpanies that could
serve as many states in the country as possibjghout Phase TwS8hakespeare in
American Communitiekinded productions typically toured on a smaltsale and

reached fewer states in a single sedSon.

Phase Two of the program, although still a pathefShakespeare in
American Communitiesgitiative, was re-branded &hakespeare for a New
Generation Ultimately, the first season of Phase Two setstaadard for the manner
in which the initiative would continue for the nenitie years. Twenty-one companies
were selected to receive grants for the 2004-Hlt¥kespeare for a New Generation
tour. The selection of the companies was basedffamaht criteria during Phase Two

than it had been during the first season of thigatnre. Because the NEA was no

18 For more information on the national publicity eaed byShakespeare in American Communities
see chapter 3.

!9 During the 2004-2005 season, 28 states were rdamhthe program. The greatest number of states
reached during Phase Two was the 46 states redcined the 2007-2008 season. National
Endowment for the Arts, “Shakespeare in Americam@uinities 2004-2005 Report,” 2005, The
National Endowment for the Arts, Washington, DCtibiaal Endowment for the Arts, “Shakespeare
in American Communities 2007-2008 Report,” 2008¢ National Endowment for the Arts,
Washington, DC.
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longer focused on reaching as many states as po#sibugh a single company’s
tour but rather on allowing companies across thigedrStates to perform for and
educate students in their local and regional comtiesnit was no longer imperative
that a company have a large touring budget ortaryi®f conducting multi-city
tours. Instead, Arts Midwest and the NEA createelquest for proposals that
emphasized the goals of tBhakespeare for a New Generatioitiative. The request
for proposals was disseminated widely each ye#reinitiative, originally through
mailing lists used to communicate with theatre cam@s and then through e-mail

listservs and a link on tHghakespeare in American Communitiebpage®

The request for proposals lists the criteria a cmypmust meet in order to be
eligible to receive a grant. Companies must bergradit 501(c)(3) organization,
must be a professional US-based theatre compadynast have a minimum of three
years’ experience working with schools to provigefprmances of Shakespeare or
“classically-based” repertoire for middle or higthseol studenté* Grant applicants
must provide a description of the Shakespeare sheywwish to produce using the
grant money, including the director, approximate time, the venue in which the
play will be performed, the actors who will perfothe play, the director or
company’s concept for the play, and how the plas/tbeen abridged if that is the
case. The company must also describe their plaedecktional activities. This
includes providing a detailed list of the educagiloactivities the company will

undertake and the approximate number of studeatsiti be reached at each grade

2 sysan Chandler, telephone interview by authore 2% 2011.

ZLnShakespeare in American Communities: ShakesgeaeeNew Generation 2011-2012 Request for
Proposals,” 2010, National Endowment for the Afashington, DC.
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level, how the content of the activities relatagdily to the play the company intends
to produce, the credentials of the teaching anvis will lead the educational
activities, and how study guides are developedafdompany creates its own
educational materials. Further, applicants mustulee their theatre company’s
achievements and qualifications that demonstraedipacity to conduct
Shakespeare for a New Generatamtivities, as well as provide biographies of key
artistic staff. Applicants must provide a descoptof their strategy for reaching out
to schools, including types of schools and studediences that will be reached by
the production. Each company must explain how litiwake a specific effort to
include “underserved schools with students who ktess to the arts due to
geography, economic conditions, ethnic backgroondjsability.”?* Finally, grant
applicants must provide a variety of statisticad @nactical information: a
representative sample of the company’s Shakespeai@mances for middle and
high school students for the past two seasonstganizational budget for the current
and previous fiscal year, a program budget for pges related to the proposed
Shakespeare for a New Generatfmoject, a statement from the company’s artistic
director discussing the company’s mission and goalslation to the NEA initiative,
a statement from the company’s education direasmudsing the company’s
educational program, two letters of support froinogd officials referencing their
participation in Shakespeare education programdgqbed by the theatre company, a
sample of an educational study guide created bgdhgany, three production

photos, and a DVD sample of the company’s work.

22 nghakespeare in American Communities: ShakesgeaeeNew Generation 2011-2012 Request for
Proposals,” 2010, National Endowment for the Afashington, DC.
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The nature of these guidelines limits the theatraanies that are eligible to
participate in the initiative. Ideally, the guideds limit companies by quality and
reputation, as companies must demonstrate a conemitto producing classical
work and demonstrate past success in providingagahinal outreach programs to
students. Although companies do not have to hapeaific operating budget to be
considered, nor a history of touring, companie$fiaee to have produced a season of
classical work for at least the past three yeadsmanst have an artistic director as
well as an education director on staff. These gJinds mean that the grant process
favors more established companies with a robustagahinal program who will likely
use the NEA grant as a supplement to their edutatia production budgets rather

than as the primary source of funding.

As was the case in Phase One of the initiativereepconvened by Arts
Midwest selects the participating companies. Thalmer of participating companies
varies annually based on the allotment of the NEddet available foBhakespeare
in American Communitiegrants and has ranged from 21 during the 2004-2005
season to 40 during the 2008-2009 and 2010-20kbssZ Companies are selected
based on their production work: performance qugalitg experience of the artistic
staff, and “evidence of sound artistic decision€8mpanies are also judged on their
educational experience (the quality of the eduaaliactivities and study guides and

the experience of the teaching artists), theitetpafor reaching students, particularly

23 National Endowment for the Arts, "Program Hista2904-2005," National Endowment for the Arts
Presents Shakespeare in American Communities, seat&ovember 5, 2011,
http://www.shakespeareinamericancommunities.orgfllipvogram-history/2004-2005; National
Endowment for the Arts, “Program History: 2008-2009ational Endowment for the Arts Presents
Shakespeare in American Communities, accessedrlmae5, 2011,
http://www.shakespeareinamericancommunities.orgfdpmgram-history/2008-2009.
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underserved schools, and their perceived abilifpltow through with the proposed

activities based on their budget and the capaéityeotheatre staft!

During Phase Two, companies selected to participatee initiative received
a grant of $25,000 that was to be matched on allbasis with nonfederal funds.
Once selected, companies agreed to conduct abmpeathce and educational
activities during the season for which they wereiaad the grant, which typically
lasted from June to the following May. Particigaaltso agreed to credit the NEA by
displayingShakespeare in American Communit@sners and using the logo and
credit line in all marketing and website materials¢g to comply with federal self-
reporting regulations. Most importantly, comparagseed to work with at least 10
middle or high schools through their outreach atodis, at least some of which must
meet the NEA'’s definition of underserved schodlie company agreed to provide
educational activities to these students, includictivities such as workshops or
discussions. These activities had to accompanytébesed production of one of
Shakespeare’s works, which the NEA and Arts Midwiesined as a production that
may be somewhat abridged but that “should offedestits the opportunity to hear
Shakespeare's text and to experience, to the epaesible, a full performance of the
play.”® Productions “loosely based” on Shakespeare’sdiexhot qualify for
support. Companies receiving a grant do, howe\ase lthe option to cut scenes and
even rearrange them, and the play can be stagegl aisy production concept the

theatre company chooses as long as the langu&lmkespeare’s. Although selected

24 »Shakespeare in American Communities: ShakespgeaseNew Generation 2011-2012 Request for
Proposals,” 2010, National Endowment for the Afgshington, DC.

% bid.
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companies must comply with the confines of the graquirements, they remain
relatively autonomous. They choose which playlaypto present, they create the
concept(s) for the production(s) and hire all casgy, designers, and artistic staff,
and they are responsible for reaching out to sahmokither arrange a tour to the
school or arrange for students to be bussed totthesatre space to participate in the

Shakespeare for a New Generatamtivities.

Following their grant activities, each company mestirn a self-report to
Arts Midwest describing how they used the $25,0@0hg Arts Midwest collects
data about how many productions were funded wighgtlant money and how many
students and adults attended each production. adlseyequire answers to a set of
narrative questions that requests details aboyteheeived success of their
performance and educational activities as welhaddssons the company learned
from participating in the initiative and what theyuld change in the future or
suggest to other companies planning to participatiee initiative. Participating
theatre companies also receive two surveys crégtédts Midwest that are to be
distributed to their audience members to colleetlback. One is a teacher survey and
the other is a student survey. The teacher suasky about the preparation the
students received before seeing the play (includihgther or not they had
previously read the play for class) and whethett¢aeher utilized the NEA-created
study guide and website and/or the theatre compasdticational materials. The
survey also asks the teacher to rate the effe@ssenf the educational materials, the
performance he or she attended, and the workshegumational activities the

students participated in as either “very effectimederately effective, not effective,
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or not applicable?® The survey also asks how many professional tgaaductions
the teacher’s students will attend through schpolsored activities over the course
of the school year. There are also blank spacasswer the narrative question,
“How did this experience change your studentstad toward Shakespeare’s
work?” and to address the statements, “Please sh&tmy that highlights your
students’ participation i8hakespeare for a New Generaticand “Explain how your
students may lack access to the performing aft§te student survey includes
similar questions, such as “How many professiotak&speare plays (not movies)
have you seen?”, “Did you study or read the Shadaspplay before seeing it
performed?”, and “Did you patrticipate in a workshaymther educational activity
with the theatre company?” Students can also provide a series of narrative
statements addressing the prompts, “How was thediterent from what you
expected?”, “What new thing did you learn aboutk&lspeare?”, “How did the play,
educational activity, or meeting the actors chayme ideas about Shakespeare or
theater in general?* Students who fill out the survey must also anserquestion,
“Are you interested in seeing more Shakespearespfiayith “Not at all,”
“Somewhat interested,” or “Very interestetl."This statistical and anecdotal

information is compiled by the companies and suteaito Arts Midwest, where it is

#shakespeare for a New Generation Teacher Feeditmaok" National Endowment for the Arts,
Washington, DC.

" Ibid.

#rShakespeare for a New Generation Student Feedtmak," National Endowment for the Arts,
Washington, DC.

2 bid.

% Ibid.
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used to create annual reports that detail the sangectivities of each season of the

initiative 3!

The request for proposals emphasizes the educhtomgponent of the tour
that became so critical to Phase Two of the pradactAlthough participating
companies are welcome to create their own edudtioaterials--and most do create
and provide study guides to complement their irtlial productions--the NEA also
created a series of generic educational matedaled theShakespeare in American
CommunitiesToolkit, that companies can use to supplement then educational
material and that teachers across the countryezguest for their classrooms through
the initiative’s website. According to Gioia, whba spoke to artistic directors he
learned that “creating even mediocre educationaénads took a significant portion
of their NEA grant money,” so he came up with tthea of developing educational
materials through the Endowment that could beibigtied for free to theatre
companies and teachers across the codftifhis then enabled participating theatre
companies to focus on what Gioia hoped they woatdi$ on, which was to “put on
great plays and tour them,” rather than havingsi ailarge portion of their grant
money to create their own educational mateffal$he Toolkit consists of a teacher's
guide that provides a basic biography of Shakespedbrief cultural and historical
overview of Shakespeare’s England, and a briebhigif the role of Shakespeare’s

work in the United States. The teacher’s guide aisludes suggestions for lesson

*! Susan Chandler, telephone interview by author, 28n€011
%2 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

* Ibid.
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plans. For instance, one lesson plan, called “Mudmg Monologues,” suggests
that the teacher should play three Shakespearelogues from the Shakespeare CD
included in the Toolkit, discuss the situationgimions, and emotions of the character
speaking the monologue, and then rewrite the mgoaon modern verse. Another
lesson plan encourages teachers to play sonndtsefetudents and then allow them
to rewrite a sonnet into a love letter followingiacussion of the images, themes, and
language used in the sonfiétThe Toolkit also includes the above-mentionedd®D
well-known actors performing monologues from sorm8lakespeare’s plays.

Actors and theatre professionals who contributeterra to the CD include Jane
Alexander, Mel Gibson, James Earl Jones, Michaek,Yand Zooey Deschanel. The
Toolkit also includes two DVDs. The first, call@dhy Shakespearei®,about the
transformative experience participating in and \Wwatg live theatre can have on a
young person. Much like the CD, it features perfances from well-known actors,
including Tom Hanks, Bill Pullman, William Shatnand Michael Sheen. The
second DVD Shakespeare in Our Timis a 25-minute video that briefly explains
Shakespeare’s importance irf'a2entury America and then discusses his biography
and theatre in Shakespeare’s day. The DVD als@aexpthe plots of a few of
Shakespeare’s plays and provides generalizatiang &lis characters and language.
The DVD can be viewed as a basic introduction takBbBpeare to begin a curriculum
unit or can be viewed in individual segments to kagize a teacher’s discussion of,
for example, iambic pentameter or character devedoy in a particular Shakespeare

play. The Toolkit also includesZhakespeare in American Communipester, a

** National Endowment for the Art§eacher's Guide: National Endowment for the Artssents
Shakespeare in American Communifid&shington, DC: National Endowment for the A&811)
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timeline showing major milestones in Shakespedife'sompared to important
events in western history, science, and culturd,aaguide to a Shakespeare recitation
contest sponsored annually by the NEA. The fioahgonent of the Toolkit is a
pamphlet called “Fun With Shakespeare” that costaicrossword puzzle, a list of
well-known quotes from Shakespeare plays, and afliwords and phrases attributed
to Shakespeare that are still in common use todagse educational toolkits are
available for free to any teacher in the countwgreif he or she does not teach at a
school currently being served by the initiativeccaArding to Gioia, the NEA created
the materials to be, “academically respectable]ladtually substantial, but
accessible to students and entertaining, somethatgaptured their imagination as
well as their minds® There is no doubt that the materials have beeelwi
requested. In the first year of the program aldii¢500 of these educational toolkits
were distributed to teachers across the countrydale 89,500 toolkits have been
requested through the initiative’s website. Giaiggests that these materials may be
“the most widely used educational material in thenhnities in the history of

American high schools®®

Sample Programs Funded in Part by Shakespeare inekitan
Communities: Shakespeare for a New Generation Giant

As a result of the variety of means by which a camypcan fulfill the

requirements of &hakespeare in American Communigiesnt, each theatre

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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company’s Shakespeare education program ultimatedg up uniquely suited to
their communities’ needs and their own capabilitiBsiring the 2009-2010 season of
the initiative, | interviewed the artistic and/atueational directors of four theatre
companies in the mid-Atlantic region that had reedia grant for the season. These
companies were The Acting Company, Theatre forw Nedience (both based in
New York City), the Baltimore Shakespeare Festiaat] Greenbrier Valley Theatre
in Lewisberg, West Virginia. | also attended grameed productions at Baltimore
Shakespeare Festival, Shakespeare Theatre Comp®gshington, DC, People’s
Light and Theatre Company in Malvern, Pennsylvaaial Lantern Theatre in
Philadelphia. Through my observations and intergiehwas able to experience
firsthand a variety of different production stybasd educational opportunities that all
fit under the purview of this NEA grant. Althoughyrdiscussions with these program
directors and my observations of their productiopsio means provide a
comprehensive overview of the dozens of compahigshtave participated in the
initiative over the years, a description of thengrunded work of three of the
companies | observed can provide an example ahdraer in which theatre

companies utilize their NEA grant money.

As mentioned previously, tighakespeare for a New Generatioitiative
provides grants to companies of various sizes, somal and local, others large
regional touring organizations. The size of thepany receiving the grant has an
effect on how that grant money is used. For somgeland renowned companies a
$25,000 grant, although certainly worth applyingdad much appreciated when it is

received, is a relative drop in the bucket of tloeierall endowments, donations, and
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other grant funding. For other companies, the b @rant makes up a sizable
portion of their production or education funding the season. Theatre for a New
Audience is an example of the former. The compaay founded in 1979 as “a New
York-based classical theater whose mission istiize the performance and study
of Shakespeare and classic drama, including madassics.?’ It began primarily as
a Shakespeare touring company and has gradualgjaped a reputation as a leading
off-Broadway theatre. The theatre company hasvedel ony, Drama Desk, and
Obie Awards for their productions and in 2001 beedhe first American theatre
company to be invited to perform Shakespeare aRthal Shakespeare Company in
Stratford-Upon-Avon. Theatre for a New AudiencesigedShakespeare in
American Communitiegrants during the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2009-201D
2010-2011 seasons. According to Joe Giardina, EiducBirector at Theatre for a
New Audience, the grant money was used to suppletherfunding for an ongoing
education program called the World Theatre Prdfecthis is a 12-week in-school
residency that introduces middle school studen&htakespeare and is the company’s
largest educational prograin.

The educational program is always created to sumpe of the Shakespeare
productions that Theatre for a New Audience hasdaled for their season. In the
year in which | researched their program, that plagMeasure for MeasureThe

program begins with professional development wasksHor six salaried “teaching

37 National Endowment for the Arts, “Shakespeare inelican Communities 2007-2008 Report,”
2008, The National Endowment for the Arts, WastongDC.

3 Joe Giardina, telephone interview by author, yIg010.

** National Endowment for the Arts, “Shakespeare inefipan Communities 2007-2008 Report,”
2008, The National Endowment for the Arts, WastongDC.
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artists” that are hired each year to lead the dtwea activities. These teaching
artists work with the education department at bi@atre to create a curriculum guide
that is specific to that season’s Shakespeare ptiotu The complete curriculum
guide contains twenty lessons, ten of which wiltdneght by Theatre for a New
Audience’s teaching artists and ten of which wdltaught by the classroom teachers
participating in the program. All of the lessonghe guide address specific New
York state standards for teaching and writing eetine. In preparation for teaching
students and their teachers about the play, tlehitggartists attend sessions with
Shakespeare scholars and practitioners to impr®iedwn understanding of the
work. The next step of the process is teacheratauc Each year approximately 10
schools participate in this 12-week residency paogwith a total of 30 to 50 teachers
using the program in their classrooms. The paaing teachers attend five hours of
professional development with the teaching artstsecome familiar with the play,
the curriculum guide as a whole, and the 10 lest#tatghey are going to teach as
part of the residency. Once the teachers and itggpelntists have been trained,
students begin their participation in the prograrhe students attend three lessons to
prepare them to see the play. At the first lesmnfeaching artists present the story
of the play in their own words in an active, hamttsmanner intended to immediately
engage students with the production they are goirsge. Students then choose a
character from the play synopsis and create tablisiuring their character’s
activities from the beginning, middle, and endhaf story. This encourages the
students to relate to a particular character armbgn to understand the play’s plot.

At the second lesson students discuss the thenthe pfay that Theatre for a New
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Audience has opted to emphasize in their partiquiaduction. The third lesson
immerses the students in Shakespeare’s languaigérbdgucing them to iambic
pentameter and text interpretation. At that poirthe residency students will visit
Theatre for a New Audience’s space to watch thg ghlay have been studying.
Immediately after the production they attend aldatik in which they can discuss the
play with the actors that performed it. The rerdaimof the residency allows students
to develop their own interpretations of the plageTinale of the program is a
performance at which the students present theirvewsions of different scenes from
the play using a combination of Shakespeare’saedttheir own languad®@.

This 12-week residency is made available to stigd@rthe five boroughs of
Manhattan. Although the residency is not free fantipipating schools, grants such as
the Shakespeare in American Communities grant eniigatre for a New Audience
to offer the residency at an affordable pfit&uring the 2009-2010 season, Theatre
for a New Audience “conducted seven performancéls 882 educational activities
(talkbacks and residencies) throughout 67 daystbagfitted more than 2,100
middle- and high-school students from 10 schodtatied in New York*

This multi-week residency represents one of theenetaborate educational
programs | saw funded partially througblakespeare in American Communities
grant. The complexity of Theatre for a New Audiesgrogram is due in part to the

fact that this theatre company receives grantsamding from multiple sources and

%0 Joe Giardina, telephone interview by author, dyIg010.

*! Joe Giardina, telephone interview by author, JylgQiL0. When | asked Giardina why an education
program cannot be offered free to schools, heedhat the company believes that, “ it's important
for schools to pay something because if you getesbimg for free you tend not to value it.”

* National Endowment for the Arts, “Shakespeare inefipan Communities 2009-2010 Report,”
2010, The National Endowment for the Arts, WastongDC.
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uses itsShakespeare in American Communigesnt to supplement the money the
company receives from additional donors. For otloenpanies, however, the NEA
grant makes up a more substantial proportion of #reual production and
education funding and, therefore, the educatiorayfamming is less extensive.
The Baltimore Shakespeare Festival describes @séh non-profit
professional theater dedicated to producing quafityrdable classical theater in
Baltimore and introducing Maryland schoolchildrerShakespeare through
innovative educational programs both in and ouhefclassroom® Baltimore
Shakespeare Festival presents a stark contrastabamally recognized, relatively
well-funded theatre company like Theatre for a Newdience. The company was
founded in 1994 and performed shows in found spawtkfinding a permanent
home at Baltimore’s St. Mary’s Outreach CenterG02 In the former St. Mary’s
Episcopal Church, Baltimore Shakespeare Festieated a performance space
vaguely reminiscent of Blackfriar's Playhouse, whdrey presented two or three
productions per year. During some seasons theypalison a summer production at
an outdoor theatre space. With a small profesktbeatre contract with Actors’
Equity, the company was one of just three resigenfessional theaters in Baltimore
until it permanently closed its doors in April 2L, citing unspecified financial
problems’* The company receive8hakespeare in American Communitiesnts for

the 2007-2008, 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 seasonsndxhe 2009-2010 season,

“3 National Endowment for the Arts, “Shakespeare inelican Communities 2007-2008 Report,”
2008, The National Endowment for the Arts, WastongDC.

4 Danny Jacobs, "A Baltimore Shakespeare Festivap&tier RemembersPaily Record(Baltimore,
Maryland), April 7, 2011, accessed November 9, 2Q&kisNexis Academic .
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Baltimore Shakespeare Festival's Education Cootdrraindeed, their entire
education department—was Carmela Lanza-Weil. \ds&ed why Baltimore
Shakespeare Festival applied fddlzakespeare in American Communitiesnt,
Lanza-Weil simply replied, “Money®® Despite its tight budget, Baltimore
Shakespeare Festival conducted a variety of stumérgach programs each year,
including a summer camp for middle school studantsa winter teen performance
program in which the students rehearsed and ped&itakespeare plays. The NEA
grant was used to fund their student matinee prograuring the 2009-2010 season,
the student matinee production wéamlet Lanza-Weil or a member of tiamlet
production team visited classrooms to provide agereormance workshop that
covered a synopsis of the play and taught basatrihetiquette. Students were then
bussed to the theatre to see the two-hour perfarenafHamlet Following the
production, students were given the opportunityafoin-class talkback with several
actors from the production. In addition to these-@nd post-show activities,
Baltimore Shakespeare Festival creatéthenletstudy guide, provided copies of the
script to each student participating in the progrand developed a companion
website for teachers. Students were also encoditagerite critiques of the show to
post on the websit®. During the 2009-2010 season Baltimore Shakeseestival,

“conducted six performances with 18 educatidfadtivities (pre- and post-

%5 Carmela Lanza-Weil, interview by author, Baltimoxaryland, July 14, 2010.

*® National Endowment for the Arts, “Shakespeare inefipan Communities 2009-2010 Report,”
2009, The National Endowment for the Arts, WastongDC.

" Ibid.
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performance workshops) throughout 13 days thatfiisgtemore than 1,100 middle-
and high-school students from 20 schools locatedaryland.”

Despite budget constraints the Baltimore Shakesgdesstival was able to
create a program that fulfilled the grant requirateeset by the NEA and Arts
Midwest. Although the program was not as extenas&heatre for a New
Audience’s residency program and perhaps did rathté¢he play to students with the
same level and depth of the 12-week residency, mharea thousand Baltimore
students were able to experience a live Shakespeadection and spend classroom
time studying the performance, an outcome that ptesithe NEA’s goals.

If the robust educational programs provided byaftesfor a New Audience
constitute one end of a spectrum and the finaesttliggling Baltimore
Shakespeare Festival’s basic interpretation oftaat requirements constitutes the
other end, West Virginia’s Greenbrier Valley Theatsed its grant to help to fund a
program that falls somewhere between these twemes. Greenbrier Valley
Theatre began its work in 1976 in a tent besideateenbrier River. Since the
theatre’s founding, the company’s mission has liegmesent, “quality live theatre
centered around a core of professional actors aadtdrs with opportunities for
members of the community to learn stagecr&ftlh 2000 after years of performing
partial seasons in a temporary space, the compasyable to move into a permanent
purpose-built theatre that includes classroom ahdarsal studio space. The

company is supported by a loyal local fan base,ia2®06 Greenbrier Valley

“8"Greenbrier Valley Theatre: A Brief History," Grewier Valley Theatre: The State Professional
Theatre of West Virginia, accessed November 1312bttp://www.gvtheatre.org/#!___about-us.
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Theatre became “West Virginia’s Official Year-RouRmbfessional Theatré™ The
company received 8hakespeare in American Communigesnt for the 2009-2010
season.

According to Greenbrier Valley Theatre’s Educatizirector, Meredith
Donnelly, the company applies for NEA grants ewargr but the $25,000 grant,
“was more than double what we usually g8td boon for a theatre company funded
primarily, as many are, through grants and donatiddonnelly explained that the
theatre has an operating budget of approximatedd D0 per year, only $213,000 of
which was earned through ticket sales during tfE®2f10 season and added that,
“the reason that’s so high is because we can’tgehathat we really need to for ticket
prices because no one would come. Not because agfudlity, it's just because they
can’t afford it.” The rest of Greenbrier Valley Tdtee’s budget comes from generous
donations from a “small cap” of people in the regwho can afford to donate to
theatre, while the rest comes from a series oftgrdie company applies for each
year>

The bulk of theShakespeare in American Communigiesnt money went
directly to underwriting a production dacbethfor a student matinee program that
the company has been running each year since 2B@dause of the grant funding,
Greenbrier Valley Theatre was able to bring Tonypamated actress Kimberly Scott

to Lewisberg to play Lady Macbeth and charge sttelgrst seven dollars to see the

** Ibid.
0 Meredith Donnelly, telephone interview by authugust 11, 2010.

*! Ibid.
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production. Student tickets for productions atttieatre usually cost twice that
much>? The student matinee program also includes aaalkbor the students after
each production and study guides that include méion about the production as

well as activities such as word puzzles that sttedean do to prepare to see the show.
During the 2009-2010 season, Greenbrier Valley besas just beginning to

develop in-class workshops. The education direamoltwo actors traveled to

Gilbert, West Virginia and did a workshop on intexjing and performing
Shakespeare for the students there. This granetuiadtivity was the first of its kind
for the company and one they hope to continue ams/® comé® With their
Shakespeare in American Communigesnt Greenbrier Valley Theatre conducted 14
performances and 14 educational activities ovecthase of 14 days and benefited
more than 1500 middle and high school students #8rachools in Virginia and

West Virginia>*

The above examples demonstrate the autonomy ofegrmim creating
educational programs that suit their company’s letidgd staff size while
simultaneously fulfilling the requirements of theagt. They also illustrate the range
of theatre companies that are eligible f@rakespeare in American Communities:
Shakespeare for a New Generatgmant. Ultimately, while criteria such as size,
national reputation, operating budget, and prodacéind educational program

quality are determining factors in Arts Midwest ahd NEA'’s decision to award a

*2 Greenbrier Valley Theatre: The State Professidhalatre of West
Virginia, accessed November 10, 2011, http://wwithgatre.org/#!__tickets

>3 Meredith Donnelly, telephone interview by authugust 11, 2010.

** National Endowment for the Arts, “Shakespeare ineican Communities 2009-2010 Report,”
2010, The National Endowment for the Arts, WastongDC.
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grant, factors such as a theatre company’s locatitime country and its ability to
perform outreach programs for students that woatdtherwise be exposed to live
theatrical productions play a large role as wék. Arts Midwest Assistant Director
Susan Chandler explains, “If you look at the listheeatre companies participating,
there are many smaller companies and they areirgactio smaller, more rural
areas...they simply don’t have the same capacitymaajar theatre company like
Guthrie or Arena Stage would have.” Smaller or nraral companies like Baltimore
Shakespeare Festival or Greenbrier Valley Theatfdl & different side of the
Shakespeare in American Communities initiativehiat twhile the NEA would like
students to seemofessionaproduction of Shakespeare’s work, the ultimatepisi
for students to experience a live production. Chemdescribes an ongoing debate in
arts funding as “quality versus access” and ndtasit is a constant balancing act to
insure that artistic quality is not being sacrifider access> Although one cannot
successfully argue that a small local companyBk#imore Shakespeare Festival is
presenting shows and educational material of theeszaliber as Theatre for a New
Audience, all of the companies selected to recaigeant through this initiative
ideally create live productions and activities thlkdw students to experience

Shakespeare’s work in a manner that they woulthae¢ access to otherwise.

% Susan Chandler, telephone interview by authore 2% 2011.
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Shakespeare in American Communities’s Scope andl&ca

In the decade of its existenBhakespeare in American Communitreach
across the country has been staggering in its.sédgmating the program’s size as it
began to wind down during the 2010-2011 seasonal@aia guessed that the
program had been implemented in some form (thrauthier full access to a live
production and associated educational activitighr@mugh theShakespeare in
American Communitiesoolkit) in 80% of American high schools. Thetiaiive,
“brought something like two million kids into liygerformance, and for 25 million
kids we brought exciting stuff into their classradfat is significant>

The formally compiled statistics on the initiatiwellected through the 2009-
2010 season, show that the initiative has reacheslden 172 and 1,270 communities
each seasot. Between 2003 and 2010, 5,565 individual perforpearwere
presented for student audiences and studentsipatéd in 14,177 educational

activities at least partially funded IBhakespeare in American Communitiesney>®

* Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

>’ National Endowment for the Arts, “Shakespeare inefipan Communities 2003-2004 Report,”
2004, The National Endowment for the Arts, WashongDC. National Endowment for the Arts,
“Shakespeare in American Communities 2006-2007 Rg@907, The National Endowment for the
Arts, Washington, DC. At the time of this writing 2012, the 2009-2010 statistics are the most tecen
to have been formally compiled and released. TH2 ZD13 season is currently in progress, and the
NEA is accepting applications for the 2013-2014ssea

%8 Numbers in this paragraph have been determineddiyn@ together the statistics reported each
season from 2003 through 2010. These statistitthie states and individual communities reached,
the number of performances, the number of educaltexctivities conducted, the total audience
reached, the total children reached, the theat®peaaies engaged, the schools reached, and the
number of educational toolkits distributed.
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Since there is no way to determine from the staetistow many new schools were
visited each year versus how many had been visitpcevious seasons and also no
way to determine how many new students were reaghel year as opposed to how
many were repeat patrons of the program, it isadiff to do more than speculate on
the number of students that participated in thigsitive. However, with an average of
222,719 students participating each year over dhiese of seven seasons, an estimate
of one million students is not far-fetched. Whem ancludes the students who
participated in the program through classroom expot theShakespeare in
American Communitiesoolkit, Gioia’s assertion that 25 million studsmarticipated
in the program seems, if slightly exaggeratedeast feasible.

In addition to serving students and teachers, themas have also provided
work to hundreds of theatre artists. The prograsidwarded 175 grants that have
supported the work of more than 75 theatre comgagig the NEA’s estimation,
companies receiving these grants have providedemant to more than 1500
actors, directors, stage crew, and other theatfegsionals?

The Shakespeare in American Communitregative is notable first and
foremost because of this size and scope. A maeergment-sponsored theatre
project of this scale deserves critical attentienause of the impact it has had on the
culture of Shakespeare education in America atutreof the twenty-first century.
Any program that reaches millions of students ansbime manner influences the

programming decisions of dozens of American theaimpanies should not be

9" About the Program," National Endowment for thésAPresents Shakespeare in American
Communities, accessed November 10,
2011, http://www.shakespeareinamericancommunitig&about.
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ignored by scholars and theatre practitioners.s phogram was also the template for
several other initiatives now being implementethatNEA, so it has had a profound
impact on the Endowmefl.

It is my hope that this history of the program w#irve as a useful secondary
source for anyone researching this initiative @ NEA in the future. In the chapters
that follow, I will analyze various facets of thatiative in greater detail, providing

the “why” and the “how” that have merely been gexksver here.

89 According to Arts Midwest Director David FraherdhAssistant Director Susan Chandler, the
program is not scheduled to continue after 201thefnitiatives influenced bghakespeare in
American Communitiewill be discussed in chapter 2.
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Chapter 2: Changing the ConversatiBhakespeare in
American Communitiesnd the Reputation of the NEA

Chairman Dana Gioia and his staff at the Natiomaldwvment for the Arts
created th&hakespeare in American Communiti@gative to bring live
Shakespeare performance to thousands of Amerinarmmmunities underserved by
the arts. The stated goal of the program, repezted in its promotional material,
was to encourage a new generation of young peoplieraply students, but also
young military families—to appreciate and suppiw theatre, and to
enthusiastically embrace the language and stofiéélbam Shakespeare, the
playwright selected to serve as the emblem of gesaturing theatre and literature.

The other, perhaps equally important, goal ofpfegyram was to improve the
national reputation of the Endowment and to seadegjuate congressional
appropriations at a time when the NEA was viewednlayny Americans with apathy
at best and animosity at worst. While the NEA hiachgs had its vocal champions in
Congress and in the arts community, events of teeiqus decade had put increasing
pressure on the NEA from its detractors. As Giaitip when he began his tenure at
the NEA it was an “embattled institution whose lémneas not, shall | say,
universally understood by the American peopl®ring his time at the NEA, Gioia

wished to “change the conversation” that Americagse having about the

! Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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Endowment, and he worked to improve the mannerhicivthe organization was

viewed by the public and its elected representativeCongress.

In this chapter, | will examine the goals and ouates of theShakespeare in
American Communitiesgitiative in the context of the broader histoifytloe National
Endowment for the Arts, its funding, and its pragmaing. Using NEA press releases,
articles in popular periodicals, interviews wittogram participants, and
congressional records, | will situate the initiatin the historical narrative of the
NEA and in the context of the George W. Bush Adstnaition. | will discuss the
financial and socio-political impact that tBaakespeare in American Communities
initiative had on the NEA and the manner in whickerved Gioia’s overall goals for

the Endowment under his chairmanship.

Shakespeare in American Communities and the CultWk&ars

The National Endowment for the Arts and the Natidradowment for the
Humanities were established on September 29, 186&n President Lyndon
Johnson signed the Arts and Humanities Act. Thed&ctared that the “world
leadership” of the United States should not “res&ly upon superior power, wealth,
and technology, but must be founded upon worldwésdpect and admiration for the

nation's high qualities as a leader in the realideds of the spirit*With this ideal

’ Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Mamgl, May 9, 2011.

% Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the AB809), 18.
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in mind, the NEA began its first fiscal year on @mtr 31, 1965 with a budget of $2.5

million and fewer than a dozen employees.

Arts education was a priority for the Endowmepnirits inception, and
several NEA programs set a precedent foriShakespeare in American Communities
initiative. In 1967, the first fiscal year in whithe NEA awarded a complete series of
grants, the Endowment proved its dedication to atioig in the arts by awarding a
substantial grant of $681,000 for a Laboratory TieeBroject to assist in training
high school students in classical theatre. Thegptgrovided funding for
“professional theater companies” in three citiepriovide “free performances for
secondary school students on weekday afternoontaadults on weekends.” The
objective of the program was to improve the qualitarts education by “making
high-quality theater presentations integral to tsghool curricula Through this
grant, performances of Anton ChekhoVisree SistersGeorge Bernard Shaw&aint
Joan Thornton WildersOur Town and Richard SheridanThe Rivalsvere
performed for students in Providence, Rhode Islaond;Angeles; and New Orleans.
Although the scale of this early project by no neawals that oShakespeare in
American Communitieshe spirit of this early grant is evident in thésion of the
latter program. Under the chairmanship of Nancykdan the 1970s, the NEA began
the Artists-in-Schools program. Funded in part vi@®0,000 from the Department of

Education, the program sent more than 300 perfayaid visual artists into

* Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, edstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-200
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the AB809), 23.
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elementary and secondary schools in 31 statestorpefor and educate studerts.
The goal of the Artists-in-Schools program wasnsuge that the Endowment
reached young people with few opportunities to egpee the arts. The precedent for
focusing on education is also evident in one ofEhdowment’s major
accomplishments of the 1990s, the creation of ttie Bducation Partnership. This
program, which brings together the Department afdation, the National Assembly
of State Arts Agencies, the Council of Chief Stathool Officers, and the NEA, is
also indicative of the NEA'’s willingness to partiveth other government agencies,
as it would when it partnered with the DepartmdriDefense on th&hakespeare in
American Communitiesitiative. The Arts Education partnership providesommon
ground for researchers to study how best to promtesustain the arts in the school
curriculum, and its ambitious research agendaghedmpasses the arts and
academia, the arts and social development, andrigaior arts educators,
demonstrates the NEA’s commitment to defining androving the role of the arts in

all levels of American educatidn.

The populist ideology of Gioia’s Shakespeare atiie is also part of a trend
that can be traced throughout the history of thé&NEresident Clinton stated during

his presidency that the mission of the NEA showdtb enliven creative expression

nl

and to make the arts more accessible to Americbals walks of life,” and he was

®> Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 36.

® Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, edstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-200
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the AB809), 122.

"lbid., 115.
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certainly not the first to suggest that the primgogl of the NEA should be arts
accessibility. The best example of the invigoratfigct of embracing a populist
approach for the NEA can be seen in the chairmarefiNancy Hanks in the 1970s.
The NEA under Hanks promoted an “art-for-all-Amanes” approach that brought
“more federal money for the arts to more commusitiethe United States than ever
before.® The popularity of this vision for the NEA was edted in the Endowment’s
funding, which increased a remarkable 1,400 perdenihg Hanks’s eight years as
NEA chair? Although Hanks'’s goals as chairman seem to bsttbagest inspiration
for Gioia’s goals in their focus on bringing thésato the broadest possible audience,
programs specifically intended to bring art to ghego otherwise would rarely
experience it have always been funded by the NBAifstance, the NEA's
Expansion Arts Program, founded as one of the NEAi$iest initiatives, focused on
bringing the arts to underserved communities, @aldily minority communities and
those in inner cities. Twenty years later, the RArgs initiative was begun in 1989
to help to develop rural arts organizations throggints to state art agenciég.hese
same rural, minority, and inner city communitiesudbcontinue to be chronically
underserved by the arts and would become the sgymas bf communities
specifically targeted bghakespeare in American Communitidgtle over a decade

later.

8 Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 51.

° Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, edstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-200
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 51.

%pid., 96.

51



The above examples are just some of the manyldmabnstrate the NEA'’s
early commitment to encouraging theatre educatitiniies, and to funding
programs with populist appeal intended to ideadyoh as broad a swath of American
citizens as possible. It is these types of progranastheir success that in part
inspired theShakespeare in American Communitrégative. Gioia and his team of
Endowment employees had some clear examples ofippprograms from the past
that had worked to bring greater funding and pesigiress to the NEA. Yet Gioia’s
initiative was not created to maintain a popultatiss quo. In fact, the opposite is
true. TheShakespeare in American Communitregative was created in 2002
primarily because the type of populist educatiggtabramming enumerated above
had not been consistently promoted and dissemirtdted enough to be seen as
typical NEA fare. To the contrary, the NEA had gaed a reputation as an elitist
organization, serving only a small subset of theefioan population and not
benefiting the citizens of the country as a wholas dichotomy between “elite” and
“populist” (or perhaps “popular’) has always beemtwf the dialogue concerning the
NEA.

The two terms are loaded, and both are bandiedtddygpoliticians, the
media, and the NEA leadership itself. Chairman &soexplanation of his
understanding of the elite class provides a usidtihition for how the word is often
applied in discussions concerning the Endowmert,itais this understanding of
“elite” that I utilize in the following pages. Aocding to Gioia, elites are an
interdependent group. People perceived as elitebedound in “the major cultural

centers of the United States,” particularly New K,dros Angeles, San Francisco,
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Chicago, and Boston and are both the esoterid¢sadrsl those who patronize their
work. Elite artists are those at “institutions whigasically are seen to be on, if not
the cutting edge, at least the fashionable edgjeecirts.” The clientele of these
fashionable institutions are the “sophisticated eyad class” and are also viewed as
elites!* Populist, then, is the polar opposite of eliteelifes are found in major
cultural centers of the United States, then thdse @esire art to be viewed as
populist seek out their everyman audiences everawilse, in the small rural towns
and neglected urban centers of the country. Pdgrlists do not work to appeal to a
wealthy clientele, but rather to the “average Jogh a middle- or working-class
income. The art itself is not expected to be fasainbe or cutting edge, but rather
traditional, familiar, and accessible (both in teraf its subject matter and its
availability in all communities for a low cost). iBhis a simplistic definition of two
terms that are in fact complex, but regardless@feixact nuances of the
terminology—which change in emphasis from one debatl discussion to the
next—one thing is clear: “elite” and “populist” atempeting ideas. It has always
been the NEA's responsibility to grapple with qimss of elitism and populism

while often simultaneously pretending that theredglivide between the tw@.

The NEA was established “to nurture American aevégt to elevate the
nation's culture, and to sustain and preservedhatcy's many artistic traditions.

The Arts Endowment's mission was clear--to spthadartistic prosperity

"' Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Magl, May 9, 2011.

2 For further discussion of these competing andnoétenflicting ideas of elite and popular, see
chapter 5.
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throughout the land, from the dense neighborhoddsiolargest cities to the vast
rural spaces, so that every citizen might enjoy Acaés great cultural legacy>This
mission suggests that while “artistic prosperitifpsld be attainable for all citizens
through the NEA, the NEA'’s simultaneous goal wa%etevate the nation’s culture.”
That goal can fairly be called an elitist pursait|east in one sense of the word.
Livingston Biddle, chair of the NEA from 1977 to88 believed that the terms
elitism and populism were regrettably used to iati@ false polarization of the arts.
Biddle suggested that elitism can mean “qualityd @opulism can mean “access,”
and that the two terms need not be mutually exatusut must rather be brought
together with “access to the best” as a guidinggipie for the NEA* In practice,
however, the NEA has always struggled to strike balance between elite and
populist. TheShakespeare in American Communipesgram is indicative of the
NEA at its most populist and was in many regardai@man Gioia’'s response to all
those who believed that in previous years it ha&d too elite in a sense of the

word that did not simply mean “quality.”

Although the above paragraphs elucidate some &pulist precedents for
Shakespeare in American Communiteasd Nancy Hanks’s tenure in particular
demonstrates that Gioia’s populist approach td\NBA in the 2000s was not entirely
new to the agency, many early NEA initiatives ddd fit into this access-for-all
model and are indicative of an artist-centric NBAttwould come to be accused of

serving the elites rather than a broad swath oAtherican populationOne need

13 Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNsitional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 1.
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only examine the first series of NEA grants awaret967 to see how much the
Endowment has shifted away from its initial pri@st Early on, the NEA was not
afraid to support cutting-edge artists, trail blaze their fields who were virtually
unknown or underappreciated, or, if growing in plapity, still relatively unproven
because of a lack of longevity. In its first yethie NEA awarded 23 theatre grants
totaling $1,007,500, including awards for residemtfessional theaters such as the
Actors Theatre of Louisville, the Seattle Repertdbheatre, and the Tyrone Guthrie
Theater. Grants to these theatres, founded in 19881, and 1964, respectively,
demonstrate that the early NEA desired to provigheling to promising fledgling
companies and was a strong advocate of the redioealre movement. That same
year the Experimental Playwrights’ Theater receiaadtal of $125,000 to produce
plays by Robert Lowell at Yale University and byi@& Terkel at the University of
Michigan. In the field of visual art, the NEA prided early support for pop art and
neo-surrealism. In short, the Arts Endowmentvatyi“encouraged young and fresh
talents previously overlooked or growing in accep&&” Visual arts grantees of 1967
“‘included Leon Polk Smith, Mark di Suvero, Dan Rfg\Donald Judd, Manuel Neri,

Tony Smith, and H.C. Westermann. None of thesetanere traditionalists:>

Perhaps the late 1960s was a time in which the"e&nd the “popular” were
in some respects less clearly distinct than theyrathe 2000s. Regional theatres
such as the Tyrone Guthrie were new and experidntbalso relatively popular

with the general public. Chairman Gioia, reflectomgthe 1950s and 1960s, suggests

!> Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNsitional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the AB809), 22.
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that the lines between what would now generallgdigsider elite (poets, classical
musicians) and what would be considered popul&e (laght television talk shows)
were often blurred in a manner that we no longeris¢he twenty-first century. In

his public appearances Gioia often shares recallecbf watching variety television
programs like th&d Sullivan Showr thePerry Como Music Haland seeing
classical musicians like Jascha Heifetz and opagess such as Anna Moffo and
Robert Merrill featured as guests along with thge/of comedians, popular singers,
and movie stars who make up the vast majority eSggion today’s late night
shows™® Gioia believes that today “no working-class or ilgrant kid would
encounter that range of arts and ideas in the populture.®’ The chasm between
popular entertainment and art perceived as besgyved for society’s elites has
grown. Although when one looks at the list of 1@@@ntees it seems that the NEA
was focused on non-traditional artists and the iugadf artistic endeavors out of the
mainstream of most Americans’ experiences, | coadkdt in the period in which the
NEA was founded, “popular” and “elite” were moresidgaenmeshed in the manner in
which, ten years later, Chairman Biddle would ssg¢e be ideal.

However, from almost the start of the NEA’s exnste, politicians showed
concern regarding whom and what the NEA was fundmd968, the NEA
encountered the first Congressional review of icgpamming, and particular
scrutiny was paid to fellowships for individualiats. Some legislators worried that

in awarding these fellowships to artists the NEAud'bypass the cultural norms of

'8 Dana Gioia (Commencement Speech, Stanford Untyetkine 17, 2007).

7 bid.
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the American majority*® Others believed that the NEA was unduly focused on
funding new styles of art at the expense of traddl styles, favoring the avant-garde

and effectively acting as censors of traditionafams.

It is clear that by 1977, at least some in the Ni&ke blatantly operating
from a perspective that favored the needs of attists (and those elite critics who
had the opportunity to experience, understand a@pdeciate them) over the needs of
the general public seeking accessible popular @menent. In that year Visual Arts
Program director James Melchert wrote, “We aresnotess-oriented, in the
conventional sense. Our ideas of success areetitfélom the usual ones. A
fellowship...might mean only that the artist sperst tiine testing new ideas, learning
which led up blind alleys and which were artistigatalid. We do not require our
artists to be...popular, either, which is sometimaiseqdifferent from having artistic

merit.”°

Melchert was an employee under Chairman BiddlddRi considered it the
Endowment’s responsibility to promote experimewiain art but also believed that
the Endowment had an equal duty to keep art froooinéng so experimental that it
ceased to be an integral shared element of Amesigaiety. The Endowment did not
fear controversy. Writing near the end of his témi980, Chairman Biddle declared,

“The Endowment has had some controversial momantsyet controversy is the

yeast that makes the creative loaf ri€e But the NEA ultimately faced more

¥ Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNsitional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 27.
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controversy than it had bargained for when it bez@mbroiled in the culture wars of

the late 1980s and early 1990s.

The trouble began with a visual arts grant awarde®87. That year, the
Southeastern Center for Contemporary Art in Winssatem, North Carolina,
received a grant of $75,000 from the NEA to suppwtseventh annual Awards in
the Visual Arts program. This grant, which was rhatt by an additional $75,000 in
private funds, was used to enable a jury to meeisatect ten artists to display their
works in a traveling exhibition. One of the featliagtists selected by the jury was
Andres Serrano, a photographer whose featured vincksded a hazy image of a
crucifix in a jar of urine, a piece entitled Piskri{st. The following year, the
University of Pennsylvania’s Institute of Contemgugyr Art received an NEA grant of
$30,000 for a retrospective of works by photograptabert Mapplethorpe that
included graphic homoerotic and violent imageBoth exhibits were initially
presented without inciting widespread public comtrgy. However, shortly after the
close of the Awards in the Visual Arts tour in 198®&verend Donald E. Wildmon,
executive director of the American Family Asso@atin Tupelo, Mississippi, saw
the catalogue containing Serrano’s Piss Christdiviin condemned the work and
encouraged a public campaign against the show geidst the NEA for helping to
fund it, calling for the dismissal of “the persdrtlae National Endowment for the
Arts responsible for approving federal tax dolf&’sThousands of citizens wrote to

their representatives in Congress echoing Wildmoalk In an attempt to quell the

% Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 90.
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rising tide of disapproval, Hugh Southern, thendbeng chairman of the NEA,

wrote a statement in April of 1989 stating, “Thed&wment is expressly forbidden in
its authorizing legislation from interfering withe artistic choices made by its
grantees. The National Endowment for the Arts sugpbe right of grantee
organizations to select, on artistic criteria, tlatist-recipients and present their
work, even though sometimes the work may be deamoetioversial and offensive to
some individuals. We at the Endowment do, nonesiselgeeply regret any offense to

23 yet this statement did not have the desired efecthe contingent

any individual.
of NEA detractors continued to grow in number and/@r. Republican Senators
Jesse Helms of North Carolina and Alfonse D’Amdtbdlew York led the criticism
of the Endowment in Congress, denouncing Serramoi& and demanding a review
of the NEA’s grant procedures. The legislatorsnglwith 22 other senators, also
demanded a guarantee from the NEA that it wouldsapport projects including
works that could be considered offensive to theetakthe general public.

Meanwhile, the Mapplethorpe exhibit had simultarsy begun to generate
controversy. In June of 1989 the Corcoran Galléirbin Washington, DC,
canceled a planned transfer of the Institute oft@mporary Art’'s Mapplethorpe
exhibit to its space, fearing that to open the leixkvould trigger a “political storm”
on Capitol Hill due to the potentially controvetsiantent of the show’ Then-

chairman of the board of the Corcoran, David Ll&ydeger, stated that the decision

to pull the Mapplethorpe exhibit was made becabhsébard feared that going ahead

2 bid.

4 Barbara Gamarekian, "Corcoran, to Foil Disputey@@rMapplethorpe Showiew York Times
June 14, 1989, Final edition, LexisNexis Academic.
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with the NEA-funded exhibit while the Endowment vedseady dealing with the
Serrano controversy could “hurt NEA appropriatioata “very critical period in the
appropriation proces$>Former NEA chair Livingston Biddle agreed, sayifig,
this current climate of confusion, exaggeratiorg hyperbole, it would be very
difficult for an artist like Mapplethorpe, who iRy controversial, to have a good
viewing of his work in Washingtorf® The decision to cancel the Mapplethorpe
retrospective had the opposite of the intendedamné; however. Rather than
avoiding controversy, the Corcoran’s decision feréd it on two fronts: the
perceived censorship by the Corcoran caused amauprthe arts community, and
the attention drawn to the exhibit by its cancelaserved only to bring it to the
attention of the NEA'’s opponents, further fuelihg tontroversy in Congress.

In the summer of 1989 Congress began debatingppeopriations bill for the
Interior Department and Related Agencies, which wwgsovide funding to the NEA
for fiscal year 1990. Congressmen in the HoudRagresentatives suggested three
amendments intended to punish the NEA for its gyeessions in providing funding
for the controversial works of art. One calledttog elimination of the Endowent’s
entire appropriation for fiscal year 1990. Anothalled for a 10 percent cut to its
grants and administrative appropriations, andra ttalled for a five percent cut to its
overall budget. While none of these amendmentseplaissthe House, a fourth did: a
reduction of the NEA'’s budget by $45,000, represgnthe $30,000 that had been

granted to fund the Mapplethorpe exhibit and $16,0¢hich was the portion of the

% Barbara Gamarekian, "Corcoran, to Foil Disputey@@rMapplethorpe ShowiNew York Times
June 14, 1989, Final edition, LexisNexis Academic.
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$75,000 grant to the Southeastern Center of CordeanpArt that had been used to
fund Serrano’s work! When the bill came before the Senate, Senatoe Jssisns
added the now-infamous vague language prohibiiegNEA from using its
appropriated funds to pay for materials deemedséebe or indecent.” This included
anything that denigrated any person based on religion, sex, handicap, or national
origin. “Obscene” and “indecent” works were defingdHelms as those that featured
“sadomasochistic homoeroticism, the sexual exgloiteof children, or individuals
engaged in sex acts and which, when taken as awholnot have serious literary,
artistic, political, or scientific value?® The Senate further suggested other
amendments to ban all direct grants to the compahat had produced the
controversial exhibits and to shift $400,000 frdra Agency’s Visual Arts Program
to other Endowment programs focused on folk artsammunity art3? Ultimately,
these amendments did not pass. Remarkably, thevénsion of the bill did not
reduce the NEA's budget. In fact, the Senate pexvian additional $250,000 for the
Endowment’s appropriations to create an indepenct@ninission to review the
NEA'’s grant process. But while the NEA had emerged from the Mappletiecapd

Serrano controversies financially unscathed, magyuRlicans in Congress and vocal

*” Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNsitional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 93.

% Ibid., 94.

2 Technically, the Mapplethorpe grant had come ftbenNEA’s Museum Arts Program and not its

Visual Arts Program. It is important to note thatranunity arts were viewed as a non-controversial
counterpoint to the visual arts, as the Shakespeamerican Communities program is primarily a

community theatre-based program.

** Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, elsitional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 94.
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conservatives in public life were now suspicioushaf Arts Endowment and watched
the agency closely for any sign of moral corruptibhe arts community, too, was
keeping a close eye on the Endowment to gaugeatgion to its critics. In July of
1989, George H.W. Bush appointed John E. Frohnntayleead the Endowment. To
comply with Congressional mandates, Frohnmayerepl&enator Helms’s obscenity
clause into the official terms and conditions gomeg all NEA grants. The arts
community was incensed and accused FrohnmayehandEA of failing to defend
artistic freedom of expression and buckling to gawgent censorship. Frohnmayer
later claimed that he deliberately inserted thigjleage into the NEA'’s terms and
conditions because he believed that it would prevakawsuit, which he hoped
would lead to findings that the language was uniitmti®nal. As a response to the
obscenity clause, many artists and arts adminsgaéesigned from positions on

NEA grant panels and otherwise severed ties wigtEthdowment®

Thus the NEA was already in a vulnerable positidremvanother major public
controversy began to take shape in 1990. That lgexfprmance artist Karen Finley
came to national attention when two Washingtonrjalists, Rowland Evans and
Robert Novak, wrote about one of her performancekeir widely syndicated
column. Finley’s performances, which deal with ssguch as the degradation of
women, sexual violence, and homophobia, are notabkaeir profanity, nudity, and
graphic depictions of sexuality. In the performareferenced in Evans and Novak’s
column, Finley poured chocolate on her naked bledyding Evans and Novak to

caricature her as “the chocolate-smeared womarey Bso quoted an unnamed

31 Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 97.
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Bush administration insider who had supposedly $@eley’s performance and
found it “outrageous Finley defended her performance in a letter to the
Washington Posdefining herself as a “serious artist” whose woakl been depicted
by Evans and Novak in an “inaccurate and malicypuskleading way.” She
described herself as, “the latest victim of tha@ks of the extremist right on freedom
of expression,” and wrote, “I see this attack as pka larger trend of suppressing
artists -- especially those whose work deals wiffiicdlt social issues -- by playing
on society's fears, prejudices and problefighe damage had already been done,
however. In the same month that Evans and Novailds=nley’s articles were
published, the National Council on the Arts decittedefer 18 grants for Finley and
other performance artists that had been recommengldte NEA's Theater panel.
Of those 18 grants, 14 were eventually recommeatéted further consideration and
were awarded to the individual artists by NEA Chein Frohnmayer. Four grants—
to Karen Finley and performance artists Holly Hughlmhn Fleck, and Tim Miller—
were not approved. In response, the four deniestadued the NEA for illegally
denying their grant applications. Dubbed “The NEAthey received support from
the arts community and set in motion a legal baltid¢ would continue to plague the
NEA and would not be resolved for nearly a decddée NEA 4 controversy
provided fuel to the fire for liberals and consdives alike.

Meanwhile, in 1990 the Independent Commission ratetlby Congress to

32 Karen Finley, “Chocolate-Smeared Young Womaiyashington PosMay 19, 1990, Final
edition, LexisNexis Academic.
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study the NEA began its review of the agency. Tiesion of the Independent
Commission was to review the Endowment’s grant-mglirocedures and to
consider whether there should be specific standardecency for publicly funded
art. This mission was intended to redress the tamncriticisms leveled against the
Endowment by its detractors in Congress: firstt itsagrant-making process was
subject to cronyism, and, second, that the NEA fimading works that were “too far
from the mainstream of public taste,” and therefticenot deserve to be funded with
public tax dollars® The Commission found reason to praise the NEAinsfan its
final report that the NEA had helped to changecthieural landscape of the United
States. During the two-and-a-half decades of th&’BlIExistence, the number of
symphony orchestras in the United States had ddwsid the number of opera
companies had increased from 27 to 120. The nupflyjgofessional dance
companies had increased from 37 to 250, and thdeuaf museums from 375 to
over 700. The number of people in the United Stel@sing their profession as
“artist” had tripled. According to the Commissida,relatively small investment of
federal funds has yielded a substantial finan@alm and made a significant
contribution to the quality of American life.” Asif the question of whether or not
there should be specific standards for publiclyetensh art, the Commission stated that
the standards for selecting publicly funded artingesbeyond considerations of
artistic worth and also consider conditions thatentnaditionally governed the use of
public money. The Commission believed that in gelgagrantees the NEA must

consider not only their artistic merit but alsoithability to achieve wide distribution
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of their works and reflect the cultures of minoyityner-city, and tribal
communities’® While the Commission agreed that freedom of exgioesis essential
to artistic production, it pointed out that obse¢gms not protected as free speech and
that the NEA was and continued to be, “prohibitexhf funding the production of
works which are obscene or otherwise illegal.” Hegrethe Commission called the
NEA an “inappropriate tribunal for the legal det@émation of obscenity, for purposes
of either criminal or civil liability,” and recomnmeled that the NEA chairman remove
the obscenity clause from the Endowment’s grahithie Commission ultimately
determined that there had been deficiencies ipeeation of the Endowment and
that mistakes had been made, but believed thaighra combination of
Congressional oversight and reforms in grant-makingedures the NEA could be
trusted to be accountable for dispensing publid$un

By the time the primary campaigns for the 199X plential election had
begun in late 1990, the NEA had become so conts@aldhat it became a campaign
issue for the first time in its history. Republigaresidential hopeful Patrick
Buchanan ran on a “culture war” platform that aeclighe sitting Administration of
investing tax dollars in, “pornographic and blagpbes art too shocking to show?”
He promised to close down the NEA if elected. Melaifey the denial of grants to the
NEA 4 was not enough to placate Senator Helms.dAéred to spearhead a

campaign in the Senate to severely curtail thetgrgmactivities of the NEA. During
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debates on the NEA'’s appropriations bill for 19892)ms advocated an amendment
to prohibit the NEA from using any of its funding provide grants to any individuals
or works that, “depict or describe, in a patenfigisive way, sexual or excretory
activities or organs>® He also accused the Endowment of adhering teitlicies
that failed to adequately serve states without majs centers, while providing
disproportionate funding to cultural centers likewNYork City. However, Helms
was unable to muster the support to pass an amendoneansfer NEA funding from
prominent New York organizations like Lincoln Canémd the Metropolitan Opera
to arts councils throughout the country. The “Helarsgyuage” concerning the ban of
funding for “patently offensive” art was also ulttely dropped from the
appropriations bill, although the previous ban ohstcene” art remainéd The
ongoing Congressional debates over the fate dNE# meant that the Endowment
was receiving large amounts of publicity, almosbéit negative. By 1992 the NEA
had lost the majority of its support in Congrebg, White House, the media, and the
public. In February of 1992, Chairman Frohnmaydrowad come to be viewed by
most Americans as an ineffective leader of a flawimd) agency, submitted his
resignation, becoming the first and thus far onANChair to resign under political
pressuré!

In 1993, actress Jane Alexander was appointeddsident Bill Clinton to

% Eric Pianin, "Helms Wins Senate Vote to RestriE#NFunds; Action Targets 'Offensive’
Materials,"Washington PostSeptember 20, 1991, Final edition, LexisNexis deraic.

“0Kim Masters, “Corn for Porn’ Victory; NEA Fundskayed Without Helms ProposalVashington
Post October 25, 1991, LexisNexis Academic.
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serve as the next chairman of the NEA. At the painthich Alexander took the
helm of the NEA, the negative attention to the agdrad not yet translated into
budget cuts. In fact, during fiscal year 1992 theA$ budget was at an all-time high
of $176 million?* However, the agency’s status was still precariasst continued to
serve as a scapegoat for conservative politicialexander worked doggedly to
improve the Endowment’s reputation with the genptddlic. During her tenure as
chairman, she traveled to all fifty states and RuRIico in order to improve her
understanding of the role the NEA was serving imewnities across the United
States. She used her public position as chaireoEtildowment and well-known
actress to speak out about the positive work oNlB& and convince Americans that
the vast majority of the projects financed by tgerecy were non-controversial. In
her written statement at her Senate confirmatia@rihg in 1993, Alexander said, “I
believe strongly that the sound and fury of the paws years over [a] handful of
controversial grants must end...l can, however, aSongress that | will follow the
statutory guidelines on funding to the very bestgfability to ensure that grants are
given for the highest degree of artistic merit ardellence...My goal for the arts is
that the best reaches the mdstThis goal would be repeated almost verbatim by
Dana Gioia when he began his tenure as chair alandstade later, but in the early
1990s this statement from Alexander could not papaliticians on Capitol Hill.
During the 1994 presidential campaign and elestitire NEA once again

became a topic of conversation in the electionalisse. Many Republicans, under

*2 Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
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the leadership of then-Speaker of the House Newyih, were successfully elected
by espousing a political platform called the “CaatrWith America,” which included
a call for the elimination of the NEA. Conservatiabeled the NEA--along with the
National Endowment for the Humanities and the Caafon for Public
Broadcasting--a pork barrel scheme, insisting tinafroliferation of state humanities
councils since the inception of the NEA and NEH @&agaste of taxpayer money and
an example of government breeding more governmghout regard for its necessity
or desirability to the general pubfitin an op-ed in th&vashington Postolumnist
George Will expressed the views of many consergatwhen he wrote, “If
Republicans merely trim rather than terminate thilesse agencies, they will affirm
that all three perform appropriate federal funcsiand will prove that the Republican
‘revolution’ is not even serious reform>”

Although the NEA had miraculously avoided budggsaespite over half a
decade of loud public outcry against it, by 1996 tlegative publicity finally caught
up to the Endowment. In fiscal year 1994, the NB&lsglget had been trimmed from
$174 million to $170 million. The budget was cutiagin 1995, to $162 million.
These budget cuts were minor compared to the rbafoering the Endowment’s
appropriations took in fiscal year 1996, howevdnewits detractors in Congress
succeeded in slashing the budget by nearly fontygme*® The new budget of $99

million required major restructuring of the agenigarly half of the NEA'’s staff was
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laid off, and those employees that remained fotedselves at a vastly different
organization. During the period from 1994 throu@9@, Chairman Alexander
oversaw several major changes to the functioninp@Endowment. Where there
were once 17 discipline-based grant programs, threre now only four funding
divisions. These four divisions consisted of thieegaries Heritage and Preservation,
Education and Access, Creation and PresentatianPkEmning and Stabilization.
Alexander also established Leadership Initiati@sauthorizing Leadership
Initiatives, Alexander gave the NEA the abilitydmate programs that did not
necessarily revolve around grant-based fundfriche most notable change to the
agency as a result of its restructuring under @air Alexander was the change in
the process of providing grants to individuals1994, the NEA eliminated its budget
for local nonprofit agencies to provide federalrdsato individual artists. This
process, known as “regranting,” had allowed the N&&hannel funding to local
nonprofit arts agencies throughout the United Stafbese agencies would then
provide grants to individual artists in their commities. Such artists would otherwise
be unlikely to receive federal money, as they wdypically be unable to match the
grantsmanship of large arts organizations applginectly to the NEA for funding.
Although the Endowment claimed that this was “&c#yr budgetary response to a
shrinking fiscal pie,” nonprofit arts agencies amded that the Endowment was in

fact responding to the political fallout it had éacfrom funding “unconventional”
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and controversial artists such as Finley, Hughkesk=and Miller?® Although for a
time following this decision individual artists ddun theory still receive grants by
applying directly to the Endowment in Washingtonpractice this budget cut
severely restricted the amount of individual gratsvided by the NEA. This

became an ongoing point of controversy in the @tmmunity.

In addition to the major changes instituted by Aleder, Congress mandated
its own NEA reforms in fiscal years 1996, 1997, 4988 that further drastically
changed the manner in which the NEA operated astoldsed federal funding. Most
of Congress’s reforms to the Endowment were baasaoking rather than
progressive. It seems clear from the list of refotirat Congress implemented them
in an effort to eliminate the NEA'’s ability to proke funding to the types of
individual artists and exhibits that had causedctiieure war controversies in the late
1980s and early 1990s. For instance, Congressndietd that Alexander’s
elimination of the regranting process did not adegly prevent the potential of
another NEA 4 controversy, and so Congress conplelieninated the NEA's
ability to give grants to individual artist8 Congress also eliminated grants to
organizations for the purpose of sub-granting fepbrganizations or artists.

General or seasonal operating support grants enaagtions were eliminated,

“8 Diana Jean Schemo, “Endowment Ends Program Helpitigidual Artsist,”"New York Times
November 3, 1994, final edition, LexisNexis Academi

9 There are two exceptions to this rule. Individuzda still receive grants in the field of literauand
honorific fellowships are still given to jazz musiaes, and “folk and traditional artists.” Mark
Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, efi&tional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-200
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 121.

*Y Regional, state, and local arts agencies areafitilved to sub-grant, which is why in the
Shakespeare in American Communities initiative Mtdwest handles the granting process as a
partner of the NEA.
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presumably because a controversial work could beymeed without the NEA’s
knowledge within a season funded by federal mohregesponse to criticism that the
NEA poured too much of its money into urban culteenters such as New York

City or Chicago at the expense of other parts efuhited States, Congress instituted
several reforms concerning the distribution of NfgAds to the states. Program funds
allocated to state arts agencies were raised ffopeBcent to 40 percent of the

NEA'’s overall budget, and agency funding to any pasicular state was capped at
15%, excluding funds from multi-state projects. Tangressional reforms also
strengthened the language of the 1990 NEA authaizatating that funding priority
go to underserved populations, and required the iMEZeate a separate grant

category for projects of a national scape.

Yet even in the midst of these reforms made by @ Alexander and
mandated by Congress, there continued to be regedses and senators on Capitol
Hill speaking for their constituencies, calling tbe abolishment of the NEA. In
1997, the NEA came perilously close to being cotebedefunded. That year
Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich advocated tea af a privately-funded trust
rather than a publicly-funded National Endowment he once again rallied House
Republicans to zero out the NEA'’s funding in thewad appropriations bifi* The
proposed House appropriations bill for fiscal y&888 contained no funding for the

Endowment. A Republican-proposed amendment to gedviock grants totaling $80

> Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, elsitional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 120. The national scope of programs like
Shakespeare in American Communitiess almost certainly directly influenced by thesendates.

2 bid., 121.
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million to state arts agencies and school boardsithsidize arts education was also
defeated, leaving the arts with no federal govemiriending in the House bill. As
the appropriations bill moved to the Senate, thezsielent Clinton promised to veto
any bill that did not contain at least $99.5 mitlitor the NEA. The argument over
funding for the agency continued in the Senate tlems) however. Senator Helms
continued to call for the complete abolition of #gency, and he was joined by
Republican Senator John Ashcroft in attacks thatieoed to primarily focus on the
sexual content in a handful of NEA-funded artistimrks. Republican Senator
Spencer Abraham suggested a plan to privatize B &hd the National
Endowment for the Humanities, declaring that bajéreies were “out of touch with
the public.” Other NEA detractors continued to abj® a perceived inequitable
distribution of funding to a handful of cities teet exclusion of the rest of the United
States. Yet the NEA also had its champions, ané# Republican Senator Slade
Gorton who ultimately kept a pledge to defend thedvment and restored $100
million to the NEA in the Senate appropriationd.dihe bill passed the Senate vote,
and in conference Interior Appropriations Chairns&mator Gorton and
Representative Ralph Regula brokered a compromigeuttimately resulted in $98

million of funding for the NEA in fiscal year 1998.

In addition to narrowly escaping abolition, in 198 NEA claimed another
victory when the Supreme Court ruled on the comstibality of the NEA 4 case. The
lawsuit had gradually been progressing througlcthet system since the beginning
of the decade. The initial complaints by Hughesck] Miller, and Finley were that

their grant applications had been rejected fortjgali reasons and that the contents of

12



their applications had been released to the pubkcviolation of the Privacy Act.
When the “standard of decency” provision was adddtie NEA'’s legislation in
1990, however, the NEA 4 found cause to add a Rirg¢gndment count to their case.
A district court found in favor of the four in 1992nd the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals upheld the lower court ruling. In 1993 Brelowment reached a settlement
with the NEA 4 artists, who claimed that Chairmaatfamayer had failed to follow
legal procedures in their case. However, thisesaght pertained only to the four
individual applications and settled only the isstined the grants had been rejected for
political reasons and not kept private. The NEAd&sped on with their lawsuit
challenging the constitutionality of the “decenagyision.” Their suit was joined by
the National Association of Artists’ Organizatiofr$.1993 the Clinton
Administration appealed the decision to the Supr@mert. On June 25, 1998 the
Supreme Court affirmed by a vote of 8 to 1 the tiarinality of the provision
requiring the NEA to consider, “standards of degegnad respect for the diverse
beliefs and values of the American public” whenieaing grant application¥’
Writing for the majority, Justice Sandra Day O’Conexplained that Congress had
the right to be vague in setting criteria for sgagdnoney, and that the decency

clause was not inherently discriminatory on theéatviewpoint™*

Although the NEA was now operating with a budgdyet®% of its peak, it
had overcome the major funding obstacles that thineal its existence. And with the

NEA 4 controversy finally behind it, the Endowmeeemed to be in a relatively

>* Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, elsitional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the AB809), 128.
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stable position throughout the chairmanship of Bily, who served as chairman
from 1998 until 2001. Ivey’'s pedigree as Directbtie Country Music Foundation
in Nashville and former president of the Nationab8emy of Recording Arts and
Sciences served to placate Congressional criticshvehieved that the NEA catered
only to cultural elites. Grants during lvey’s tea@mphasized diversity, and he was
responsible for the launch of the ArtsREACH and li@nge America programs,
which funded arts projects in states identifiediader-represented and fulfilled
Congressional demands that the NEA focus moresdiéinds on underserved regions.
During Ivey’s three-year tenure, the Endowmentrditiface any major
controversies, and under his leadership the NEgived a budget increase in 2000,
its first increase after almost a decade of budgts. Yet as Michael Hammond
prepared to become Chairman of the NEA in 2000ithage of the Arts Endowment

continued to be dictated largely by its critics.”

The Conversation About the National Endowment fdéret Arts

When Dana Gioia was appointed chairman of the N&lwing Chairman
Michael Hammond’s death in 2002, he took the reinsn agency that, while
temporarily stable, had still not recovered frora Harrage of negative publicity it
had received in the previous decade. A samplirgpofe of the rhetoric regarding the
NEA during the culture wars of the 1990s demonsgréthe passionate language with

which conservative politicians and pundits critecizhe NEA. William J. Bennett, a

*5 Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the A&809), 135.
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former chairman of the National Endowment for thernities who had served as
Education Secretary under President Reagan toldr@ss in 1995 that the NEA and
the NEH had become “intellectually and morally cpt’ because they supported
artists and scholars who undermined “mainstreamrivae values ™ Lynne

Cheney, another former chair of the NEH who becamassertive participant in the
culture wars, wrote in Blew York Timeseditorial, “So long as the humanities and

arts communities are what they are, the endowments will be spending taxpayers'

money on academics and artists whose purpose is to mock the idea of ‘the best

b2

that is known and thought in the world,”” and argued, “there is no longer

sufficient rationale for Federal support for the endowments.”’ Senator John
Ashcroft, one of the NEA’s most outspoken detractiuring the mid-1990s, stated
that it was “unacceptable” to use American taxpaymoney to, “subsidize an
assault on their values, religion, or politics,”ialinhe believed was the case with
some of the NEA grant§.Former House Majority Leader Dick Armey similarly
referred to the NEA as an, “affront to the Ameri¢axpayer.®® Conservative
columnist and political commentator Jeff Jacobyvtes several prime examples in

his columns of the conservative outcry againstNB& during the 1990s. In a 1995

editorial he notably referred to the NEA as “Wasjtam’s most fetid cultural

% Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the AB809), 99..

" Lynne Cheney, "Mocking America at U.S. ExpendéeW York TimesMarch 10, 1995, final
edition.

*8 Robert Pear, "Alexander Makes Case for the Aroament,"New York Timeslanuary 27, 1995,
final edition, LexisNexis Academic.

*9 Melinda Henneberger, "Republicans Battle Party\ds Funds, New York TimesJune 8, 1995,
final edition, LexisNexis Academic.
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swamp,®® stating that the NEA’s “most notable contributidasAmerican art have
been cynicism, insufferability, banality, and tésssness®® In his syndicated op-ed
columns Jacoby also described the NEA as, “ehst insufferable,” and a

%2 He accused the NEA of funding works that wereptsamoric shock art

“travesty.
and crude antiestablishment sIép These, then, were the impressions of the
Endowment being published in newspapers and steteews and talk programs

whenever arts funding in America was a topic facdssion.

Even when this type of vitriolic criticism was nbdminating publications and
interviews about the Endowment, the agency’s pressstill typically far from
favorable. Throughout the 1990s the NEA was crédifor “squander[ing] millions
on art programs serving big-city sno§4And “spending Federal money on subsidies
for wealthy people to go to the opera or the batiher than funding art for those
who would not be able to experience it withoutalssistance of the Endowmetit.
There was a sense that perhaps the NEA could notsted to “manage Federal

funds in a responsible manné&f.”

€9 Jeff Jacoby, "How the NEA Pollutes American CuttiBoston GlobgJanuary 24, 1995,
LexisNexis Academic.

® Ibid.
62 Jeff Jacoby, "Insufferable ArtBoston GlobeJuly 7, 1994, LexisNexis Academic.

83 Jeff Jacoby, "The Flag in the Toilet,” Boston Giphlay 21, 1996, LexisNexis Academic.
4 "NEA Dodges a Bullet,USA TodayMarch 26, 1997, LexisNexis Academic.

% Robert Pear, "Alexander Makes Case for the Argoament,"New York Timeslanuary 27, 1995,
final edition, LexisNexis Academic.

% bid.
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Throughout its difficulties the NEA always had deders, and could not have
remained a funded agency without its share of suemin Congress and among the
American public. Yet those who should have beerNEA’s most vocal proponents
during its struggles—those artists who could poaédigtbenefit from NEA funding—
were often just as critical of the NEA as its comag@ve detractors, although for quite
different reasons. Because of the anti-obscendgig® instituted in the 1990s, artists
began to view the NEA with a “slightly more suspiss eye.®” Some artists resigned
from NEA grant-making panels when they no longérdemfortable with the
organization’s criteria for screening applicatioasd prominent artists, including
New York Shakespeare Festival producer Joseph Rapp,went so far as to return
grant money to the Endowment as a protest aga@mnsewed censorship. The
increasingly specific guidelines for selecting desnorganizations were described by
artists to the press as “restrictive” and “a litheeatening ® There was a sense in the
American arts community that the NEA had buckledarmCongressional pressure to
censor artistic expression. This was discouragiaytists who believed that a
primary mission of the NEA was to serve as an adiefor freedom of expression in
the arts. Much of the press concerning the NEA@1990s was also focused on how
the artistic community could be expected to divade share funds from an ever-
smaller Endowment budget. Organizations who hadigusly relied on the NEA for
funding saw their grants shrink or disappear alfogie For example, a 1991 article

focused on the schism this decreasing pool of &ddends caused within the arts

" Russell Stamets, "NEA Drops Pledge, But Artist8 Btary," St. Petersburg Timg$t. Petersburg,
Florida), March 1, 1991, LexisNexis Academic.

% Ibid.
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community. Avant-garde artists suggested that thpgse of the NEA should be to
fund art that is “not commercially viable,” and Hate hope of being funded
through private donations, while large arts insittios that benefited from generous
private donations still expressed a need for fddesistance in order to subsidize
ticket and exhibit costs and “present the bestktieto some people who would
ordinarily not have the chance to see it.” Stilatartists believed that “preserving
culture,” specifically folk-art programs, should the primary purpose of the NEA.
Artists themselves were unable to agree on thegserpf the NEA, leaving the

agency without a much-needed source of united stippo

With vocal opponents of the Endowment regularlyabiag the organization
in the press, and artists often depicted in theianasl angry at the Endowment
management at worst and ambivalent at best, @ iwonder that Dana Gioia believed
that his primary mission at the NEA as its new ghaison was to change the tone of
the conversation about the Endowment. Clearlydtiastic changes to the structure of
the NEA and its granting abilities had not beenugioto change the image of the
agency. Despite more than 100,000 grants awardedeiry state and territory in the
United States, the NEA remained best-known fohasdful of controversial grants.
In spite of, “growing support from a bipartisan kt@n in Congress,” at the turn of
the millennium, the impact of the culture wars aoméd to haunt the NEA as Gioia
began his term as chairm&h Gioia realized that there was a fundamental prokh

the portrayal of the NEA to the American public:ileithousands of meritorious

%9 Melinda Henneberger, "Republicans Battle Party\ds Funds, New York TimesJune 8, 1995,
final edition, LexisNexis Academic.

0 Mark Bauerlein and Ellen Grantham, eNstional Endowment for the Arts: A History 1965-800
(Washington, D.C.: National Endowment for the AB809), 148.
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grants had been awarded throughout the Endowmlast®y, the effects of these
grants were seen only at the local level. In fangcdotes abound of senators and
congressmen returning to their home districts, émliind that in defunding the NEA
they had unwittingly caused the demise of a lodal grogram that they claimed to
have no idea was partially funded through the Endent. The NEA only received
national publicity when a grant became contentidin® NEA'’s positive influence on
communities across the nation was largely overldpkgcept perhaps by the
occasional local publication, while its occasiomagstep was trumpeted in headlines

across America.

Gioia believed that the NEA’s piecemeal approacprofiding relatively
small grants for individual projects and organiaas with no relation to one another
would never garner the Endowment the acclaim itlade¢o ensure its continued
existence. Such grants for individual projectsitecad throughout communities
across the nation, would never create a news Htatywould receive national
attention. To receive national attention, the NEs&ded a project that was national in
scope. Gioia and his colleagues realized that tBA bbuld benefit from an entirely
new type of funding model that linked smaller, loaayanizations together to provide
fruitful partnerships. Beyond providing a nationeidetwork of support for local arts
organizations that could help them to better adieofa sustainability, funding, and
media coverage, this linking of pieces of the adisimunity into a single, greater
whole could create a project big enough to reaehattention of the national media.
Thus, the idea for large NEA initiatives was badrhe first of these initiatives was

Shakespeare in American Communities
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In planning this ambitious initiative, Gioia bated that the NEA “could bring
art of the highest excellence and make it broadiylable in a democratic manner,”
and that by doing so, “any conversation about wéretbmething was controversial
or not would rightly be seen as a secondary coatiersto the main mission of the
Endowment.*! Gioia recognized that the culture wars had cattsegublic—the
average citizens, as well as lawmakers and artigt$dese confidence in the mission,
purpose, and abilities of the NEA. Throughakespeare in American Communities
Gioia hoped that the NEA would be “restored taigétful place as one of the
premier public agencies in the United StatésGioia viewed the NEA's role as one
of advocacy: with its power properly harnessed @rized, the agency could lead
the way toward a “new public consensus for govemtrsapport of arts and arts
education.” Whereas the NEA of the past had been viewed astmatational,
partisan, polarizing, and elitist,” Gioia wante@ tNEA under his leadership to be
seen as “positive, inclusive, democratic, and nieisite.”’* These goals could be
embodied in a program such@lsakespeare in American Communitigth national

W5

visibility, enormous public reach and “indisputabltistic merit.”” Gioia also

recognized that it was time for the Endowment tmgdhe offensive. In a 2003

"L Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

2 Dana Gioia, "Can the National Endowment for thesAMatter?" (Speech, National Press Club,
Washington, DC, June 30, 2003), National Endownfamthe Arts, accessed May 3, 2011,
http://www.nea.gov/news/news03/PressClubSpeech.html

3 lbid.

" Dana Gioia, "Can the National Endowment for thesAatter?" (Speech, National Press Club,
Washington, DC, June 30, 2003), National Endownfamthe Arts, accessed May 3, 2011,

http://www.nea.gov/news/news03/PressClubSpeech.html

" Ibid.
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speech to the National Press Club, Gioia said,sikig, elitism, and timidity will

not build an institution capable of meeting thelldmges currently besetting the arts
and arts education field$®The NEA, Gioia stated, needed to take an “actick a
unapologetic” role in reaching all AmericaffsBy announcing the implementation
of the largest program in NEA history just monthtihis tenure as chair, Gioia
hoped to surprise Americans with an NEA that washmerely reacting defensively to
its critics, but rather taking an active role bgating a visionary and powerful
cultural program. When Gioia took the helm of tHeA\J he understood the primary
guestion about government funding of the arts enuhited States to be, “Should we
support public institutions that promote controvedrer offensive works?” By
launchingShakespeare in American Communiti@ésia hoped to shift the
conversation to more important questions abouticelin America. “Do we want to
live in a nation where arts education has beenieditad from all levels of schooling?
Do we want to live in communities that do not hade hot provide meaningful
access to artistic excellence? Should the couwtnigh is supporting so many
enterprises, simply write off all the cultural aardistic ones?® These are the types
of issues Gioia believed could be addressed, ¥ tihrd NEA could change its public
image. By creating a signature program for the NE#& was of “the highest quality,

had the broadest access, and took a form whichibutressed and surprised people,”

® Dana Gioia, "Can the National Endowment for thesAatter?" (Speech, National Press Club,
Washington, DC, June 30, 2003), National Endowrfamthe Arts, accessed May 3, 2011,
http://www.nea.gov/news/news03/PressClubSpeech.html

" bid.

8 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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that is exactly what Gioia planned to do with 8teakespeare in American

Communitiesnitiative.”

¥ Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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Chapter 3: “A Worthy and Noble Ambition”: NationBesponse
to theShakespeare in American Communiti@sative

When Dana Gioia officially stepped into his roleGtgirman of the NEA in
2003, he was advised to keep a low profile. Wagbimgqsiders who knew the
agency’s history suggested that the best Gioiadchope to do was to not rock the
boat with new controversies. “You can’t changegtteation,” advisors warned him.
Insiders told him that “the institution was impdsgimired in the past,” and that he
should not attempt to undertake flashy programswvioalld draw attention to the
agency for fear that such publicity could backéirel draw negative attentiorBut
Gioia did not take that well-meaning but, in hisnagn, misguided, advice. At a 2003
reception to launch the high-profighakespeare in American Communitresative,
Chairman Dana Gioia referred to the Shakespeareatothe NEA'’s “Hail Mary
pass.? The NEA was about to embark on the single bigigétiative in its history,
attempting to fund at least one Shakespeare pesftzenand educational activity in
every state in the United States over the courseschool year. AlImost 200
communities and 13 military bases would be readlyed theatre companies. In the
first year alone, approximately 190,000 people \wade é&Shakespeare in American
Communitiedunded performance and participate in a relatedaional activity.

The NEA had sent press releases far and wide andjbt the leadership of the

! Nannette Byrnes, "The Man Who Saved the NEB\gomberg BusinessWed¥ovember 13, 2006,
http://www.businessweek.com/stories/2006-11-13ftaar-who-saved-the-neabusinessweek-business-
news-stock-market-and-financial-advice.

2 Philip Kennicott, "Othello’ and the NEA, Navigadi a New World, The Washington Past
September 22, 2003, final edition.
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participating theatre companies to a meeting intWwagon, DC specifically to learn
how to speak positively to reporters about the oy If an initiative on the scale of
Shakespeare in American Communipesved to be a flop, it would be a flop so
disastrous that the NEA'’s reputation could risleaan greater trampling than the one
it took during the culture wars of the 1990s. K thitiative was a success, however, it
would greatly improve the reputation of the NEAId@ling the denigration it had

faced in the previous decade.

To use theshakespeare in American Communipesgram to improve the
Endowment’s reputation, Gioia and his staff hatbtaus their attention on two
fronts. First, the NEA needed to increase its faianstability by gaining more
advocates in the Senate and House of Represestafigeond, and relatedly, the
NEA needed positive attention from the media, iygfabm national media sources
with large audiences. If these two goals coulddmmplished, Gioia realized, the
NEA could achieve the ever-important mission ofé&asing its funding and securing
its position as a necessary federal agency. Winlgtevious chapter focused on
Gioia’s hopes for the NEA's signature initiativeig chapter focuses on Gioia and his
team’s work to fulfill those hopes. In this chaptevill discuss Gioia’s appeals to the
nation’s representatives on Capitol Hill, partielydahe right-wing politicians who
had been such vocal detractors of the Endowmeat friGioia’s appointment. | will
also discuss the media portrayal of 8teakespeare in American Communities
program, the response from participants in the qamog and the initiative’s financial

and structural impact on the NEA.
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Reaching Out for Support from Conservatives and tBesh
Administration

In 2002 when Dana Gioia and his team at the NEAabeatpveloping the plan
for a large national Shakespeare initiative, thenag’s position was no longer as
precarious as it had been in the mid- to late-19@f0sle the NEA still had its critics,
they were less outspoken than they had been ipréweous decade. However, it was
still critically important that the NEA demonstrdtet it had the support of the
George W. Bush administration and to garner adwadisupport from senators and
representatives, particularly those that had preshobeen critical of the Endowment.
As theShakespeare in American Communitreative was developed, the creators
of the initiative took three specific steps thatreeto have been a deliberate means of

encouraging this support.

The first of these steps was appointing First Leayra Bush Honorary Chair
of the program. Laura Bush, a former schoolteaahdrlibrarian, must have seemed
a natural fit for the education-based initiative2@03 press release from the NEA
guotes Laura Bush as sharing Chairman Gioia’s erbm for the project and
expressing particular interest in the educatiospkat of the program. “Thanks to the
Arts Endowment, thousands of children and theiriliamacross America will be
introduced to the literary and artistic world ofa&kspeare,” Bush stated in the press
releas€. Bush shared her honorary chairmanship with Jad&nifathen-president
and CEO of the Motion Picture Association of Amari@vhile Valenti served as a

representative of the arts and business communiesh’s name brought a certain

%National Endowment for the Arts Launches LargesuiiTof Shakespeare in American History,"
NEA News Room, accessed August 6, 2012, last nemtfipril 23, 2003,
http://www.nea.gov/news/news03/Shakespeare Annokimak.
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sense of educational clout to the project. Thakespeare in American Communities
initiative fit neatly into Laura Bush’s portfolidf @rojects as First Lady, which was
generally focused on education. She was a key atiwad President Bush’s No Child
Left Behind Act, founded the National Book FestiralWashington, D.C., and
launched “Ready to Read, Ready to Learn,” an edrcatitiative focused on best
practices for early childhood education and teatia@ning. By naming Laura Bush
the honorary chair of the initiative, the initiagig creators not only demonstrated
their commitment to education, her acceptance@fdle also garnered them a clear
stamp of approval from the Administration. Of cayms is common for First Ladies
to serve as figureheads for initiatives, and Lduwah’s involvement in the NEA'’s

program was much more symbolic than practical.

Gioia also took practical steps to encourage +wghty support, however. In
2004 the NEA entered into a partnership with theddenent of Defense to produce
Shakespeare plays on military bases as part ofnitietive. This partnership was the
brainchild of Gioia, who was “trying to think bigds the program got underway.
Gioia, as he put it, “had no business” communicgatifth the Department of
Defense, but he was able to pull in favors to geagpointment with one of the many

undersecretaries in the Department. Seven years ke described this meeting:

| said, “I bet you’ve never had a visit from theaiman of the National Endowment
of the Arts before,” and [the Undersecretary oféesk] said, “You're right, I've
never had the NEA Chair before,” and | said, “That’first,” and he said, “Yeah,
that’s a first.” So | said, “I'll give you anothérst. | think I'm the first Chairman in
NEA history who has a kid sister who is just bewadjed up to fight in the war in
Afghanistan.” Normally, military people and artsopée think of themselves as

* Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Ward, May 9, 2011.
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totally different animals. He says, “You got aeish the service?” | said, “Yeah, she
was in Navy Reserve and she’s been called up, shats Army billet, and she’s
being sent off to Afghanistan.” And | said, “I thithat’s a first, too.” That gave me
some credibility with him, he said, “Yeah, that'éirat.” | said, “That’s two firsts.
Let’s;jso a third. Let’s bring Shakespeare to miltbases,” and he didn’t know what
to say:

Gioia had an eloquent explanation for why he wambebring Shakespeare to
military bases. His mantra, oft-repeated as heretidhe NEA, was “to bring the best
of arts and arts education to all Americahsie viewed the American military and
military families as a demographic group that hathlbeen wrongfully ignored by
the Endowment. The arts community often views tligary as not relatable and far-
removed from the arts world, and vice versa, bui&$aw the potential in reaching
out to the military as part of the “all Americartiiat he intended to reach. Gioia
pitched his idea to the representative of the Diepamt of Defense by reminding him
that the United States currently has the “besh@y best-educated, and oldest”
troops in its history, and that such troops desqunadity entertainment. Gioia pointed
to the military’s history of providing troops withovies, pop music, and “girlie
shows,” and suggested that it was time to insteisg bhem something that
“recognize[d] their education, their maturity, aheir quality. That “something”
Gioia suggested was Shakesp€eafae Undersecretary was enthusiastic about the
idea. According to Gioia, the two men spent wekioan hour at their meeting
discussing how a series of Shakespeare performapeesically for the military

would “symbolize the armed forces’ belief in its myweople” and acknowledge that

® Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.
® Ibid.

" Ibid.
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the military was a heterogeneous group with cutyaand a high level of education:

in other words, people that deserved to see liak&peare but had previously been
denied the opportunityUltimately, the Department of Defense sent Gioigétition
the committee on Department of Defense appropnatio Congress. If Gioia could
get funding for his project written into the miliygappropriations bill, they assured
him that the Pentagon would not oppose the fundengest. Gioia was successful in
his dealings with the military appropriations cortte®, and thus one million dollars
were transferred from the Department of Defenseybutb the National Endowment
for the Arts budget to support a national tour b&espeare’s plays to military bases

in 2004.

TheShakespeare in American Communitiéiitary Base Tour took
performances of Alabama Shakespeare Festivsbethto 13 military bases. The
tour took six weeks to complete and included pengorces at three Army, three
Navy, two Marine, and five Air Force bases in 1dtes® This program was described

in newspaper articles as an “unprecedented effoerid a “unique partnership®

® Ibid.

This is one example of many in which Gioia’s dgstion of his program contradicts itself. On the one
hand, he was able to convince the military to pie\appropriations for th®hakespeare in American
Communitiesnitiative by explaining that such a well-educatedltured, mature military as we have in
the United States would appreciate the effort. l@ndther hand, Gioia was able to convince the media
and Congress that this partnership was useful lsedawas providing a unique opportunity to
members of the armed forces who otherwise wouldaaxposed to Shakespeare’s work. It seems
somewhat contradictory to describe the group ds Wetl-educated and yet also sorely lacking in the
educational experience of seeing Shakespeare’s,@ad yet this is how Gioia was able to pitch his
plan.

° "National Endowment for the Arts Brings ShakespearMilitary Bases," NEA News Room,
accessed January 13, 2013, last modified Augus2(BW4.

9 Unprecedented Partnership Between the Departafddefense and National Endowment for the

Arts Sends Shakespeare to American Military Bad¢EA News Room, accessed January 13, 2013,
last modified October 2, 2003, http://www.nea.gews/news03/DoD.html.
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This was not entirely true. There had been mangnpeships between performing
arts organizations and national defense organizaiiothe past. For example, the
CIA has a history of financing cultural diplomacygrams that send representatives
from arts organizations abroad as cultural ambassaif the United Statdd There

is also the United Services Organization, a privete-profit organization that as part
of its overall mission to lift the spirits of Amed’s troops and their families has
engaged dance, music, and theatrical performerthiéir USO shows since 1943.
There was also the Army Music and Theatre Progfaumded by Margaret “Skippy”
Lynn in 1962 to support and coordinate theatrical musical performances featuring
military personnel at U.S. Army bases worldwid&he U.S. Army Entertainment
Program persisted into the 1980s and provided hare 25,000 performances
annually. Today there is also Armed Forces Entemtant, a program that connects
up-and-coming performance artists with performareaies on military bases. In
short, there has been no lack of cooperation betwes organizations and the U.S.
military. In the past, however, the organizatiordevelopment of performing arts
shows for U.S. troops has always been generatetwithin the Department of
Defense itself (as is the case with Armed ForcdsrEinment) or by private
organizations (as is the case with the USO). Wizt wnprecedented in the case of

Shakespeare in American Communitleswvever, was a financial partnership

1 "National Endowment for the Arts Brings ShakespearMilitary Bases," NEA News Room,
accessed January 13, 2013, last modified Augus2 (4.

12 Eor more on this, see Frances Stonor Saun@iéesCultural Cold War: The CIA and the World of
Arts and LettergNew York: New Press, 1999).

13"The Organization," USO, accessed January 13, ,4848modified 2013.

14 Graeme Zielinski, "Army Theatrical Official MarggtrLynn, 81, Dies,Washington Postlune 18,
2002.
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between the Department of Defense and the Natemabwment for the Arts. Since
its establishment in 1965, the NEA had never edter® a cooperative agreement
with the DOD, much less taken a portion of its adraperating budget from it. In
fact, Gioia went so far as to quip, “I think itgafe to say that the National
Endowment for the Arts and the Department of Deddresve never before been
mentioned in the same sentence. We're delightathie cultural history*® Gioia
viewed Alabama Shakespeare Festival's tour of anjlibases as the first step in a
“successful partnership,” and announced to thespre2004 that there would be
“more good news to come” as the NEA was workindwiite DOD on “additional
artistic pursuits to benefit our military men andmen.”® This partnership between
agencies, which was created at the height of #ep\lvar as well as during Operation
Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, was an altruistitteach program to demonstrate
appreciation to those in military service for theitdd States. Although cynical, it is
also impossible not to consider that the NEA's &xalip was thinking of benefitting
itself when approaching the Department of Defensdunding at a time when its
coffers were full and it was experiencing high levaf emotional support from
American citizens. The NEA had been long accusdzkofg elitist and excessively
liberal. By entering into a financial partnershighwthe conservative stronghold DOD
and creating a headline-grabbing program to sugpertroops, the NEA was able to

gain a million dollars as well as a shift in itpogation.

!> "Unprecedented Partnership Between the Departafddefense and National Endowment for the
Arts Sends Shakespeare to American Military Badeational Endowment for the Arts News Room,
accessed January 13, 2013, last modified Octoli2003,
http://www.nea.gov/news/news03/DoD.html.

1% Ibid.
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The Department of Defense/National EndowmentHerArts partnership was
surprising, and a rare win-win situation for thedBwment. Those on the right who
had always been quick to point to the NEA as unsgangy at best and inflammatory
at worst could now take note of this unique paghgrand consider that since the
NEA was providing entertainment and cultural edifion for the American military
through performances of Shakespeare’s works, peitigorganization was not all
bad. As for the “people on the left,” while therayrhave been some skepticism
about the partnership, there were also many whe td&lighted to have Department
of Defense money spent for the art5The subversion of the normal order was

appealing.

As part of his agenda to improve the NEA'’s repatatGioia also had to
ensure that the NEA would have supporters in Casgoa both sides of the aisle.
While the NEA had always had enough supportereapkts budget from being
struck from the ledgers, its primarily conservatbgponents had proven better at
organization and staying on message, and at gettaignessage out to the media. As
has been demonstrated in the previous chapteyghout the culture wars, the arts
community was so amorphous that it had difficuétlaying clear and compelling
reasons for why there should be federal suppothi®arts. The NEA managed to
remain in existence, so clearly it had the suppbtihe majority on Capitol Hill,
albeit a slim majority at times. However, that niajowas largely quiet. Ultimately,

throughout the culture wars the NEA'’s critics hathne the better job of creating the

" Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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impression that voter support [was] on the liffeMembers of Congress seemed to
find that, when angling for re-election, if one waspeak of the NEA at all, the
incentive to speak out against the Endowment waatgr than the payoff of speaking
in favor of it. Although by the beginning of Giogatenure as chair the furor over the
NEA'’s controversial grants had largely subsided, Emdowment was still far too
quickly thrown onto the metaphorical chopping bldgkRepublicans whenever

budget discussions were underway.

To change this, Gioia knew he had to win strongepsrt from Congress. To
do so, he actively engaged with senators and cesgren to promote the
Shakespeare in American Communitre8ative. Each year of the initiative, the NEA
produced a glossy brochure featuring pictures frimenplays performed by the
participating theatre companies and a list of tivenis and cities in each state that
were visited by one of the touring productions.i&&pent the first year of his
chairmanship, “trundling back and forth to Caphill, selling the agency to senators
and congressmen one at a time,” using these breslasrhis conversation-starter.
He described visiting senators and congressmesstamaling them the brochures to
demonstrate how the NEA was making a differendéeir districts. According to
Gioia, his typical entrée into a conversation alibatNEA'’s projects was to ask the
congressman or senator’s aid where he or she haltgdiigh school and then list

the high schools and teachers in that community dtbrequested Shakespeare in

18 Kim Masters, "The NEA's Delicate Balancing Act;l@ing Its Critics While Guarding Artistic
Freedoms,The Washington Pgdbecember 29, 1991, final edition.

19 Bruce Weber, "Endowment Chair Coaxes Funds foAtt®" The New York TimeSeptember 7,
2004, final edition.
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American CommunitieBoolkit.?° Intrigued, “the senator would grab the [brochure]
and he’d start looking through it and he’d go, ‘Yware in this city? That town’s a
little thing.” %! Gioia would explain that, yes, the NEA-funded stasm materials or
performances had reached that particular commuaniiy,“suddenly the conversation
would change because they knew that not only wergiwing something to Texas, to
North Carolina, and Ohio, but we were everywherthéir state.?? When Gioia and
his staff first began to visit politicians to protadhe NEA and its Shakespeare
initiative, many senatomsouldn’t even meet with them “because they hated th
NEA, they wanted to abolish the NEA But as they met with members of Congress
on an individual basis and talked to them abougtheds of the program and how it
could ideally benefit students and teachers irr t@stituencies, Gioia’s initiative
began to win over even those who had once beenadbnagainst funding the

NEA. Although Gioia suggests that he, “finally gbém to understand the power of
bringing great art to ordinary peopl& he also admits that it was the educational
aspect rather than the performance aspect of tgggm that was appealing to many
of the people to whom he spoke. The representativdsenators that Gioia spoke to
would often recount stories of influential teacher¢heir lives. Often, these were

teachers whom had taught Shakespeare. In thinkiogtaheir own formative

% The teacher’s guide and classroom study matddale initiative, which was provided free of
charge to any educator who requested one throgNEA’'s website. See chapter 1 for more
information on the Toolkit materials.

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

2 |bid.

% |bid.

* Ibid.
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educational experiences and acknowledging thatfarp@ng arts experience such as
seeing a Shakespeare performance was not simpbjdus entertainment, senators
and representatives realized that failure to pwithding for the NEA was failure to
provide students with an educational opportunitt tould be provided by
Shakespeare in American CommunitiBise program’s focus emphasis on
Shakespeare as a classroom tool rather than naragtertaining theatrical event
gave the NEA a new bargaining chip. Suddenly thédment was actively pitching
itself primarily as a source for the education oféyica’s youth, rather than a source
for entertainment that could be viewed as frivoland potentially inflammatory.

This brought new allies to the side of the NEA. i&icould approach representatives
in Congress not with a request for funding for &8s project, but with a request for
funding for educational materials. He could go tm@ress and say, “Please, give me
more money,” because | had teachers waiting f@ §hakespeare Toolkit].”
According to Gioia, “That was powerful. ‘Teachensyour state are waiting for

them.’ They'll throw another half million dollarsto the budget for that®

In addition to rallying his already-supportive basgrimarily Democratic
senators and congressmen, Gioia focused partien&gy on those who had been
known to denounce the NEA in the past. At the tfrthe millennium, one of the
NEA’s most vocal opponents in Congress was SedatfbiSessions, the Republican
junior senator from Alabama. Gioia’s interactiorttwdenator Sessions is a prime
example of the Chairman’s ability to uShakespeare in American Communites

challenge the viewpoint of his opponents.

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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Senator Sessions, who has served in the Senae 86, has a conservative
voting record and has been a longtime opponertteoNEEA. Sessions has at times
worked closely with the Endowment and in fact ia f990s he was appointed by
Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott to serve on tlaidhal Council for the Arts,
which oversees the NEA. Yet he consistently votés™“on funding for the NEA, has
“spoken out regularly’® against the Endowment, and once sponsored @ bipiace
the NEA with block grant§’ When Gioia was initially making the rounds on Gabpi
Hill to promoteShakespeare in American Communitre2003, Sessions was “very
much against” the plan and “violently against [@jdn everything.?® It is not a
coincidence that when the time came to award a ¢peancompany to tour one of
Shakespeare’s plays to military bases, that grant vo the Alabama Shakespeare
Festival. Alabama Shakespeare Festival, locatélueiistate capitol of Montgomery,
is a professional regional theatre that operatas-g@ind and produces
approximately ten productions each season. As @iqiains it, Alabama
Shakespeare Festival was “having immense finapoiddlems because one of their
major backers had dropped out,” but thanks to Giordervention he was able to
“save the company and send them on t&UWhile it may be hyperbole for Gioia to
suggest that the NEA'’s contribution was solely oegible for saving the company, it

is true that Gioia used a large portion of the appations from the Department of

% Washington TimegJefferson 'Jeff' Beauregard Sessions, IIl," Gdate Profiles, accessed February
4, 2013, http://www.washingtontimes.com/campaigfZ0andidates/jeff-beauregard-sessions-1167/.

" National Journal "Sen. Jeff Sessions (R)," Almanac, accessed Bepda; 2013,
http://www.nationaljournal.com/pubs/almanac/2000fge/al/als2.htm.

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

# bid.
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Defense to provide much-needed financial help &bAma Shakespeare Festival,
effectively buying the support of Senator Sessiarthe process. Gioia’s shrewd
move was effective. Shortly after it was announited Alabama Shakespeare
Festival had received a grant from the NEA to itsiproduction oMacbeth

Senator Sessions spoke out in a press releasengréie program:

“This grant will provide essential funding to tiidabama Shakespeare Festival to
help further the arts education of Alabama's ydu8gssions said. ‘It's important that
young people have the opportunity to learn fromterassuch as William
Shakespeare, who have had such an impact on tleaté¢he English language. The
Shakespeare Festival is a fabulous part of Alalmoudture and is known throughout
the country for its artistic excellence and proi@sal productions. | am always proud
to support the fine men and women at the Festival make such a wonderful

contribution to our state3°

Although Sessions’ statement did not receive wicesgh national attention, it
still marks a major shift in the opinion of a sewawvho had previously made public
comments regarding the NEA only when speaking gatrest its programs. Sessions
continued to speak favorably of the Endowment tarinews in the years following
Alabama Shakespeare Festival's participation irSih@kespeare in American
Communitiegnitiative. For instance, in a 2007 interview h&lsaat Gioia had “done
a good job” directing the Endowment. Sessions atded that in his role as a

member of the National Council on the Arts he haglyested that the NEA “reduce

0 WFSA.com, "Alabama Shakespeare Festival to Getfaé@Grant,” Senator Sessions News Release,
last modified April 14, 2008, http://www.wsfa.conusy/8166338/alabama-shakespeare-festival-to-
get-federal-grant.
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the amount of money going to the very largest monseand [get more of it] out to
states like Alabama - the Shakespeare Festivabtmat things - and that [the NEA]
increase support for traditional arts, particulaihgong young people.” Sessions said
that in fact “that’s been the trend in recent ygaand therefore the controversy that

had once existed over NEA funding was, to his minthing of the past

Similarly, throughout the 2000s the NEA providedltiple Shakespeare in
American Communitiegrants to the Idaho Shakespeare Festival. Idaipoesented
by conservative Republican senators Michael CraygbJames Risch, had previously
fallen into the “underserved” category in termdesferal arts funding® Once NEA
grant money was regularly benefitting Idaho’s adtunstitutions and students, the
effect was seen in the Senate chambers. Senatpo Gaal voted “No” on Arts
Endowment funding in the past and had never beeraocate for the agency prior
to the beginning of thBhakespeare in American Communitregative. In 2011,
however, Senator Crapo encouraged his fellow sen@iancrease the NEA's
appropriations above the levels laid out in Pradi@ama’s fiscal year 2012 budget.
According to Gioia, this was because Crapo was ‘@riee guys we cultivated,” who

now understood, “the power of this [progrant’]”

Gioia believed that a major part of his role as NEbair was to actively

promote the Endowment, especially his signaihrakespeare in American

31 Jeff Sessions, "Political Stagecraft," interviewbavid HollanderCurrent June 12, 2007, page #s,
http://blog.al.com/current/2007/06/ political_stagst.html.

%2 The Idaho Shakespeare Festival in Boise has rege8hakespeare in American Communities
grant every year since 2004. Few other companies baen funded so consistently.

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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Communitiegnitiative, on Capitol Hill. By convincing America’elected
representatives that the NEA had something usiefipiortant (and noncontroversial)
to offer to their constituents, he hoped to gulteeNEA into a position in which it
would no longer be considered dispensable in budggobtiations. He encouraged his
team to create the initiative in the biggest, nwetdly-reaching manner possible
because he knew that by doing so he could gaiaupport of senators and
representatives who would clearly see that thatestwere directly benefiting from
an NEA initiative. Rather than focusing on artists,emphasis that had been
controversial for the NEA in the past, Gioia’s pmon of his initiative was focused
on a key buzzword: acce¥sTime and time again, he explained to legislatbas his
goal was to bring access to the arts to peoplelvaldonever been exposed to live
theatrical performances. By focusing on audiencadamp of everyday American
people as the beneficiaries of the NEA's taxpayenay, Gioia was able to gain the
support of many conservatives who were the oppaenaithe agency when its
primary focus seemed to be supporting (controvBraiists. Rather than taking time
to defend the role of artists in society or thaueabf subversive art, a tactic that had
hampered rather than helped his predecessors, @Goided to stop attempting to
change his opponents’ minds about artists. Insteag)aced the emphasis on the
audiences and set about convincing senators anesesgatives that the NEA could
benefit all of their constituents through everyanability to be audiences, not just the

relative few who could benefit from NEA grants atiss.

34 Bruce Weber, "Endowment Chair Coaxes Funds fott®" The New York TimeSeptember 7,
2004, final edition.
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Gioia’s enormous initiative, and the clever pub&tations campaign he
created to support it by cultivating the symbolipgort of the Administration,
engaging a relatively small but symbolically img@ont amount of financial support
from the military, and channeling funding into unekrved states in order to curry the
favor of their representatives in Congress, acliéus goal of improving the
reputation of the NEA in a measurable way. By threetGioia retired from his
chairmanship in January of 2009, he estimateddlasroom materials produced by
the Shakespeare in American Communitresative were being used in 80% of
American high school®. Gioia believes that impact resulted directly ioreased
appropriations for the NEA. By pitchirghakespeare in American Communiassa
populist initiative, Gioia and the Endowment coakplain to the American public
that their goal was to serve every citizen in tagBam by providing accessible theatre.
“If you actually do serve all Americans, signifitalumbers of those Americans
become your supporters,” Gioia explairiéds it turns out, even if you do not, in
fact, serve all Americans, the mere effort to read¢inoader range of participants with
a program that is described as having patriotitucal, and educational merit is
appealing to the American public and, thus, teliéxted representatives. When Dana
Gioia stepped down as NEA chair in 2009, he saldke ‘how have bipartisan
consensus in the U.S. CongredsThat bipartisanship could clearly be seen in the

NEA'’s congressional appropriations over the coofsBioia’s chairmanship. When

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.
% Ipid.

37 patricia Cohen, "Chairman of the N.E.A. to Stepvdn January, The New York Times
September 12, 2008, final edition.
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Gioia was appointed chair of the Endowment in 2002 NEA’s budget was
$115,220,000. During the six years that Gioia sg&ta&chairman, the budget
increased more than 29 million dollars. In 2008)i&6 last full year as chairman, the
NEA'’s appropriations were $144,706,800. The follogviear, the budget increased

again, to $155,000,000.

While Gioia gives th&hakespeare in American Communitr@gative much
of the credit for bringing increased funding to MEA, the program is also notable
financially because the NEA did not have to speigdhioney to see a major return on
its investment in the program. Yes, tBleakespeare in American Communities
program cost a significant amount of money to imm@at from 2003 until 2013.
With the exception of the Federal Theatre Projéthe® 1930s, more money has been
spent on this initiative than on any other governtrgponsored theatre project in
American history. Yet Chairman Gioia also likegptant to the fact that because of
the NEA’s use of “economies of scale” in implemegtthe program, the amount of
money that the NEA spent to provide this progrars tghockingly low.® Gioia
estimates that the NEA was able to implen&imhkespeare in American
Communitiedor “ten percent what another organization wowdépaid for it,”

because he was able to build partnerships withnimgtions like Arts Midwest and

3% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011. The exact amount of money
spent on the initiative varies from year to yeasdthon how many companies are rewarded grants and
how many of the educational toolkits are createtidistributed. Each participating company receives
a grant of $25,000, and in most years 30 to 40 eoneg received grants. The NEA therefore spends
approximately $1,000,000 annually on grants fos thitiative. It is more difficult to determine the

cost the NEA spends to staff the initiative witlhgram managers and to pay for the contributions of
Arts Midwest, as program managers and Arts Midwestresponsible for more than just this initiative.
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draw on the resources of theatre companies tha alsrady producing

Shakespeare’s work.

This method of providing grants to theatre compsutwedo their own
autonomous work while simultaneously describingrlas participants in a cohesive
national tour proved so successful that it becdmaétueprint for other large
programs spearheaded by Gioia during his tenumeinstance;The Big Read
initiative, another project begun during Gioia’sagimanship, has many parallels to
Shakespeare in American Communitigdse Big Rea@&ncourages citizens to read and
discuss a specific book as a community. Grantthisrprogram defray the cost of
providing “innovative reading programs in selectétes and towns, comprehensive
resources for discussing classic literature anexaensive Web site providing
comprehensive information on authors and their wétkEach communitBig Read
event features a kick-off party to launch the pamgiocally, “ideally attended by the
mayor and other local luminaries,” panel discussiand author readings related to
the book, and events such as film screenings atribal events that “use the book as
a point of departure® The NEA launched@’he Big Readh 2006 with a pilot
program of ten communities. As of 2012, more th&®QBig Readgrants have been
provided to communities throughout the United Std&eetry Out Louds another

NEA initiative that began under Gioia’s tenure anal is closely related to

% Gioia referred to these partnerships as takinguaidge of a “Shakespeare infrastructure” that xist
in the United States, and he points to this asobtiee reasons for why this initiative had to beuath
Shakespeare and not about another playwright. Boe mformation on this idea, see chapter 5.

“0 National Endowment for the Arts, "About the PragraThe Big Read, accessed February 4, 2013,
http://www.nea.gov/national/bigread/about.html.

! Ibid.
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Shakespeare in American CommunitielsePoetry Out Loudnitiative began in

2005. It is described on its website as a “nati@ntd education program that
encourages the study of great poetry by offeringcational materials and a dynamic
recitation competition to high schools across tentry.” Through the program
students, “master public speaking skills, build-sehfidence, and learn about their
literary heritage* Teachers who request to participate in the progemaive free,
“standards-based” materials, including a teachgride, access to an online
anthology of poems, and a CD and DVD on the areoitation. Teachers implement
a two- to three-week curriculum in their classroivat culminates in a class
recitation competition. Classroom winners havedpion to advance to school-wide,
regional, and state competitions and, ultimatelg t@tional competition. Winners
are eligible for cash prizes provided by the End@ntand the winners’ schools are
eligible for stipends for the librarieAmerican Masterpieces: Three Centuries of
Artistic Geniusis another initiative begun by Chairman Gioiét thas a similar

profile to Shakespeare in American Communitiserican Masterpiecesas
“designed to acquaint Americans with the best sfrtbultural and artistic legacy"”
Through the initiative, the NEA sponsors performemexhibitions, tours, and
educational programs of a variety of art forms. Skhactivities reach communities in
all fifty states and include chamber music, chamakic, dance, musical theatre, and

visual arts tours. There is also tHEA Jazz Masters ToandNEA Jazz in the

2 National Endowment for the Arts, "About the PragraPoetry Out Loud: National Recitation
Contest, accessed February 4, 2013, http://wwwgogational/poetry/about.html.

3 bid.

*4 National Endowment for the Arts, "National Initiats," American Masterpieces, accessed February
4, 2013, http://www.nea.gov/national/masterpiedasia html.
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Schools Launched in 2004, the tour, which is also co-spoed by Arts Midwest,
sends winners of the NEA Jazz Masters Fellowship®or to non-profit
organizations across the United States. Jdmz in the Schoofsogram is a free web-
based curriculum with a teacher’s guide, CDs, aN@®®that are designed for high

school teachers of social studies, history, andarfds

Shakespeare in American Communitgeslearly not only the predecessor, but
also the primary model fakmerican Masterpiece®oetry Out LougNEA Jazz in the
Schoolsand theBig Read All four of these later initiatives focus on réaty a
nationwide audience by partnering with other artsducational organizations that
are already doing work in the targeted communitédisof the initiatives place a
special focus on reaching underserved communéidsr small towns in rural areas,
or low income urban centers. All of the initiative® focused primarily on youth and
have an educational component that is heavily esipéd in the program’s
promotional literature, and all of them purporbtintroducing, or perhaps
reacquainting, Americans with their cultural legaégch program, although
innovative in its scope and inclusiveness, focutsamaterials on America’s artistic
past rather than an unknown future. Clearly,3hakespeare in American
Communitiesnitiative’s success led to the structuring ofs@dditional programs in
a similar manner. This structure enabled the NEsawe money by sharing the cost
burden of the initiatives with the participatinggpanies and towns while
simultaneously earning the NEA the national poptylarecessary to receive larger

congressional appropriations.

45 Nat Hentoff, "The Gioia of JazzT'he Wall Street Journalune 15, 2005.
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To take advantage of the Department of Defensa@atip initially
established through ti#&hakespeare in American Communitregative, the NEA
also created a series of additional initiativesi®sxl on American active-duty soldiers
and veterangsreat American Voicedor instance, was an initiative that provided
grants to 24 opera companies to tour performarcaslitary bases across the
country from 2005 until 2007. Performances provitte@dugh this initiative were
provided free of cost to the military bases andeafege for all audience members. In
addition to the musical performance, participatnigsts provided school visits and
pre-show discussions to familiarize student andtadidience members with opera
and musical theatf®.The NEA also provided a free downloadable teashguide
and audience resource packet for this prog@peration Homecoming: Writing the
Wartime Experienceras another initiative that took advantage of ti@D
partnership established by tBhakespeare in American Communitresative. This
program, which was established in 2004, conducitsngrworkshops for troops and
veterans at military bases and military medicakeen The program is co-sponsored
by the Boeing Company and the Department of Defanslewvas created to
encourage troops and their families to write altbeir wartime experiences in Iraq
and Afghanistan, as well as on the home front.sAke case with all of the initiatives
created partially in the mold &hakespeare in American Communit@peration
Homecomingprovides an assortment of free educational magdrnaconjunction with
the program, including a Guide for Writers, a CBg @an online resource with

samples of wartime writing to help to develop thiting skills of military personnel

“® National Endowment for the Arts, "National Initists," Great American Voices Military Base Tour,
accessed February 4, 2013, http://www.nea.gov/malfigav/index.html.
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and their families?’ During the first year of the initiative, selectries from
participants were collected into an antholoQperation Homecoming: Iraq,
Afghanistan, and the Home Front in the Words of WrSops and Their Families,
which was published by Random House. AlthoGgiakespeare in American
Communitiegventually shifted its focus away from serving taily families and
became an educational initiative, its experimefuadling partnership with the
Department of Defense and its tour to military Isaset a precedent that was carried
on throughout Gioia’s chairmanship @peration HomecomingndGreat American

Voices

Media Response to the Initiative

Shakespeare in American Communitiess the inspiration for an array of
programs at the NEA during the first decade ofrtlidkennium because the formula
of the initiative worked. These initiatives used tHEA'’s limited funds in
combination with funding from other organizationscteate primarily autonomous
opportunities that were linked together into natwade programs. These national
initiatives had the desired effect of creating aenwoticeable impact than the NEA’s
previous method of primarily providing grants piewsl to companies and
individuals.Shakespeare in American Communiaieblieved Gioia’s goal of
garnering positive media attention and popular stpipr the agency. Articles in

national newspapers and magazines showered pratbe Ghakespeare initiative,

" National Endowment for the Arts, "National Initiss," About Operation Homecoming, accessed
February 4, 2013, http://www.nea.gov/national/hoomeing/about.html.
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and on Gioia and the NEA for embarking on the miofghakespeare in American
Communitiesvas described in the press as “a worthy and nahl@teon,” which
“promises to help foster a more lively and infornierest in Shakespear® A

2004 New York Times column stated, “that controyassover,” referring to the
culture wars, and added, “The N.E.A. has raisedrmér of education and
accessibility to which liberal and conservative capair.”® “In that guilt-free and
nonpartisan spirit, let us consider a happy turawants: the recent decision of our
government to get more serious about stimulatingpgreciation in localities
everywhere of America's exciting cultural heritédgerote political columnist

William Safire in his article entitled “A Gioia tBehold.”™® Gioia was described as,
“the talkative poet and shrewd administrator wheueeitated congressional support
for the National Endowment for the Art3:"and was touted in an article as “The Man
Who Saved the NEA> He was given credit for transforming the NEA, adtibund
institution” into “a vibrant force for the preseti@ and transmission of artistic

culture.”® Gioia was also lauded for “refocusing the coustoylltural conversation,”

“8"Reviving the Bard, The New CriterionDecember 2003, page 1.
4 Wwilliam Safire, "A Gioia to Behold,The New York Time#arch 8, 2004, late edition.
*0 |bid.

>! Patricia Cohen, "Chairman of the N.E.A. to Step DawJanuary, The New York TimeSeptember
12, 2008, final edition.

2 Nannette Byrnes, "The Man Who Saved the NEB\domberg BusinessWeekovember 13, 2006,
http://www.businessweek.com/stories/2006-11-13fttaar+who-saved-the-neabusinessweek-business-
news-stock-market-and-financial-advice.

> Roger Kimball, "Farewell Mapplethorpe, Hello Shakesre," Nationalreview.com, accessed
September 8, 2012, last modified January 29, 2004,
http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/209336/fasimapplethorpe-hello-shakespeare/roger-
kimball.
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by transitioning the media’s focus from controvalgjrants for individual artists to
“an artist who has no enemies: Shakespe#r&ibia was praised for his new
approach to leading the NEA and frugally funding jpet initiative: “By spreading
relatively small amounts of money all around thardoy, to help companies...that
would tour anyway, he has leveraged a lot of gotidari a small investment,” wrote
Philip Kennicott, culture critic for th&Vashington Post “Other NEA heads have
understood the necessity of building support ammiigicians and voters in hopes of
getting money to fund new art; Gioia seems to bevemting the agency, in part, as a
public relations and service organizaticf Shakespeare in American Communities
was lauded for its emphasis on arts education biygab commentators such as
Safire, who wrote, “building new audiences, opereggs to what makes American
expression unique -- that's where a little publieistment goes a long way toward
strengthening our national tie¥.’Even theNational Reviewa newsmagazine with a
conservative bias, lavished praise on Gioia andhekespeare initiative. “After a
couple of decades of cultural schizophrenia, th& X&s become a clear-sighted,
robust institution intent on bringing important eotthe American people,” wrote art
critic Roger Kimball in his article gleefully ened “Farewell Mapplethorpe, Hello

Shakespeare® Kimball's article described what he viewed as&A’s transition

> Regina Hackett, "Gioia Is Upbeat on the ArB¢attle Post-IntelligenceMay 14, 2007.

% Philip Kennicott, "Othello’ and the NEA, Navigadi a New World, The Washington Past
September 22, 2003, final edition.

*8 |bid.
" William Safire, "A Gioia to Behold, The New York Time#March 8, 2004, late edition.

8 Roger Kimball, "Farewell Mapplethorpe, Hello Shsieare," Nationalreview.com, accessed
September 8, 2012, last modified January 29, 2004,
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from “supporting repellent ‘transgressive’ freaks™bringing Shakespeare to
communities across America“And by Shakespeare | mean Shakespeare,” Kimball
wrote, “not some PoMo rendition that portrays Hanmedrag or sets A Midsummer
Night's Dream in a concentration canmif).“Conservatives—by which term | mean
people who are interested in conserving what is foes the past—should applaud his
efforts. After years in the wilderness, the NEA haally come home,” Kimball

concluded.

The surge of publicity for Gioia and tl&hakespeare in American
Communitiegnitiative was not all positive, and this timetarism of the agency came
primarily from those in the arts community. Howeuée tone of the criticism of the
NEA had changed substantially from the relentlegEism it faced during the
culture wars. In the mid-2000s, criticism of the Alwas typically not the primary
focus of featured articles or editorials. Whenicisin did occur, it was publically
guelled by Gioia before it could gain traction. Trhest critical reaction to the
Shakespeare in American CommunitréBative came fronDallas Morning News
theatre critic Tom Sime, who wrote a 2003 editgpahning the NEA for making a
“too-safe” choice in creating its Shakespeare to&@ime quipped that through the

initiative the NEA “further entrenches its unwavgyicommitment to security - its

http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/209336/fasismapplethorpe-hello-shakespeare/roger-
kimball .

9 bid.
%0 bid.

. Tom Sime, "Bringing the Bard to the Hamlets: FumpConscious NEA Makes Too-Safe Choice:
ShakespeareThe Dallas Morning Newsseptember 28, 2003.
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own - with this plan to bring William Shakespeam@ays to 100 "small to mid-size"
cities and 1,000 schools across our pentameteiveeprountry.®” He wrote that
theatre-goers “may choke on the resulting cloutbeic boredom,” that Motion
Picture Association of America’s Jack Valenti haghed on to be an honorary chair
of the initiative because it “could help doom akyesval of the movie business once
and for all,” and he suggested, in a nod to thenBAdministration’s Iraqg War
strategy, that “No one will dispute shock-and-avakespeare. They'll be too busy
not caring.®® He suggested that that lack of attention was &xadtat the agency
wanted. Sime argued that in choosing Shakespeaogks for its large national
program, the NEA was choosing plays “presumed tassafe as sofa cushioris,”
and that because the illicit and immoral activiieShakespeare’s plays are, “all
camouflaged in respectable incomprehensibilityg’ HEA was choosing to fund a
Shakespeare program primarily for no deeper purff@eavoiding controversy.
Who will complain, when most people do not underdtarhat is being said in the

first place?

Sime’s response to the program was atypical, hokv€@tber commentators
on the program opted to only briefly mention cuiteg of the NEA in articles that
were otherwise admiring of the new direction atEmelowment. In an otherwise
positive article in thé&lew York Timegeporter Bruce Weber asked, “couldn't this

project be viewed as a safe, unobjectionable cRofew couldn't it be argued that

%2 Tom Sime, "Bringing the Bard to the Hamlets: FingeConscious NEA Makes Too-Safe Choice:
ShakespeareThe Dallas Morning NewsSeptember 28, 2003.

5 bid.
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the National Endowment ought to focus on Americiayprights like Tennessee
Williams and Eugene O'Neill, not to mention writerso are still alive?® Weber
also suggested that because the NEA had beenitic@idbotball” in recent years,
the Endowment must be promoting$kakespeare in American Communities
initiative because it represents the agency’s ‘inateemphasis on education
programs and projects of widespread artistic sandhat are unlikely to be assailed
by citizens groups and government officials repméag the viewpoint of

conservatives®®

Gioia had a quick rebuttal to these critiques thatNEA was playing it “too
safe.” Sime, in fact, had already stated in hisoe@il that Shakespeare is not
innocuous in terms of his subject matter, and Gagjeeed. “If | would describe
Shakespeare, | would come up with a hundred otifijectives before the word “safe”
came in,” he saifi’ However, Gioia did agree that Shakespeare’s warls indeed
anything that can be considered “culture,” preSéangerous, anarchistic, primal
urges of humanity” but present them in a controlley °® In the case of
Shakespeare, that control comes from the complegukege of the text. Because the
language in Shakespeare plays is elevated (Simishaogue “incomprehensible” for
the average American), Shakespeare’s work becooteptable. The fact that

Shakespeare is considered “culture” makes it ap@tapfor schoolchildren, in the

% Bruce Weber, "Stratford-Upon-Main-Street: Shakespéo Tour Thanks to N.E.AThe New York
Times April 23, 2003, late edition.

®® Ipid.
®” Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

% |bid. For more details on Gioia’s particular urgtanding of culture, see chapter 5.
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same way that “people don’'t want high school sttelemlook at pictures of naked
women and naked men but they let Michelangeld i’ other words, Gioia agreed
that Shakespeare was socially acceptable, bute@fiosconcede that this was
equivalent to safe, particularly when “safe” waggaused as a criticism of the
program. Gioia also acknowledged the oddity ofliiméted States’ endowment for
the arts seemingly ignoring a multitude of greatefitan playwrights in favor of
promoting an English one. He told tNew York TimethatShakespeare in American
Communitiesvas “just the first of what | hope will be a serief large theatrical tours
that will eventually move into American dram3.But he defended his decision to
begin by focusing on Shakespeare, however, statggelief that “the right place to
begin is where American drama begins, which is Bitlakespear€ > While Gioia
never directly responded in the press to the suggethat he was pandering to his
conservative critics, his position regarding tlsisue seems clear. Gioia did create
Shakespeare in American Communitaeth a mind to silencing his critics, of which
Republicans representing conservative constitusngi€ongress were the most
vocal. To change Congress’s impression of the N&ddefinitively pull it away

from the brink of controversy, Gioia had to conckimself more with impressing his
conservative critics than with attempting to plekiiseral critics and artists who may
push for changes in the management of the Endowmgntere highly unlikely to

push for its complete abandonment. So althoughaGiever publicly admitted it, it is

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

"0 Bruce Weber, "Stratford-Upon-Main-Street: Shakespéo Tour Thanks to N.E.AThe New York
Times April 23, 2003, late edition.

™ bid.

111



obvious that his strategy to win over his conseveatritics through programs such
asShakespeare in American Communitieés calculated and deliberate, and, for a

time at least, it worked.

Other criticism ofShakespeare in American Communitiame in the form of
suggestions that the program was not as innovasv@ioia wanted to believe, but
rather a means of maintaining what had already deee before in American
theatre. Sime, for instance, suggested that the W&#\not doing something new or
unique in reviving a tradition of Shakespeare togirbut instead “simply doing what
everyone does: putting on Shakespeare's playsréetafunding, for safety and
prestige as well as artistic merit. Of course, ¢hglays have ample artistic merit and
anchor the canon of theater literature for goodeaaBut theater companies were
already risking overkill, even before the NEA's pigsh. We don't need more
federally funded Shakespeare now, any more thanesd federally funded national
tours of shopworn Broadway musicals. That audiesedready well taken care of.”
Sime pointed out that if professional theatre comggadid not travel to small and
mid-sized towns, amateurs in those towns wouldhecessarily be deprived of
theatre, but could choose to perform it themselvésere was an appetite for it. “If
there's no Shakespeare in Kutztown, Pa.,”Sime wtotaybe they just don't want
it.” > Echoing Sime’s complaints, other critics descrilfeé NEA’'s Shakespeare

initiative as “overly mainstream.” A.O. ScoMew York TimeS&Im critic, wrote,

"2 Tom Sime, "Bringing the Bard to the Hamlets: FumpConscious NEA Makes Too-Safe Choice:
ShakespeareThe Dallas Morning NewsSeptember 28, 2003.
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“once embattled, the NEA under Gioia is ‘now ermalsted.""® In other words, the
NEA had become too boring, too safe.

Gioia’s response to this criticism was twofold.sEi he argued that theatre or
film critics such as Sime and Scott have a warpgaréssion of what constitutes the
status quo when it comes to live theatre in Amercammunities. Because it is their
job to see plays, they come to believe that bectigsecan see plenty of them, so
could anyone else who chooses to do so. “Theatrfegsionals have to remember
how odd their life experience is compared to therage American,” Gioia said,
joking of critics, “You don’t need the theatre, y@ugoing to the theatre too much,
you should take a day off, go to the ballgarfieSecond, Gioia firmly believes that
he is benefitting students by providiBhakespeare in American Communigesnts
to bring performances to their hometowns. Unlike&iwho believes that small and
mid-sized communities could support theatre if thagl a desire to do so, Gioia
knows better. He knows that in many communities,désire to do so may be there,
but the population and the funding to support raglive theatre is not. He spoke of a
conversation he had with a presenter in a smalhteWwo said of his theatre building,
“I can sell out this place every night with countnysic, old rock bands, we do
revivals on Sunday, we do wedding shows maybedrstitimmer, we do Suze Orman
financial seminars. | would never book Shakespélhis. is the first time | ever did

it.” But, the presenter added, “l would really, ltgdike to if | could do it.” In the

3 Nannette Byrnes, "The Man Who Saved the NEB\gomberg BusinessWed¥ovember 13, 2006,
http://www.businessweek.com/stories/2006-11-13ftaar-who-saved-the-neabusinessweek-business-
news-stock-market-and-financial-advice.

4 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.
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interview | conducted with Gioia in May 2011, hespinately defended his initiative
against the criticism that it was only maintainthg status quo. “No, tell me how the
status quo is a couple million kids going to a likieatrical performance in small and
midsized towns,” he said. “That ain’t the status!qdou’d be surprised at how many
people who were our presenters had never pressptée@n drama before lt's not

the status quo. We completely changed the statoisifjwe were doing something
that had already been done, it wouldn't be thatiatalle, would it? | learned in

editing my anthologies that the average high schta@ment has never seen a play, any

play, any spoken play. So we are completely chantiia status quo’®

A final criticism of theShakespeare in American Communitiégative came
from artists who believed that the primary purpotthe NEA should be as a grant-
giving organization to artists to do new creativerkv The national initiatives such as
Shakespeare in American Communitsesried some arts administrators, who
believed that the NEA'’s creation of its own progsaamd its solicitation of corporate
sponsors were placing the Endowment in competiiibh the organizations it was
intended to suppoff. Many artists also criticized Gioia because thétytfeat he was
not interested in attempting to restore the NEAisrfer emphasis on supporting
artists and new art. “I think the agency has tdagplethorpe and Shakespeare. And

| worry there isn’t enough energy being put inte gleople who make art, as opposed

® Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

Gioia has edited or co-edited thirteen anthologfeshort stories and poems. Here he refers to
Literature: An Introduction To Fiction, Poetry, adtama, An Introduction to FictiorghdAn
Introduction to Poetryall coedited with X.J. Kennedy

""Bruce Weber, "Endowment Chair Coaxes Funds foAt®" The New York TimeSeptember 7,

2004, final edition. AlthouglShakespeare in American Communithes not supported by corporate
funding, other initiatives, particulari®peration Homecomindad corporate sponsors.
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to into projects,” said Gordon Davidson, artistieedtor of the Mark Taper Forum in

Los Angeles, in 2004. His criticism summarized thiatnany artists.

Early in his first term as chairman of the NEA, @ibad the opportunity to
address this criticism at a Theatre Communicat®raip (TCG) conference. At the
conference, Gioia led a question-and-answer segfiout his plans for the
Endowment. During the session, a participant Sdile trouble with your
Shakespeare program is that Shakespeare doesmiygéies. Your program doesn’t
support artists.” Gioia responded with his visionthe Endowment, a vision that
came to fruition and was able to please not orgycibnservative critics, but TCG

artists as well:

“I think that actors are artists. | think direct@n® artists, | think designers are
artists, | think crews are arts professionals. Biiakespeare in American
Communitiegprogram will support thousands of artists. We havget out of this
mentality (and | say this as a poet who is a sglitaeative artist), we have to get out
of this mentality that equates the artist with soétary creator. There are many types
of artists, and a healthy culture needs them adf'r&\still giving individual writing
grants, we’re still promoting hundreds of new playsry year. We also need to
create a program that builds a new generationestth-goers, otherwise | can give
you artist grants until the cows come home, butathevill die. | believe that. | think
that the purpose of the NEA should not be prima#ya grant-giving organization for
the creation of new art. What does the federal gouent know about the creation of
new art? There’s not a worse place in the countgotit than in a federal
bureaucracy in Washington, D.C. The purpose oNBA should be to bring the
best of arts and arts education to all Americamg/ltAmerican communities. Part of
that mission would be to help facilitate the woflhew artists, but the best way of
doing it is not for me to give a grant to Joe Blmawrite a play. It's for me to give a
grant to Woolly Mammoth to commission the play ttrety want’® The federal
government should not be choosing the artists,ldhmat be choosing the works. The
individual arts organizations, the artists themsglshould be doing this. And nobody
can really argue with this because they know I'ghti..What | was trying to do with

8 Woolly Mammoth is a Washington, D.C. theatre comypthat is a national leader in the
development of new plays. Its mission is to prodwoek that is considered edgy or challenging.
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this program was in a sense to help, ironicallyitaize new American theatre by
presenting the works of a dead Englishm&n.”

When he kicked off his chairmanship with thkakespeare in American
Communitiegnitiative, Gioia took a gamble when privileginttgtdesires of his critics
over the desires of his supporters. But, as Gimedipted, artists did not stop
supporting the NEA, despite the fact that undetdasgership it took what many of
them viewed as an exceedingly conservative posifibe arts community may
criticize the NEA, but in the end it will not cdtir the defunding of the valuable
resource it has in the Endowment. Fundamentalligtsr“though they would like to
see it more strongly behind the pure artistic ilmpuhre gratified that the endowment

now seems on its surest financial and politicatifapin a decade®

Ultimately, theShakespeare in American Communitré8ative, and the
other national initiatives that were modeled afftéiroughout Chairman Gioia’s
tenure, did improve the reputation of the NEA. Tkeato these programs and Gioia’s
careful cultivation of Congressional support, tigeracy achieved bipartisan backing
and steady increases in its appropriations throup@mia’s tenure. Gioia poured
most of his time and energy as NEA Chair into ‘figyto rebuild the N.E.A.'s
prestige and credibility with Congress,” and hecggcled in winning new supporters
to his sidé’* As Dana Gioia’s successor, Rocco Landesman, mdpartake on the

position of NEA Chairman in 2009, tidew York Timegseported that “cultural

" Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

8 Bruce Weber, "Endowment Chair Coaxes Funds foAtt®" The New York TimeSeptember 7,
2004, final edition.

81 Robin Pogrebin and Jo Craven McGinty, "For Newdszaof the Arts Endowment, Lessons From a
Shaky Past,The New York Timeduly 23, 2009, late edition.
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professionals say they are hopeful about a growatgntial for art to be taken
seriously as part of the national identity, ratthem disparaged as an elitist, effete
enterprise unworthy of federal suppdtt.By the end of Gioia’s six-year term as
NEA Chairman, the New York Times was able to wiiitat the incoming chair
“look[ed] likely to start the job on firmer grountdan any of his recent
predecessors® Although Gioia’s techniques had not been univéysaimired,
particularly in the arts community, there is no bibthat under his leadership the
national conversation about the NEA did changelferbetter. Rather than
constantly defending the NEA's very existence asfaiis detractors, Gioia had led
his agency into a position in which its leaderstopld engage with its critics and
supporters alike in a dialogue about the purposetdh American society. Is
Shakespeare, in fact, too safe and boring and oweflls the purpose of the NEA to
serve as “a remedial public-service agency théllirsg a void by bringing
uncontroversial, high-quality art to a large numbeAmericans who lack access to
it,”%% or is its purpose to support artists who are argatew works, regardless of the
number of Americans who get to experience thos&s®ls it the NEA's role to fund
reading and writing programs, or are those projgepurview of the National
Endowment for the Humanities? The agency had isea#s emphasis on arts

education and made the best attempt in its histoensure that live performance

82 Robin Pogrebin and Jo Craven McGinty, "For Newdazaof the Arts Endowment, Lessons From a
Shaky Past, The New York Timesguly 23, 2009, late edition.
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8 Bruce Weber, "Endowment Chair Coaxes Funds foAtt®" The New York TimeSeptember 7,
2004, final edition.
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experiences would be accessible for all Americhoswas that a positive or a
negative move? While there is still no clear cossern the United States as to what
precisely the NEA should fund and oversee, Giog@egased that we are even able to
engage in this debate. Such debate marks an irp@wvt from the days in which the
only debate was, “Should the NEA exist, or shou&ddefund it because of its
controversial nature?” Thanks to Gioia’s efforts2D09 as he retired from his
position at the NEA, “political goodwill toward trendowment [was] clearly on the

rise.”®®

8 Robin Pogrebin and Jo Craven McGinty, "For Newdaraof the Arts Endowment, Lessons From a
Shaky Past,The New York Timeduly 23, 2009, late edition.
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Chapter 4: American Shakespeare: The Brandinigeof t
Shakespeare in American Communiti@sative

In an introduction to th&hakespeare in American Communitreégative
published on the National Endowment for the Artdsite in 2007, former NEA
chair Dana Gioia wrote, “The National Endowmenttfue Arts create@hakespeare
in American Communitig® introduce a new generation of audiences to thatgst
playwright in the English language. In order taerstand American culture or
American theater, one must first understand Shaeesg® The implication in this
provocative statement is that Shakespeare camhppoovide a means of
understandinglementf 21° century American culture and theatre but that
understanding Shakespeare is fundamental to uaddisy American culture as a
whole. What precisely it means to understand Shegaee and what exactly Gioia
means when he says “culture” are not elaborated opdhe program’s brief
introductory webpagéThe statement effectively stands on its own, sactuivd
between a warm welcome to the website and a thanko/the Shakespeare in
American CommunitieBlayer’s Guild,” a group of film and theatre celébs and
other public figures who have contributed theirdito promote the initiative. While
Gioia’s statement can and perhaps should be rehgpasbole rather than being
taken literally, this idea of Shakespeare as anriae playwright and a belief that

Shakespeare is inseparable from the founding opthieed States and is an inherent

! 1. Dana Gioia, "Message from Dana Gioia, Chairrational Endowment for the Arts," National
Endowment for the Arts Presents Shakespeare in iBareCommunities, accessed May 18, 2009,
http://lwww.shakespeareinamericancommunities.orgfimia.shtml.

2 For an exploration of the idea of culture promdtgahis initiative, see chapter 4.
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part of American culture provides the basis ofMA’s branding of the
Shakespeare in American Communitresative.

| base my discussion in the following pages pritgan an analysis of the
marketing and educational materials the NEA and Afidwest use to promote the
Shakespeare in American Communities: ShakespeaaeNew Generatioprogram.
These materials include the initiative’s websitégacher’s guide, DVDs and a CD,
and an annual brochure created primarily to be édwdit to members of Congress
that details the productions and community outrdanbded by theShakespeare in
American Communitiegrants®

In this chapter, | will explore the NEA'’s effort fwesent Shakespeare as a
playwright whose work was integral not only to trevelopment of American
theatre, but also to the development of Americamesp as the United States defined
itself culturally in the eighteenth and nineteecgimtury. This chapter examines some
of the inevitable difficulties of linking Shakespedo the America of the past as well
as to American culture in the present, and alsesdéficiencies in what ultimately is
a rather simplistic portrayal of Shakespeare. Hawehis chapter also offers
potential explanations for why the NEA found it assary to emphasize these links
between Shakespeare and America, tenuous as thegtriimes be, in order to
promote theShakespeare for a New Generatioitiative to educators and to

encourage congressional appropriations for thigpto

% See chapter 1 for details on these materials.
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William Shakespeare, Founding Father

In order forShakespeare in American Communitegain a positive national
reputation and thus promote the NEA, the prograeded to be branded in such a
way that it could be easily recognized and suppldoiethe American public,
particularly the mainstream American media. Aduhtlly, the second phase of the
program was created specifically to teach studemdistheir educators about
Shakespeare’s works, a mission that could onlyckeraplished if educators chose to
implement the program, or at least elements af itheir classrooms. What sets this
initiative apart from many other Shakespeare educgirograms in the United States
is its choice to reach its ideal audience primamhbranding Shakespeare as a
playwright with deep roots in American history; eetl, a playwright who, although
not technically an American citizen himself, cantgican and perhaps should be
viewed as American.

The promotional and educational literature publishg the NEA to support
the initiative does feature a fair amount of whag anight at this point in the twenty-
first century consider oft-repeated, generic (ifuably, accurate) phrases to describe
the importance of Shakespeare. Phrases such asdtigers of the English
language,* and “the beauty of his languageippear frequently throughout the
materials, as do references to Shakespeare’sbidatharacters and his universality.
Yet there is heavy emphasis in both the promotiandl educational documents not

only on Shakespeare’s use of the English languadén@ contributions to western

* National Endowment for the Arts: Shakespeare inrikaae Communities
(Washington, DC: National Endowment for the Art808), 5.

® Ibid., 7.
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literature, but also on Shakespeare’s role in Acasipast and his importance to not
just all people, but specifically #imericanpeople, today.

The NEA'’s brochure and teacher’s guide discusoniyt Shakespeare’s
biography and his dramaturgy, but also his rol&nmerican history. For example, a
section heading in th®hakespeare in American Communipesmotional brochure
declares that the program is “Reviving an Amerieadition.” The “tradition” in
this case is twofold: a tradition of touring comntaking to the road to present
productions throughout the United States, andrtition of Shakespeare as popular
entertainment in America. The brochure puts paldicemphasis on Shakespeare’s
popularity in the past: “Throughout the™6entury, Shakespeare remained the most
popular author in America. His plays were freqlectlebrated in opulent theaters
and on makeshift stages in saloons, churches, @etstacross the country.It also
notes that, “Shakespeare productions attractedadlaudience across socioeconomic
and ethnic line$’and that, “Throughout most of our history, the oniy of
Americans from every social class and various ethackgrounds knew his most
famous speeches by heattThe emphasis here is not only on the idea that
Shakespeare was a popular playwright in the UrStates throughout the nineteenth
century whose works were performed often in Ameritteeatre spaces, but also on

the populist idea that these performances of Sipsare’s works were appealing

® National Endowment for the Arts: Shakespeare inrkaae Communities
(Washington, DC: National Endowment for the Art808), 3.

"lbid., 5
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entertainment for Americans from all walks of lif€he teacher’s guide also draws
on this idea of Shakespeare’s nineteenth centysylpaty to explain,
“Shakespearean actors from England came to Ambeacause the job prospects with
touring troupes were plentiful and excitinty."By the nineteenth century, the
teacher’s guide emphasizes, Shakespeare had afhpbesome so American that
actors were abandoning his (and their) English Hanaketo perform in the United
States. This implied English/American rivalry ahe triumph of America as the
preferred location for tours of Shakespeare pradastsubtly plants the idea that
Shakespeare’s plays are in some sense better suifgdericans than they are to the
English. In addition to connecting Shakespeara Wiemes of popularity and
accessibility, the initiative’s promotional mateési@mphasize a long history of
Shakespeare performance in America. Although thiemads’ discussion of
Shakespeare’s popularity in the United States fespsimarily on Shakespeare
performance in the nineteenth century, the teaslgrride also notes, “The earliest
known staging of his plays in the colonies was16@ By the time of the American
Revolution, more than a dozen of his plays had Ipegformed hundreds of times in
thriving New England port cities and nascent townd villages hewn from the
wilderness.*! The teacher’s guide also promotes a connectiomees
Shakespeare’s works and colonial settlers to Namierica through statements such

as, “When the English colonists sailed for the N&arld, they brought only their

1% National Endowment for the Art$eacher's Guide: National Endowment for the Artssents
Shakespeare in American Communif@sshington, DC: National Endowment for the A&611),

14. Incidentally, American theatre scholar Heatliathans notes that this information is inaccurate.
The earliest known staging was 1752, and the pleys not performed hundreds of times during that
period.

" bid., 13.
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most precious and essential possessions with tinetading the works of William
Shakespeare'® Shakespeare, then, is ultimately presented thrthgwritten
literature as a playwright whose works have beesgnt in the United States since
before the country was in fact the United Statad,aplaywright who appeals to a
broad audience rather than an elite one.

The multimedia materials in tf&hakespeare in American Communities
Toolkit also promote these ideas of Shakespearstarital importance and enduring
popularity. In an introduction recorded for the dspeare in Our Time DVD, Dana
Gioia looks directly into the camera lens and tsliglents, “Shakespeare wrote for
everyone. Both the rich and the poor, the educaeldthe illiterate, gathered together
to see and enjoy his play¥’”Actors on the DVD discuss the publication of Fiest
Folio and conclude their explanation by suggesitiag early American colonists
brought, “treasured copies of Shakespeare” witmtifeThe actors then echo Gioia’s
assertion about Shakespeare, that “Americans kvalls of society came to know
and love him.*

In the teacher’s guide, Shakespeare is furtherexted to the American past
through the mention of the use of his plays by pap@merican personalities of the
nineteenth century. Despite the seemingly endlagsty of connections that could

have been made between Shakespeare and Ameritamchidigures, the two

12 National Endowment for the Art§eacher's Guide: National Endowment for the Artesents
Shakespeare in American Communif&shington, DC: National Endowment for the A&811),
13.

13 Shakespeare in Our TimBYD (n.p.: Video Placement Worldwide, 2004).

bid.

' bid.
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primary connections pointed out are those betwdémk&peare and Mark Twain, and
Shakespeare and Lincoln. The guide mentions Twaintkleberry Finnand
describes Huck’s travels along the Mississippi Rivigh a pair of rogues pretending
to be Shakespearean actors as yet another sige pbpularity of Shakespeare in the
ninteenth century. It describes Abraham Lincoln*agrontiersman whose formative
reading consisted mainly of the King James BiblacBstone’s lectures on English
law, and Shakespeare,” and adds, “Like so many Aaeipresidents, Lincoln had a
lifelong fondness for the Bard® A link between Shakespeare and the Bible also
proves important in the program’s literature, asabove quote on Abraham
Lincoln’s education is not the only mention of Bible in this material. The
teacher’s guide also quotes German journalist Kadrtz, who wrote in the 1880s,
“There is, assuredly, no other country on eartwhinch Shakespeare and the Bible
are held in such general high esteém.”

The teacher’s guide, ti#hakespeare in American Communitebsite, and
the promotional brochure are all short documertenhed to provide, for instance, a
basic classroom lecture’s worth of material on ®ispkare or a quick overview of
Shakespeare’s potential importance to a congressroanstituents. These
documents are not intended to provide a comprebesierview of the history of
Shakespearean performance and the myriad usesaké§ieare’s works by

Americans, and it is perhaps unfair to expect tmeaterials to contain a nuanced

16 National Endowment for the ArtSeacher's Guide: National Endowment
for the Arts Presents Shakespeare in American Caritiesi(\Washington, DC:
National Endowment for the Arts, 2011), 13.

7 National Endowment for the ArtSeacher's Guide: National Endowment for the Artsgents

Shakespeare in American Communif&shington, DC: National Endowment for the A&811),
13.
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portrayal of Shakespeare’s complex position in Aoagr culture. What is
interesting, however, is exactly how limited the émcan Shakespeare depicted in
these materials proves to be. For instance, therityeof the information cited in the
promotional materials appears to have been sodiregdLawrence Levine’s
Highbrow/Lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hiedagan America In his book
analyzing Shakespeare’s transition from the poperéertainment of the nineteenth
century to the “highbrow” culture of the twentiettevine describes the flow of
actors from England to America as performers indgdeorge Frederick Cooke,
Edmund Kean, Junius Brutus Booth, Charles Kemldank Kemble, Ellen Tree, and
William Charles Macready came to the United Stateking performance
opportunities. The quote from Karl Knortz mentioradxbve appears in Levine’s
book, as do quotes from Alexandre de TocquevillEsiocracy in Americtghat also
found their way into the NEA’s materials. Levinetes, “In the cities of the
Northeast and Southeast, Shakespeare’s plays dimuhithee theater...George
Makepeace Towle, an American consul in Englandyned to his own country just
after the Civil War and remarked with some surpriSeakespearian dramas are
more frequently played and more popular in Ametitzn in England,™® and
“Shakespeare and his drama had become by the anleteentury an integral part of
American culture® Levine also quotes James Fenimore Cooper ingitfit

Americans have “just as good a right’ as Englishrt@claim Shakespeare as their

18 Lawrence LevineHighbrow/Lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hieraydn
America(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988, 1

9bid., 15.
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countryman,” and he describes Shakespeare’s payudaross the country from the
east coast to the gold mines of CaliforAfa.

When one reads Levine’s text in tandem with$hakespeare in American
Communitiediterature, it becomes clear that the history chl&speare in America
as depicted in these materials is drawn from Lésinarrative in
Highbrow/Lowbrow All of the information enumerated above as exaspif the
NEA'’s efforts to paint Shakespeare’s works as médive piece of American history
and to depict Shakespeare as a popular playwraghbe found in Levine’s book.
This is not to imply, of course, that the previgusientioned information cannot be
found in numerous other books on Shakespeare andritted States. However, the
fact that all of the information the NEA cited app®in Levine’s work does not seem
to be a coincidence. Chairman Gioia himself exme$ss respect for Levine’s work
and his reliance oHighbrow/Lowbrowas source material for the NEA'’s literature.
When the NEA initially set out to create educatianaterials, the organization
“brought an educational group in from the outsittetvrite the materials. However,
Gioia found the group’s finished product “so telgitthat he and Dan Stone, then the
NEA'’s Program and Media Manager, spent eveningsitiag the materials and then
had them reviewed by “outside experts” before mititig them for distributiofr:

Gioia and Stone set out to write educational malténat was, “academically

respectable, intellectually substantial, but adbéss$o students and entertaining,

*° Lawrence LevineHighbrow/Lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hieraydn
America(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988), 2

2 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011. Gioia did not specify the

“outside group” who was initially hired to createetteacher’s guide, nor did he specify the “outside
experts” to whom the final product was sent forieex
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something that captured their imagination as wetheir minds.?* Apparently, Gioia
chose to use Levine’s book, which he describedvasmtierful,” to provide academic
clout to the educational materiéfs Gioia’s admiration for Levine’s work is worth
guoting at length because in his description ofihe's book he emphasizes the very
gualities that the NEA was using to brand theisiar of Shakespeare for the
American public:

“In the 19" century, Levine isn’t just talking about just sohistorical elite.
An appetite for Shakespeare was in mining campgagtin military bivouac, it was
amongst communities of freed slaves, it was inciiigs, small cities, De Tocqueville
points out that everywhere he went in America pedyld two books, they had the
Bible and Shakespeare. So if we want to understdnradwe are as Americans,
essentially we have to understand what the histbraots of our country are and you
really do go back to the Elizabethan and JacobgamBEngland. That's when
America was first settled by the British. With théhey brought the King James
Bible and they brought Shakespeare, two rathemnpadible texts, but our language
is based on that combination, our speech expressi@based on it, and our
imagination has been nurtured by encounters widk&peare generation after
generation after generatiofi*”

The apparent reliance—or at least major emphasisHigimbrow/Lowbrow
as the primary source material for the NEA-cre&hdkespeare in American
Communitiediterature is problematic, considering that iimakitely allows for only a
limited depiction of Shakespeare. The use of Le'gilhook is also disappointing
because information from this text that could hambanced the NEA materials was
not utilized. The Shakespeare depicted in the dHiférature is supposedly popular

with people from “all walks of life,” and yet thenly evidence of this popularity

comes from nods to Shakespeare’s popularity imiheteenth century, a time period

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.
% Ipid.

* Ibid.

128



that in the minds of most Americans, and certambst American school children,
exists only as murkily-remembered facts from higtass. Unfortunately, the
NEA'’s materials do not allow space to fully deserdetails of Shakespeare
performance during this time period, only that piteys were viewed by many
Americans. There is mention of “music, acrobatitzs)ce, magic shows, minstrel
shows, and stand-up come®that accompanied Shakespeare productions, and a
reference to Shakespeare’s texts “parodied threhgit skits, brief references, and
satirical songs inserted into other modes of esitemient,“° but this brief

explanation does not clearly explain the fact thath of the “Shakespeare”
performed in nineteenth century America was inftne of adaptations, and it only
briefly alludes to what Levine himself explains veatational penchant for
parodying Shakespear&.”While it is true, as Levine points out, that rigenth-
century Americans must have had a broad familiavitit Shakespeare in order to
appreciate these parodies in the first placeStekespeare in American Communities
literature misses an opportunity to contextualieegerformance of Shakespeare in
this period as primarily adaptation, parody, ottonie (another element of
nineteenth-century Shakespeare studies that recegeirief a mention). In addition,
the NEA misses what seems like a golden opportaaigpecifically note

Shakespeare performances by and for, for examlieaA-American or immigrant

% National Endowment for the ArtSeacher's Guide: National Endowment for the Artesents
Shakespeare in American Communifi&shington, DC: National Endowment for the A&811),
14.

2 |bid.

*” Lawrence LevineHighbrow/Lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hieraydn
America(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988), 1
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audiences. This is information that, incidentakyalso described in some detail in
Levine’sHighbrow/Lowbrow Levine’s book is also underutilized in that thEA
materials do not discuss the perceived shift Leaim&yzes in his book of
Shakespeare from popular culture to Shakespeaieshighbrow culture. In the
Shakespeare in American Communifiesacher’s Guide, this shift is mentioned in
just a few brief sentences: “Only in thé"@entury did Shakespeare’s relationship
with the American public begin to change. His glgyadually began to be regarded
as high rather than popular culture. The oncearsally accessible dramatist had
become our most sacred dramatist—to whom most acesewere not able to

relate,?®

and “There are many reasons for this change mtagpn, among them an
increasing separation of audiences, actors, amigagtlyles. Specialized theaters
evolved that catered to distinct interests suciivasit-garde theater, theater of the
absurd, and musical theater. Radio, film, ands/tsien executives chose to feature
fewer Shakespeare plays because they were perasuatprofitable.

Simultaneously the oratorical mode of entertainnagat education that was prevalent
throughout the nineteenth century and which helpalle Shakespeare popular did
not survive.®® Again, it is important to note that this brief swary is detailed

enough for teaching materials intended to provitiegh school teacher with just
enough information for a lecture or two on ShakaspeHowever, this summary is

troubling because the NEA literature does not felibup with evidence that

provides an impetus for recovering Shakespeare thisrsupposed fall from

*® National Endowment for the Art§eacher's Guide: National Endowment for the Artegents
Shakespeare in American Communif@sshington, DC: National Endowment for the A&611),
14.

2 |bid., 14-15.
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popularity in the twentieth century, a problem thdt be discussed in greater detalil
below.

The NEA could certainly have provided a more vaaad nuanced view of
the role Shakespeare’s works have played in Ameihdstory, but that is not how the
NEA opted to use the advertising and education&énads. Through their literature
the endowment opted to instead create a fairlydmeensional, easily marketable
Shakespeare brand. In addition to the literatine,dranding includes the
Shakespeare in American Communiteg. The logo is prominently featured on
large posters and banners that are required to lesplay at any performance
funded by é&Shakespeare in American Communigesnt. It also appears on most of
the program'’s literature and on tBhakespeare in American Communitiesbsite.
The logo consists of a gray-scale image of Will@hakespeare’s face superimposed
over an image of a waving American flag in brigkd rwhite, and blue color. The
image of Shakespeare is the Droeshout Engraving.ifflage was originally
published on the title page of the First Folio G23. This engraving has become a
standard sign that means Shakesp&aEhe image of the man with the high
forehead, the beard and moustache, the shouldgthlé@air, and the Elizabethan-
style collar is easily, immediately identified asaBespeare. The Droeshout
Engraving is effectively an icon, a “signifier [thaepresents the signified by

apparently having a likeness to f£.¥When some person or group wishes to signify

% There is debate among scholars as to whethertahiseengraving is in fact an authentic likeneks o
Shakespeare. Regardless of scholarly debate subiject, the layperson is likely to identify the
image as that of the playwright.

3L Gillian RoseVisual Methodologieé.ondon: SAGE Publications Ltd, 2001), 78.
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Shakespeare, this is oftentimes the image thah@ayed either directly or through
the creation of an image that closely mimics it.tHeShakespeare in American
Communitiesogo, this iconic image of Shakespeare is depiaii¢idl an American

flag, therefore becoming syntagmatically relatethtd flag. The American flag is of
course a symbolic sign of the United States. BgiptaShakespeare’s image in the
foreground and the American flag in the backgrouhd,image of Shakespeare
becomes a syntagmatic sign, a sign that “gain[sjmmg from the signs that surround
[it] in a still image...” In this case, the meaning of the combinationtafk®speare
and the American flag is quite clear: Shakespesargended to be viewed as a key
player in the history of America. The logo immedigtbrings to mind patriotic
images of the founding fathers. Looking at Shakasge visage on an American

flag, one cannot help but think of an entire gesfrsimilar images of the faces of
George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, John AdamsBanjamin Franklin depicted
against an American flag background. Such image$edound everywhere from
Independence Day decorations to elementary schstoirp books to kitschy coffee
mugs. The logo draws the spectator into a sigmifyvorld where the message is that

Shakespeare is as American as George Washingtamsfellow patriots.

The NEA'’s Shakespeare: A Symbol of American Values

There is a long history, of course, of countriegrapriating Shakespeare and

his work and claiming the bard as their own. Jagha NEA materials draw on

% Gillian Rose Visual Methodologie§_ondon: SAGE Publications Ltd, 2001), 78.
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Levine’sHighbrow/Lowbrowto describe ninteenth century English playersiteav
their homeland to tour Shakespeare in the UnitateStwhere the playwright's work
was, presumably, better appreciated, Wolfgang Weegsticle, “"The Debate About
Shakespeare's Character, Morals, and Religionnetdenth Century Germany,"
described Shakespeare’s naturalization in ningtessmtury Germany, where “this
cultural naturalization became more and more aiallappropriation of the Bard,
with jingoistic overtones mixed with disdainful rarks on the British nation for its
supposed neglect of the great countryman and twoeripetence to understand him

33 On a similar note, in 1916, Isaac Don Levine wran article for the

properly.
New York Timesntitled “And Through Him Russia Has Found Hers@lithout
Imitating Him, Her Art and Literature Were AwakenatdHis Touch.” The “Him” is
Shakespeare, and Levine writes that, “Of all theagWestern European minds who
have exerted their influence on Russian thoughak&peare occupies the most
peculiar place...In the dark seventeenth centurynbered Russia and, step by step,
growing in brightness, expanding in all directiohs,developed into the great
luminary of today. Russia is now full of Shakesge&ussia’s soul is the
Shakespearean soul. Russia’s literature, art, mpisilbsophy, Russia’s very political
life, are permeated with the Shakespearean spfritt’was not unusual for a nation

in the nineteenth century to claim a particulaméfy for Shakespeare. Lawrence

Levine’s accounts of Shakespeare in nineteenthupgAimerica are similar to

¥ Wolfgang Weiss, "The Debate About Shakespearesa@ter, Morals, and Religion in Nineteenth
Century Germany,Critical Survey21, no. 3 (2009): 87.

3 |saac Don Levine, "And Through Him Russia Has EbHierself: Without Imitating Him, Her Art
and Literature Were Awakened at His Touddeéw York TimesApril 16, 1916.
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accounts of Russia or Germany in the same timegefBy stating that an
understanding of Shakespeare is necessary to taderdmerica, Gioia and the
NEA are, like Germany and Russia before them, ¢tagr&hakespeare’s works as
representative of a country’s particular culture.

As mentioned previously, in stating that in ortteunderstand American
theatre and culture one must understand Shakesg&ara does not elaborate on
how precisely he is using the word “culture.” Hawg by taking as a whole the
narrative of Shakespeare’s role in American hisewyresented in the program’s
literature, it is possible to gain a sense of thheefican culture that the NEA’s
Shakespeare represents. First, the Shakespeaceedap these materials is
“American” because of his abiding presence on tagesand in libraries throughout
American history. In fact, at one point tBhakespeare in American Communities
website even states, “The young nation, brougletteay under a unique Constitution
and collective will, found common ground in a laMfeShakespeare’™® Through the
literature’s emphasis on Shakespeare’s importanegdryone from pre-
Revolutionary War colonists to gold miners in tl@9Q@s, and through its claim to be
reviving old traditions, the NEA material is empizasy a backward-looking
American culture, one that seeks to reverently rabe, even emulate, America’s
past. The teacher’s guide implies that perhapsgbdine reason one must understand
Shakespeare to understand American culture is gibgdause Shakespeare’s works
have always been present in America and thus agaioin to carry on this tradition

is reason enough to ensure that the works contmbe read and performed.

* “Shakespeare in America,” National Endowment fer fiits Presents Shakespeare in American
Communities, accessed January 25, 2012,
http://www.shakespeareinamericancommunities.or@ation/shakespeare-america.
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There is also a sense of rugged individualism atfehsotivation that
permeates these promotional and educational migtelRaferences to the colonists
and log cabin pioneers who read Shakespeare, ingldbraham Lincoln, for whom
Shakespeare’s plays are described as part of Ihimsght “formative” reading, bring
to mind an untamed country. In this country, Shpkase was indispensable for his
entertainment value as well as for the links hisknayeates to the entertainment and
literary culture of England and Europe. This conaliion of refined cultural values
with rugged motivation and inspired leadership se&nrbe a valuable piece of the
Shakespeare in American Communibesnd.

Another important part of the overview of Shakespea the teacher’s guide
and promotional materials is the subtly allude@ubstill present idea that
Shakespeare and the Bible are connected. In thatwials, Shakespeare and the
Bible are described as President Lincoln’s eardylireg material, and Shakespeare
and the Bible are mentioned as being held in grsi@em in the United States. The
way in which these mentions of the Bible functiothin the NEA’s materials is
interesting in that mention of the Bible seemséddss about connecting
Shakespeare to Christian morals and more abouj tisgnBible as an important work
of literature to which Shakespeare’s works sho@lddmpared and equally
respected. The idea one absorbs from reading tkeriada is that the two books that
mattered most to our American ancestors were thkeBind the complete works of
Shakespeare. In an interview Gioia mentioned ibéeEand Shakespeare not as

documents to teach moral values but as “incompateits” on which our English
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(American) speech patterns are ba¥e@o it is the language in both the Bible and
Shakespeare’s plays that is emphasized as impanaritey to America’s culture and
the basis of American language. Although | belithat it is impossible to mention
the Bible, even in passing, without bringing to tchidhristian values and thus subtly
connecting Shakespeare’s works to those valuesulh&al value presented by this
“incompatible” connection between Shakespeare bading James Bible is not one
of morals and ethics, but rather the value of “gréfEnglish language that should be
understood and spoken in America, language borofoearly-modern England.
When teased out to its logical conclusions it mgng to suggest that this idea of
proper English language has further implicationshsas a preference for retaining (or
encouraging a return to?) an Anglophile culturdinerica. Shakespeare may be
“American,” yes, but like our most prominent Amencfounding fathers he was an
English subject before becoming an American pataintl watching or reading his
plays subtly encourages participants to considesehoots.

This emphasis on the American/English connecti@mseto counteract
another cultural value that is mentioned in theréiture: a sense of America as
inclusive, a place where people from diverse etbarkgrounds and all walks of life
can share common interests (in this case, an stter&hakespeare). However, the
mentions of inclusivity are brief and unspecificatered between references to
white, nineteenth-century males who receive speaitimed mention and references
to Shakespeare ultimately becoming the provindeetlite. Although it would be
remiss not to mention the ideas of inclusivity ankersity as values promoted in the

literature, these values do not seem to hold theesmportance as those mentioned

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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above because they receive less attention and emsphadhe literature, DVDs, and
CDs.

One last cultural value that is inescapable inShakespeare in American
Communitiesnaterials is, unsurprisingly, a sense of Amerigatmiotism. The
program’s logo hails American viewers by drawingitlattention to the country’s
flag, ideally suggesting to viewers that Shakespesaas important to American
history (and the American present) as any presiéose image has been depicted
in a similar manner. The focus in the teacher’slgun the presence of
Shakespeare’s works in America far outweighs tisegmn Shakespeare’s biography
as a sixteenth-century English playwright, and ihiskely not a coincidence. It is
part of the NEA’s push to market Shakespeare amavbrk as inclusive, patriotic,

and historically important literature inspiringe@nse of individualism and motivation.

How the NEA Uses the Rules of Branding to Market &{espeare

The Shakespeare in American Communitiggterials referenced above are
ultimately marketing materials. These materialgetecollectively, form the
Shakespeare in American Communibesnd that the NEA then “sold” to educators,
Congress, and the media. Indeed, creating thigddbsas so important that companies
participating in Phase One of the initiative s&mgresentatives to a meeting in
Washington, DC, the purpose of which was to “edaitia¢m about what the goals of

the program were, what their part in this whol@ative was, how we wanted them to
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speak of the program, how we wanted them to helpdthe program®
“Shakespeare” is an immediately recognized terdimerica that | believe functions
nowadays as an “iconic brand.” These brands, “spmatives, complete with "plots
and characters," that address "the collective éiesi@and desires of a nation" and
provide a kind of magical resolution of “cultur@ntradictions.®® It may initially
seem strange to talk about the branding of thtginie as if it was a product to be
sold, but although it was not sold in the same esémgt we might think of selling
commodities like clothes, cars, or soft drinkglidt have to be marketed just as these
commodities are marketed: it had to appear appgeahi useful to the American
public3® The Shakespeare in American Communtii@sd intended to serve the
function of improving the general reputation of tHEA.

In recent years, academics have begun to ackngeligt branding is no
longer only the concern of the corporate, for-gredéictor of American business.
Indeed, according to Rita CliftonBrands and Brandingpublished in 2009, “The
past few years have seen the apparent triumpledirdnd concept; everyone from
countries to political parties to individuals irganisations is now encouraged to
think of themselves as a brand. At its best thiamsecaring about, measuring and
understanding how others see you, and adapting yaatlo to take account of it,

without abandoning what you stand for. At its watrsheans putting a cynical gloss

37 Susan Chandler, telephone interview by authare 29, 2011. See chapter 1 for more information
on Phase One and this meeting.

3 Brater Jessica et al., "'Let Our Freak Flags Sitek the Musical and the Branding of
Diversity," Theatre Journab2, no. 2 (May 2010):9

** While the initiative as a whole is not a producittvas sold for profit, there was a certain amaint
literal selling of the initiative at the local ldwshere schoolteachers or school districts ofteretta
pay a small fee for tickets to the productionsasrtéaching artists to visit their classrooms.
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or spin on our product or your actions to misleadhanipulate those you seek to
exploit.” Clifton points out that these ideas are nothing,fsut the self-conscious,
active nature of developing a brand has becomeasangly important in recent
decades. While the idea of branding was once cedfio consumer goods and
services, branding is now consciously used by nofitpvolunteer, industrial, and
even utility sectors, and “branding and brand manaant has clearly become an
important management priority for all types of argations.**

People involved in thBhakespeare in American Communitrégative are
not shy about stating that the NEA consciously ear@fully developed a brand for
their program. Susan Chandler, Deputy Director ki Midwest, spoke about the
branding of the program, especially about how CGhair Gioia played an active role
in determining the program’s visual brand and tlag w which all of the staff and
participants in the program spoke about it to thielip. Not all non-profit or
government organizations are as quick to own upeadranding of their products,
however. For example, Maxwell L. Anderson, ex-dioeof New York’s Whitney
Museum of American Art, has said, “I'm careful abaging the wordranding |
don’t use it unless | have to. It's obviously agpiate to use in the private sector, but
it raises concerns in the nonprofit world,” an epmperhaps shared by some in
government organizations like Arts Midwest and A.** However, there is no

denying that “the term “brand” has now permeatedd @lbout every aspect of society,

“0Rita Clifton et al.Brands and Brandinged. Rita Clifton (New York: Bloomberg Press, 2))08ii.

*1 Kevin Lane Keller and Donald R. Lehmann, “Brandd &randing: Research Findings and Future
Priorities,” Marketing Scienc@5, no. 6 (November-December 2006): 754.

2 Quoted in James B. TwitcheBranded Natior(New York: Simon & Schuster, 2004), 193.
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and can be as easily applied to utilities, chajtieotball teams and even government
initiatives as it has been in the past to packagexdis.*® Every organization has
consumers of some kind and the wise choice istteedy recognize this and market
the organization’s product to those consumerss Bhanding does not necessarily
involve spending large amounts of money to markedréicular item (or, in the case
of the NEA, a program). Branding is simply abofienng customers distinguishing
characteristics that in some way identify prodatd services, making customers
more likely to identify and continue to use product services that have served them
well.

In his bookBranded NationJames B. Twitchell explores the branding of
what he refers to as high culture or cultural @pitHe explains that in the mid-
twentieth century the branding process enteredntagketplace of cultural values
and beliefs.** Schools, churches, museums, hospitals, and beedrtited States
judicial system have begun to deliberately use dirgnto make their ideological
points, generate cultural capital, and “distribiineir services at the highest possible

return.™

We may like to think of the public and non-prafgheres and government
organizations as logo-free zones. We would likkeleve that branding is not
necessary for these entities because they ardnat gransactions between buyers

and sellers but instead about some kind of inhrémithful, meaningful, necessary

experience, be it educational, religious, or adisHowever, in the twenty-first

* Rita Clifton et al. Brands and Brandinged. Rita Clifton (New York: Bloomberg Press, 2)(®
* James B. TwitchelBranded Natior(New York: Simon & Schuster, 2004), 3.

** |bid.
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century there is an abundance of museums, eduahboyanizations, churches, and
charities, all of which must market their servieesl goods as actively as an airline or
coffee chain if they wish to succeed. These omgitns and institutions, the NEA
among them, are now in the practice of “layeringhawercial templates over their
own antiquated delivery systems,” which may notesserily be a bad thif§ As
Twitchell explains, “it means a much less patramgzand much more responsive
relationship with what used to be an arm’s-lengthuce. Word that once came from
on high now comes from tHelt needf the consumption community?”

It is not unreasonable, then, to consider the NEArganization with a
specific brand and itShakespeare in American Communitregative a branded
product that can be deliberately marketed in aipecay and used to attempt to
change the image of the NEA in the minds of consam€onsider the examples
from the marketing literature enumerated abovethadnanner in which all of these
elements combine to create a particlhakespeare in American Communitiesnd.
Great brands are “defined by their relevance astindtiveness,” as well as their
“differentiation and credibility.*® In order to be successful, a brand must undedstan
the needs of its stakeholders and tailor its affigiaccordingly. In the case of the
NEA, the stakeholder is the American taxpayer aadhher elected congressional
representative. At every turn, the NEA must prdwe tt is a relevant organization, in

tune with the needs of the American public. Inrdeent past, the NEA has been

*® James B. TwitchelBranded Natior(New York: Simon & Schuster, 2004), 274.
" Ibid.

*® Rita Clifton et al. Brands and Brandinged. Rita Clifton (New York: Bloomberg Press, 2(5.
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pegged as out of touch with the general publiciptatoo great an emphasis on the
preferences of the artistic elité.By creating an initiative with a nationwide reach
and branding Shakespeare as something that wastanpto everyone in the
American past and should still be accessible fergne in twenty-first century
America, the NEA is actively promoting the relevarmt its product. The marketing
materials also focus on the initiative as a lamye,tthe likes of which have not been
seen in recent years, and a unique opportunitthioarts in America to reach
underserved communities. Both of these things thiegorogram a sense of the
differentiation and distinctiveness necessary fenecessful brand. The entry page
of the program’s website once listed well-knownétine professionals including
Angela Lansbury, James Earl Jones, Julie Taymarhdél Kahn, and Michael York
as the Shakespeare in American Communitéayers’ Guild.?® This list of
professionals who have endorsed the initiativeggthe program a sense of
credibility, another key element of brandiBbakespeare in American Communities
Credibility is also granted to the initiative thghuthe marketing materials’ emphasis
on Shakespeare’s importance to notable historigaids such as Abraham Lincoln
and through the general emphasis on Shakespeaessnege in early American

libraries. As Twitchell points out in his discussiof branding, one of the ways in

** For more on this perception of the NEA, see chapter

*® Dana Gioia, "Message from Dana Gioia, Chairmariddal Endowment for the Arts," National
Endowment for the Arts Presents Shakespeare in iBareCommunities, accessed May 18, 2009,
http://www.shakespeareinamericancommunities.orgfdgimia.shtml Most of the theatre
professionals on the list are Americans or activelplved in the American theatre scene.
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which credibility is given to a particular cultugatoduct is through “argu[ing] that
this stuff [is] really important and that it hadvalys been that way®

Another key element of branding is the story thatlirand provides a
particular product. “Behind any great brand isallsua crystal clear positioning,” an
easy-to-follow narrative that can be clearly anccinctly communicated If a
customer cannot easily understand the purpose @mefibof a product, or if a patron
cannot clearly understand the purpose of an orgtaiz, they are likely to take their
business elsewhere. A successful brand tellsrg, stizally a single-genre story that
cannot possibly confuse the “read&t.One of the great difficulties of successfully
branding a product is to succinctly tell the pratiistory. It may be easy to think of
dozens of potentially marketable positive qualibéa product or service, but it is
decidedly difficult to narrow those elements dowratsingle brand story. In order to
successfully brand thehakespeare in American Communitresative, Gioia and
the staff at the NEA and Arts Midwest had to desudigch elements of Shakespeare
to emphasize. Indeed, even by choosing Shakespsdne playwright to be featured
in the nationwide initiative in the first placeetiNEA’s brand story was being
consciously written. By choosing Shakespeare amehkmerican playwright, the
NEA was laying the foundation for its brart:Shakespeare” says tradition,

credibility, English literature, and historical imgance in a way that Eugene O’Neill,

> James B. TwitchelBranded Natior(New York: Simon & Schuster, 2004), 8.
>? Rita Clifton et al. Brands and Brandinged. Rita Clifton (New York: Bloomberg Press, 2)0&4.
> James B. TwitchelBranded Natior(New York: Simon & Schuster, 2004), 105.

** Dana Gioia implied that the decision to use Shaéase was a matter of using an existing
“Shakespeare infrastructure” rather than a mafterare complex consideration. See chapters 2 and 3
for more on this.
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for instance, does not (or, at least, does not y&hakespeare” can of course say
many other things as well. In fact, Shakespearersgived universality, the ability of
his works to be overlaid with a plethora of messam®d associations, is one of the
selling points that has made the playwright’s wankenduring presence on the stage
and in the classroom since the sixteenth cent8hakespeare can be viewed as safe
or dangerous, popular or elite, supportive of tiaéus quo or subtly subversive,
traditional or modern, ornate or austere. Shakes{seaorks can and have been put
to almost any use imaginable and can tell a graa¢ty of stories. The NEA, then,
was faced with the daunting task of determiningpaeicular type of Shakespeare
they wished to market. This is why | argue thatbinand story of thBhakespeare in
American Communitigsrogram tells us far more about the NEA undenténere of
Dana Gioia than it does about Shakespeare. Agd $iated above, the NEA
ultimately decided to brand the program as an ddred opportunity that
emphasizes the importance of continuing a longhisif Shakespeare in America
and of bringing Americans back to an idealized pdstre Shakespeare was a shared
interest for all Americans. This brand story igg@more facets of Shakespeare than
it embraces, and in the following pages | will expl other potential brand angles that
the NEA ignored in favor of the interpretation thia¢y marketed to the public. These
brand stories not chosen tell us as much aboutiE#e as the brand story that the
organization did choose to tell. However, by optia brand the initiative as the
revival of an American tradition with appeal foremty-first century Americans, the

NEA created a single, easily-digestible story takmaato the public.
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All of the elements of a brand anchor “the missaol vision, operating
principles and tactics of an organisatiGn.The narrative of the brand must
consistently reflect the organization’s core baliéfow the organization interacts
with its stakeholders, how the organization wahésgublic to think about the brand,
and the organization’s logo and “verbal them&sAbove, | enumerated the ways in
which | believe the marketing and educational mal®created for this initiative are
intended to paint a specific picture of the NEA &tdhkespeare in consumers’ minds.
Reception theory posits that the basic acceptahiteeaneaning of a particular text
occurs when a group of readers have a shared auttackground and are therefore
predisposed to interpret the text in similar wdggshis case, | believe that the NEA
hoped that this program’s advertising would autecadlyy bring to mind several
things for the American general public and the pizgtion’s stakeholders,
particularly Congress. The logo and much of thibakthemes come together to
create a sense of patriotism, unimpeachable hisidaaind literary importance,
American tradition, and a sense populism that aolys at, rather than specifically
embraces, diversity.

All of these qualities are intangible, and yesiprecisely these appealing
intangible qualities that must be emphasized irofdr a brand to be successful.
These “brand intangibles” are the primary meanwbigh marketers differentiate

their brands with consumet5.A good brand is relevant at both a functional and

> Rita Clifton et al. Brands and Brandinged. Rita Clifton (New York: Bloomberg Press, 2)0%5.
*® Ipid.

*"Kevin Lane Keller and Donald R. Lehmann, "Brandd &randing: Research Findings and Future
Priorities,"Marketing Scienc@5, no. 6 (November-December 2006): 741.
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emotional level. In the case hakespeare in American Communitiesfunctional
relevance comes in terms of meeting the needseddudience and participants.
Ideally, teachers find the program easy to teachpamticipate in, students find the
program fun and enlightening, the productions fuhtieough the grants appear to be
of a professional quality that is in some way sptoduction values notably different
from local amateur productions, and participatiogipanies earn an economic or
prestige boost from having participated in theiatite. This type of functional
relevance is fairly easy to see and define. Mcibbsdamburgers, for example,
must taste good, Starbucks coffee must be hotsamsh. Emotional relevance, on
the other hand, is more difficult to define andhettout arguably more important than
functional relevance® Studies have suggested that people often maksidesibased
on emotions and then justify them afterwards baselbgical reasons. Since
emotions play a major role in decision-making, anlormust evoke the emotional
experiences that its target audience desires,dehéving their decision to purchase,
or in this case, fund or participate in, the pradtcPeople have a tendency, all other
things being equal, to choose things with whichaneemost familiar. Advertising
examples and psychological experiments have shbatrifta brand is famous,
people generally assume that it is popular andi®endorsement of othéfs.The
emotional relevance of a product, then, is baseldrand intangibles, the product’s
brand story, and its overall familiarity. Piecitigese elements together, one can

begin to see why the NEA consciously or subconstyothose the familiar and

*® Rita Clifton et al. Brands and Brandinged. Rita Clifton (New York: Bloomberg Press, 20&/.
* Ipid.

0 bid, 134.
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popular Shakespeare as the playwright for the tandsmarketed this initiative in the
manner described above. Evidence suggests thabtiseimers Gioia and the NEA
theorized when they created this program wereh®students that would participate
in it. While the program had to appeal to potehtiphrticipating companies, the
functional relevance of the program—the fact tlmhpanies could earn money for
participating—was likely merit enough to “sell” tiratiative to theatre companies.
Primarily the program needed to appeal to the publit, | suggest, not the public as
a whole. Rather, the program needed to appeaktedting public: the members of
the public who are responsible for putting congress and women in office who in
turn determine the funding ultimately received by NEA. A census of voter
participation in the 2008 presidential electionwhalear trends in voting patterns.
White, non-Hispanic citizens are more likely toe/tihan Blacks, Asians, or
Hispanics of any race. People over the age ofdbnare likely to vote than people
between the ages of 18 and 44, and senior citizetvgeen the ages of 65 and 74 are
the age bracket most likely to vote. Eighty-twoqgaert of people with an advanced
degree voted in 2008, versus only 40 percent opleewith less than a high school
education. And income is directly correlated wititing, with 92 percent of those
earning more than $100,000 per year voting verabs5®? percent of people who
make less than $20,000 per y&alt.is perhaps unfair to make assumptions based on
these statistics and to assume that Gioia and B#e ddnsciously and deliberately

took this type of information into account whenrfardating theShakespeare in

®' Thom File and Sarah Crissey, "Voting and Regisirain the Election of November 2008," Current
Population Reports, accessed January 31, 201 2ntadified May 2010,
http://www.census.gov/prod/2010pubs/p20-562.pdf.
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American Communitiesitiative and deciding how to market it. Howevitralso
seems obvious that many of the emphasized brandatkastics mentioned above
are more likely to be emotionally appealing to deenographic who votes most (and
whom is best-represented in Congress), and chasdice that might be more
appealing to, say, high school students or minquifgulations have taken on less
emphasis in the NEA'’s brand story for this program.

The final important element of branding a prodsatiétermining the best
venues for marketing the product. In the twentgtfaentury, marketers are
increasingly looking to alternative forms of maikgt This is especially true for a
government organization like the NEA, for which mrating the program through
traditional means such as television or radio conoraks or billboards would be cost
prohibitive. The NEA does rely on paper brochugepromote the program, but the
Endowment has also embraced “guerilla marketingréate a buzz about the
initiative.® Much of Shakespeare in American Communigesdvertising is done
through the initiative’s website, as creating ahr@npresence is now imperative to
creating a strong brand. Theatre companies applgrants through the website, and
teachers order educational materials through teeasiwell. The entire brand story,
including the initiative’s logo, is accessible thgh the website. This online presence
is supplemented with the CD and DVD technology thathers can use in their
classrooms. All of this serves to remind consuntieais Shakespeare and the NEA

are both changing with the times and relevant entébenty-first century. Several

® Kevin Lane Keller and Donald R. Lehmann, "Brandd Bnanding: Research
Findings and Future PrioritiedWlarketing Scienc@5, no. 6 (November-December
2006): 744.
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articles about the initiative have appeared in maggional publications, including
theNew York TimegheWall Street JournalUSA TodayandReader’s Digest®

Other articles and reviews of speciBbakespeare in American Communifi@sded
productions have been published across the coumtogal newspapers. This type of
promoting is cost effective and necessary to baitdtand’s reputation.

All of this promoting and branding of ttf&hakespeare in American
Communitiesnitiative served a greater purpose than simpttirggea Shakespeare
tour into as many American communities as possilblee purpose of the initiative
and the reason it was branded carefully and praineidely was to change the
reputation of the NEAR? Rita Clifton writes that in many ways, the terbr&nd” is
almost synonymous with the word “reputatién.*Brands grow primarily through
product development (line and category extensiand)market development (new
channels and geographic markef®)The Shakespeare in American Communities
initiative was both of these for the NEA. It wasew “line,” a new product for the
organization that had never been presented befdre.initiative was also created
specifically to reach new geographic markets, tlemsemunities in the United States
that are considered underserved by the perfornmisg &s Susan Chandler
explained, “The NEA was firmly and deeply in itder@s a granting agency and it

occasionally did some special projects, but it heder seen itself as an organization

% For a discussion of this media response, see ehapt
* See more on this topic in chapters 2 and 3.
® Rita Clifton et al. Brands and Brandinged. Rita Clifton (New York: Bloomberg Press, 2))04ii.

*® Kevin Lane Keller and Donald R. Lehmann, "Brandd Branding: Research Findings and Future
Priorities,"Marketing Scienc@5, no. 6 (November-December 2006): 748.
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that would support projects that would have thig/wasible national reach that
would intentionally reach people all around thertop”®” The NEA was therefore
attempting something it had never attempted befooeder to change the perception
of its “brand.” Chandler further explained that @a@ioia played a “very big part” in
determining the visual brand of the program andatag in which the NEA staff
spoke about the program because it “all spoke nergh to his goal for the
agency.®® Gioia wanted to distance the NEA from past corgrsies by “creating
something that would be sort of undeniably highligggand important to students
and families and people in any size community, ing town, people who may love
the arts or be apathetic to the aft5.According to Chandler, “it would sort of be a
no-brainer: ‘Oh, it's Shakespearé®” Through deliberate branding and marketing of
this initiative, Gioia hoped to change the repotanf the National Endowment for
the Arts, ensuring that the first thing to comertimd when Americans hear “NEA” is

Shakespeare and educational programs, not elimshc@ntroversial art.

The Brand Story Not Told

In presenting the cohesive, memorable, easily-ntabke brand story
described above, the NEA had to ignore other artgkgscould have been used to

“sell” the Shakespeare in American Communitiggative. In addition, by choosing

* Susan Chandler, telephone interview by author, 28n€011.
* Ibid.
% |bid.

" bid.
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to emphasize a single brand story, the NEA unwglyicreated contradictions within
the marketing and educational materials. As preshonoted, Shakespeare is a
malleable subject. One of the likely reasons toak&speare’s enduring appeal as a
playwright and subject of study is the ability af works to serve as vessels for a
vast variety of different messages. The NEA closespecific message, a brand
story based on the American past and Shakespear@sing literary and historical
legacy both in the United States and in EnglandweVer, the promotional and
educational materials are also peppered with otfessages that, because they
blatantly contradict the overall brand story ordogse they are present in the
materials but not neatly tied into the overall latatory, actually serve to dilute the
message crafted by the NEA.

The most obvious of these “side-stories” is Shakasgs relevance to
Americans, especially school children. “Relevaneseiery much a buzzword for
Shakespeare practitioners in the twenty-first agntd heatre companies specializing
in Shakespeare seem to always seek to make Shakespkevant to audiences,
whether this means setting Shakespeare’s playsaniety of contemporary settings
and focusing on current events, modernizing Shaag(s language into some type
of local vernacular, or simply trying to convinagdgences that Shakespeare’s plots
and characters are relatable to modern audiengasdtess of how the story is
produced. The Maryland Shakespeare Festivaln&iance, uses the slogan
“Relevant Renaissance Theatre” to promote thegimal practices Shakespeare

productions”’ TheShakespeare in American Communitiggative’s marketing

" The Maryland Shakespeare Festival is a commuhégtte group in Frederick, Maryland, dedicated
to original practices Shakespeare performance.

151



materials are a part of this current trend of prongpShakespeare’s relevance. This
makes sense, of course. One of the best waysreetreaproduct is to explain to
consumers how that particular product is relevanbeir lives. However, the
problem with the NEA'’s use of “relevance” to promaohis initiative is that true
relevance, either in the sense of some sort olilbESf necessity or immensely
enjoyable, not-to-be-missed experience, is alluddalt never firmly established by
the promotional literature.

The attempt to depict Shakespeare as relevantaiatywirst century
Americans is established through the marketing ridsan three basic ways. The
first is by describing Shakespeare’s popularitthie past and using this past
popularity to imply that a similar level of populsrand accessibility of
Shakespeare’s work is possible—perhaps even alwgatrway—today. As
described previously, Shakespeare’s relevancengteenth-century audiences is
greatly emphasized in the program’s literature.LAgine describes in
Highbrow/Lowbrow “Shakespeare was popular, first and foremostlse he was
integrated into the culture and presented witlgrcdntext. Nineteenth-century
Americans were able to fit Shakespeare into thdtuce so easily because seemed
to fit—because so many of his values and tastes,werat least appeared to be, close
to their own, and were presented through figurassbemed real and came to matter
to the audience” [sic}’ Levine also points out that Shakespeare’s worke we
particularly popular in nineteenth-century Amermcause they lent themselves to a

melodramatic style with clear-cut heroes and \nailuring a period in which

72 Lawrence LevineHighbrow/Lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hieraydn
America(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988, 3
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melodramas were a mainstay of the stage. The gronaband educational
materials, especially the teacher’s guide, desc¢hisenineteenth-century popularity
in some detail. However, the teacher’s guide tailsxplain why this nineteenth-
century popularity and relevance should automagi¢cednslate to twenty-first
century relevance. It does not seem to be enaughggest that Shakespeare is still
relevant because his works were an important gakbeerica’s theatrical past,
although one would be hard pressed to find a bptsgification within the marketing
materials. It is clear that the people behinde¢hesaterials believe that nineteenth-
century importance is linked to twenty-first cegtimportance, though, even if that
relevance is not explicitly stated in the materidf®r instance, David Fraher,
Director of Arts Midwest, described a “very stramgdition” in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries of Shakespeare’s “bragupst appeal.” He also explained
that “Shakespeare is inextricably linked to Amemiditerature as one of the great
voices writing in English,” and noted that Shakesp&s words, impact, and the
“continual...almost reinvention” of his works with ey production that he has done
make the plays a part of contemporary Americarucelf Chairman Dana Gioia also
linked Shakespeare’s current potential relevandesomineteenth-century
importance, stating, “I really do believe that miler to be alert to the present world,
you have to have some sense of historical consoesss The beauty of Shakespeare
is that you can take him almost any which way y@ntio, politically, culturally,

literarily, poetically, and it's there. These anénitely rich texts and part of the

3 David Fraher, telephone interview by author, J2Ge2011.
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richness comes from all of the things that we haerlaid on them™ However,
although Gioia and Fraher make it clear that thelielbe that Shakespeare’s twenty-
first century importance comes from decades ofeirevzention of his works to reflect
changes in American culture, statements like tltieseexpress why Shakespeare’s
historic importance to Americans should matterrespnt day Americans did not find
their way into the program’s literature.

Instead, the second and primary way that the ptiomal and educational
materials attempt to make Shakespeare and his fhexsant to twenty-first century
schoolchildren (and to the people who teach thethnaake decisions to fund their
educations) is by showing the students how mamgnteidms are based on
Shakespeare’s plays and how many popular celebhtige been influenced by
Shakespeare. The literature shifts gears enfirefy speaking about theatre in the
nineteenth century to film in the twentieth. \léhmuch has been written about
Shakespearean stage productions in America ingbel®0 years, the authors of the
Shakespeare in American Communitesterials appear entirely unaware of
twentieth century American stage productions. {Haeher’s guide does not mention
any important twentieth century stagings, whichiatly seems problematic for an
initiative intended to encourage live performaring, may in fact be a good strategy
for encouraging Shakespeare’s relevance to stugddrdsare much more likely to
have seen a recent movie than a play. Still, tplersize the relationship between
Shakespeare’s plays and films and ignore Shakespaahe stage in literature

promoting a program that introduces students tattegroductions of Shakespeare is

" Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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contradictory. In another contradictory move, witee teacher’s guide does
mention Shakespeare in twentieth century Americaptimarily to focus on the
decline of Shakespeare’s popularity, blaming aneiase in new genres and a loss of
interest in rhetoric for Shakespeare’s relativdidec

Judging from the advertising materials analyze hire only place in which
twentieth century Americans are able to relateltak®speare is through movies. In
the teacher’s guide, a handful of American films lested under the heading
“Shakespeare in Contemporary Cultufe.The list includegen Things | Hate About
You(a 1999 adaptation dihe Taming of the ShrgwA Midsummer Night's Drearfa
1999 release featuring actors Kevin Kline, Calltackhart, Michelle Pfeiffer,
Rupert Everett, and Stanley Tucd®omeo+Julie(Baz Luhrmann’s 1996 film
starring Claire Danes and Leonardo DiCapMigst Side Storfthe 1961 film
adaptation of the musical, which s&smeo and Juliedmong interracial gang
warfare in New York City), Akira Kurosawa’'s Americaelease oT hrone of Blood
(an adaptation dflacbeth originally released in 1957), ak@rbidden Plane{a
1956 cult classic movie inspired Byne Tempegt A poster included in the free
teacher’s guide features images of well-known acsoich as Danes, DiCaprio, and
Mel Gibson in Shakespearean film roles. One of0k®s provided with the
educational material§hakespeare in Our Timelearly seems from its title to be part
of the effort to establish Shakespeare’s relevémcAmerican students. However,
even in this DVD Shakespeare’s current relevanestsblished primarily through

showing film clips of adaptations of Shakespeaptays. The DVD includes clips

> National Endowment for the ArtSeacher's Guide: National Endowment for the Artsgents
Shakespeare in American Communifi&shington, DC: National Endowment for the A&811),
15.
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from Romeo+JulietA Midsummer Night's Dreapdulie Taymor’'sTitus Andronicus
O (an adaptation ddthellg), and a version dflamletstarring Ethan Hawke and set in
the corporate world of the 1990s United Stategallgt, these film clips are intended
to establish in students minds that they are perbipady more familiar with
Shakespeare than they think they are and that Spaltee has had a notable
influence on pop culture movies. Although the @ators who narrate the DVD
discuss performing Shakespeare on stage and difessxfrom stage productions are
shown briefly, the emphasis on the DVD is defiyiteh Shakespeare’s works on
film, not the stage. While no twenty-first centdilyns are mentioned in the literature
or shown on the DVD, the above-referenced list el ‘known Americans who
support theShakespeare in American Communitr@Bative appears on the
program’s website and in its promotional brochureaddition to the list of advisory
board members referenced above, Former First Ladyd Bush and the late Jack
Valenti, then-Motion Picture Association of Amerieeesident and CEO, are listed as
honorary chairs of the initiativé. While these are distinguished Americans, it is
important to note that the list and the honorarmgirchare more likely to impress
teachers and congressmen than American schoolehjldio may not be familiar
with all (perhaps most) of the featured supporters.

The third way in which Shakespeare is depictectkevant is through an
emphasis on the idea that familiarity with Shakesp@rovides trivial knowledge
that can bring Americans together. As an intervéeNvject in the Why Shakespeare?

DVD explains, “Shakespeare is important becausesagimething that binds our

8 National Endowment for the Arts: Shakespeare inrikrae Communitie§Washington, DC:
National Endowment for the Arts, 2008), 3.
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heritage as an American. Something that | think gam go up to anybody and say,

“Have you read Shakespeare? Have you heard ofjtiy@”’

Note the question is
not, “Do you enjoy Shakespeare?” or “Are you ablenderstand and explain a
Shakespeare play after you have seen it?” Thdiquas, simply, “Have you heard
of this guy?” The implication in the materials, @@nd elsewhere, is that, although
all Americans do not need a detailed knowledgehatkBspeare’s works or the ability
to analyze them as literature, all Americans shboel@ble to be familiar enough with
Shakespeare’s oeuvre to name a play or two or reo®ghe origin of a
Shakespearean phrase uttered during cocktail pastyer.

The attempt to establish Shakespeare’s relevaneeetay-first century
audiences, then, is a muddled pitch. How are stederd educators to believe that
Shakespeare is relevant to their lives today i@ his works are presented primarily
as an historical artifact? If students realize thay are already familiar with
Shakespeare’s plays because of their adaptatiompapular movies, is this likely to
encourage students to engage with a live Shakespeaiormance, or will it instead
lead them to believe that they already know alt thay need to know about
Shakespeare? Are teachers being encouraged toSbakkspeare as a subject of
enduring educational value, or merely as trivia?

In her bookExtramural Shakespear®enise Albanese criticiz&hakespeare

in American Communitief®r its contradictory treatment of Shakespearefswance.

Albanese explains, “the NEA produces Shakespedhedsoan inalienable part of the

""Why Shakespear®VD (Washington, DC: Arts Midwest and the NatibEadowment for the Arts,
2004).
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U.S. imaginary and, somehow, as external to popAnaerican experience’®
Further, she writes of the NEA'’s depiction of Shegeare, “On the one hand,
Shakespeare is foundational to American culturagherother, he is beyond the
experience of far too many Americar$.lt is impossible for Shakespeare to be
simultaneously relevant, indeed, central, to Anaariculture as well as unknown to
Americans outside of major cities. Yet it is expdtis contradiction which the NEA
postulates in its materiaf§ Albanese believes that the presence of Shakesimeare
American education has only increased in recerddkes; and “the inextricability of
his plays from education at the secondary leve| amtted, even at educational levels
below high school means that durable fantasiestaheuexts and their author
coexist with an ever-widening Shakespearean netwhich more and more of the
population is increasingly drawn, and which thetohie of innovation characteristic
of the “Shakespeare in American Communities” endepartly obscures™ As
Albanese’s points help to demonstrate, promotingkBspeare’s relevance to
American students does not fundamentally work sellang point of the program.
This is perhaps why the brand story of the inatihat | outlined above does not
focus on current relevance so much as on Shakesp&astorical importance in

America. Comprehensive analysis of the marketingenads reveals the

8 Denise Albanesé&xtramural Shakespeai®lew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), 6.

”Ibid. 14.

8 Albanese’s work theorizes that this contradicioa result of the belief that Shakespeare is
somehow still the property of the elites in Amergsaopposed to simply their taste or delusion of

privilege, or as opposed to the idea that Shakesps@ow so widely institutionally dispersed that
texts are now public culture. This idea is discddsether in chapter 5 of my work.

8 Denise Albanesé&xtramural Shakespeaf®lew York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2010), 32.
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contradiction of attempting to present Shakesp@&goegormance as both “relevant”
and as a faltering art form calling out to be redvor the American public.
“Relevant” in this case is often used as a synofgmever-present” or “popular” or
“well-known.” If Shakespeare is currently relevamthis sense to Americans and an
integral part of their lives, then in theory hisnk® are alive and well in most
American communities and the NEAShakespeare in American Communities
initiative is unnecessary. For the initiative tortecessary, Shakespeare must not be
relevant to the majority of Americans. If thatetcase, the NEA has not adequately
articulated why the playwright must be forced ta®again be a relevant part of
American education and entertainment culture. Ehmerhaps why the brand story of
the initiative that | outlined above does not foomscurrent relevance so much as on
Shakespeare’s historical importance in America, Migimately, the creators of the
advertising and educational materials could nastéise siren call of the trend to
promote Shakespeare as relevant. However, the pimmbmaterials would have
been stronger and less vulnerable to criticisnieirtcontradictions if their creators
had left out the question of relevance and focus#yg on the primary brand story of
a patriotic American Shakespeare begging to beveehin order to revitalize key
American values. Had the NEA taken this approdod guestion of why Shakespeare
needs to once again be a thriving part of Amergduncation and entertainment
culture could have received attention and a satsfg answer. Instead, that question
is avoided in favor of pointing out Shakespeareajgp®sed current relevance as a
large part of the reason why it is important to Seakespeare plays, rather than

providing a compelling explanation for why Shakespeneeds to be continuously
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revived. This tactic ultimately creates a twentgtficentury Shakespeare who is
simultaneously and paradoxically all too prevakemd not too relevant.

Another element of the branding of the program thatesent, yet not clearly
tied into what | have suggested is the primaimakespeare in American Communities
brand story, is the idea of diversity. It would isethat the promotion of diversity in
relation to Shakespeare would be a natural angléé&NEA to take in promoting
this initiative. After all, if one of the major glseof the initiative is to bring live
Shakespeare performances to underserved popwaitievould be apropos to
emphasize Shakespeare’s potential importance tih yowethnically diverse inner
cities, or to discuss the potential for Shakespparormance in communities made
up primarily of minority groups (or, indeed, to disss Shakespeare performances
already occurring in these communities). Yet iadtef focusing on Shakespeare’s
appeal to diverse twenty-first century audiendes,NEA chose an historical brand
story with little emphasis on diversity. The cratof the marketing materials and
teacher’s guide did not entirely ignore Shakespeg@a@ential to appeal to diverse
audiences, yet this is another instance in whielstibject is only discussed in terms
of the nineteenth century. In terms of diversibyg promotional brochure states only,
“Throughout most of our history, the majority of Anicans from every social class
and various ethnic backgrounds knew his most farspasches by heart. Only in the
20" century did Shakespeare’s relationship with theefioan public begin to
change. His plays gradually began to be regardédibhsrather than popular

culture.”®® The teacher’s guide makes an identical point, $itating “Shakespeare

82 National Endowment for the Arts: Shakespeare inrkrae Communitie§Washington, DC:
National Endowment for the Arts, 2008), 4.
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productions attracted a broad audience acrossesmmmomic and ethnic lines,” but
then on the same page continuing, “Only in the tweém century did the nature of
Shakespeare’s relationship to the American pulblange. He was still the most
widely known, respected, and quoted dramatisthisutvork gradually came to be
seen as part of high culture rather than populliun@u His plays became more a form
of education than entertainment, more the posseséian elite crowd than the
property of all Americans. The accessible dramatigtm audiences once identified
with, and even parodied, now became the sacredalistrto whom everyday people
could hardly relate® Other than the phrase, “inner cities” used as qfatte
description ofShakespeare in American Communitiesach, there are no other
mentions of diversity in the promotional matefialThe audiovisual elements of the
educational and promotional materials do addresssity slightly more effectively
than the written text. Th8hakespeare in Our Tini®/D is narrated by two actors
from Washington, D.C.’s Shakespeare Theatre Compmare/of whom is an African-
American woman. The second DVD in the Toolkithy Shakespeargfbocuses on
Shakespeare Festival/LA’s Shakespeare program-figkayouths in East Los
Angeles and features young people from variousiethackgrounds. Of the 27
images in the promotional brochure, six featuréquarers of color.

These nods to diversity are slight, though, and thvough their relative lack

of presence serve only to draw attention to hate lthe subject seems to be

¥ National Endowment for the Art§eacher's Guide: National Endowment for the Artssents
Shakespeare in American Communif@sshington, DC: National Endowment for the A&811),
14.

8 National Endowment for the Arts: Shakespeare inrikrae Communitie§Washington, DC:
National Endowment for the Arts, 2008), 3.
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prioritized by the NEA. This is a shame becausemity is an oft-emphasized piece
of the narrative history of America, and it coulavk provided a through line to a
compelling brand story that could link nineteentid &venty-first century America in
a more effective manner than the existing promatiomaterials manage to achieve.
In summary, | suggest that in choosing to focusShakespeare in American
Communitiedrand story heavily on Shakespeare’s historicdl ipa&merica, his
English roots (and Americans’ Anglophilia), and &lslity to stand for traditional
American values, the NEA lost the ability to foaaually on other brand stories such
as diversity and relevance. By opting to brieflierence elements of these unselected
brand stories rather than ignoring them entirelfawor of their primary marketing
strategy, the NEA did not strengthen its marketampaign but rather weakened its

branding of the initiative and left it open to wél interpretations.

The Effect of Hyperbole on the Brand Story

As | have stated above, the effects of advertiamegoften more emotional
than logical. Logically, | can state that the NEded not include enough obvious
appeals to diversity as a program purporting tehreanderserved audiences
reasonably should be expected to do. | can fughggest that promoting a topic’s
current relevance based primarily on its relevan@ehundred years ago is not an
effective strategy. Yet in a remarkable manner ctieators of this program
recognized that it is not logic that matters, lather emotional appeal.

Dana Gioia’s statement, “In order to understandeAoan culture or

American theatre, one must first understand Shaeesy’ is at the heart of the
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emotional appeal of this initiati8.Even to members of theatre companies that
participated in the initiative, the statement reasl€xaggeration when it is taken
literally. When asked whether they believed thatarstanding Shakespeare was in
fact necessary to understand America, programggaats all shared similar
reactions. For example, Director of Arts MidwestvidlaFraher’s initial response was,
“That’s one | want to think more about before lieanswer...I would leave the
response to that question in the broadest way tmbamself.*® Kurtis Donnelly,
education director at the Greenbrier Valley Theatréd/est Virginia, said, “Wow,

that is a tough question. | think that's definitlpbably true.®” The director of
education at The Acting Company, Justin Gallojatiit laughed in response to the
guestion. And Carmela Lanza-Weil, education dineofdhe Baltimore Shakespeare
Festival, replied, “I mean, | can sort of see...| maae British were a part of the
settlement of the United States of America... I'm qoite sure what that means.
Does [Gioia] elaborate on that? Or is it just “Imead of the NEA and therefore—
2"%8 She later concluded, “I think people can underds#america without having

been Shakespearean scholars, but maybe I'm wramgild be wrong!®

My interview subjects found it difficult to explalmow an understanding of

Shakespeare is necessary for an understanding efiéan culture because Gioia’s

®Dana Gioia, "Message from Dana Gioia, Chairmaniddat Endowment for the Arts,” National
Endowment for the Arts Presents Shakespeare in iBareCommunities, accessed May 18, 2009,
http://www.shakespeareinamericancommunities.orgfdgimia.shtml.

8 David Fraher, telephone interview by author, J20e2011.

87 Kurtis Donnelly, telephone interview by author,gust 11, 2010.

8 Carmela Lanza-Weil, interview by author, Baltimoxaryland, July 14, 2010.

% Ibid.
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assertion was hyperbole. It is a statement tHaotis vague and an exaggeration. How
can anyone truly understand and explain the vaigousplex facets of American
culture, with or without the consideration of Shgfeare’s place in that culture?
Even if understanding Shakespeare is somehow regaasorder for Americans to
understand their culture, what precisely does amie “understand” Shakespeare?
Yet in making that statement as part of the intobidu to theShakespeare in
American Communitiggrogram, Gioia’s hyperbole accomplished exacthatvh
successful marketing needs to achieve. The statdvoédly told readers that
experience with Shakespeare was an absolute ngcessl, as is the case with all
effective advertising, the people hailed by théesteent did not think about how the
statement was potentially false, but instead thoagbut how it could likely be true.
The interview subjects above, all of whom initidyighed off Gioia’s
assertion or expressed uncertainty in their abidithink Shakespeare and American
culture, still rapidly recovered their composuredsepond with answers that
supported Gioia’s hyperbolic statement. Fraherudised the “array of frames” that
can be created through Shakespeare’s works to ffanegican culturé® Donnelly
replied that, “someone that was unfamiliar with Aroa, they could learn about
America through Shakespeare because he’s kincdedbtindation of a lot of what we
do now even though it was so long ago, and sellissues kind of ring true™ Gallo
discussed the array of books, movies, songs, dret 8imerican cultural artifacts that

can be traced back to Shakespeare in some wayaahdlgeally think he is a part of

% David Fraher, telephone interview by author, J20e2011.

1 Kurtis Donnelly, telephone interview by author,gust 11, 2010.
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our everyday lives in a completely conscious arztsnscious way* Lanza-Weil
suggested that Shakespeare can be linked to Ameridaure through a focus on the
“political shenanigans” that occur in many of Shegheare’s plays and the manner in
which the political and sociological elements of plays can be applied to American
experiences.

These responses demonstrate that the statemeotdénto understand
American culture or American theatre, one must firlerstand Shakespeare,” did
exactly what Gioia likely hoped it would do. Itauraged all who read it, including
this author, to think about how Shakespeare hasahadfect on American lives. The
statement works as emotional appeal. If acceptéatatvalue, it encourages
Americans to participate in the initiative becatlse statement makes it seem obvious
that Shakespeare is important to Americans. Ifeeathanage to take the additional
step to move beyond the emotional appeal and améhgzstatement, evidence
suggests that most will still come to the true d¢osion that Shakespeare has had an
effect on Americans’ language, entertainment, ahdtational system. The
connection between Shakespeare and our specifigsalrican culture may not run

as deep as Gioia suggests, but there is a conndstaveen the two.

A Successful Paradox

Despite Dana Gioia’s assertion that we cannot staled American culture
without understanding Shakespeare, the progranmatlitee analyzed here persistently

points to Shakespeare’s importance in the Amerneet and then to his enduring

92 Justin Gallo, telephone interview by author, 2y 2010.
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presence in the United States as either high eutiygoically inaccessible to the
general public or lowest-common-denominator filamparadox of “culture” which is
not referenced or explained.

The promotional literature blatantly contradictelf, as in the case of two
paragraphs in the teacher’s guide:

“Many scholars assert that the end of the nin¢keeentury, with the
development of industrial manufacturing processkanges to American work
schedules, and resulting increased social class@ma significant decrease in the
place of Shakespeare in everyday society. Educatiures really shifted because of
the industrial revolution as well, with familiesdwing that a good laborer could
support a family and didn’t necessarily need arcatian that included strong literacy
skills. The American language moved rapidly awayrfithe rich Elizabethan style of
Shakespeare, making his words alien to a peopleonbe so effortlessly understood
their power.

Still, for more than four centuries, Shakespea® fflayed a defining role in
American culture. Today he remains America’s mastely produced playwright—
performed in theaters, on film, in schools, atifeds, and read in millions of homes
across the country’®

The NEA has created at least two paradoxes inrbragtion of its
Shakespeare in American CommunitreBative. The first, as illustrated by the
above paragraphs, is that Shakespeare is sometiiawlsvant and yet
simultaneously “alien.” The second paradox is Btakespeare is somehow popular
and “America’s most widely produced playwright” Wwhat the same time
Shakespeare performance is not reaching enoughiédaner making a program like
Shakespeare in American Communitiesessary.

The program’s promotional literature and teachguile suggest that this

program will help Americans to reclaim Shakespégréeaching his work in an

exciting, interactive manner to a new generatian,d the same time contradicts

% National Endowment for the Art§eacher's Guide: National Endowment for the Artesents
Shakespeare in American Communif&shington, DC: National Endowment for the A&811),
15.

166



itself through repetitive references to the pashwitle focus on what Shakespeare
could be or do in the future or the diverse roled Shakespearean performance has
played in America in the twentieth and twenty-ficehturies.

Yet despite these criticisms, it can still be sa@t the NEA created a shrewd
marketing campaign for tHghakespeare in American Communitresative. By
creating a brand story focused on a patriotic “Aicger” Shakespeare during a
political administration for which “patriotism” waskey buzzword, and by
persistently pushing hyperbolic yet emotionally @gpiphg statements about the
critical importance of Shakespeare to the livesvainty-first century Americans, the
NEA did indeed convince millions of Americans thawing performances of
Shakespeare’s plays was a worthwhile educatiorthkatertainment pursuit. By
convincing American educators and students thgtkhew enough about
Shakespeare that he was relevant to their livagpdmnaps not as much as they
should ideally know, the NEA was able to placepasticular brand of Shakespeare in
classrooms across the country. By emphasizing eienod the history of
Shakespeare most likely to appeal to congressneeaamen on Capitol Hill and
their most influential constituents, the Endowmeas able to successfully revitalize
its reputation and preserve its funding. Although without its flaws, the
Shakespeare in American Communibesnd ultimately proved a success for the

NEA.
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Chapter 5: “Populist Elitist”: How Dana Gioia atite NEA
Define Culture

“Well, culture can be anything, of courseThis was Dana Gioia’s initial
response when asked what precisely he meant wheseldethe term “culture” as he
described the benefits and goals of #akespeare in American Communities
initiative. Gioia had stated in the program’s praiooal literature that one must
understand Shakespeare in order to understand éameculture. He had further
suggested that programs such as the Shakespeasmtbaducational workshops
were important because, “The NEA has to lead thter@l conversation, to define
issues and create opportunities for all AmericarBifice Gioia understood that the
NEA was uniquely positioned to be a cultural leadehe United States, and
believed that the Endowment could and should tedi@ens about their specifically
American culture through the arts, it is not pokestb have a full understanding of the
NEA'’s goals forShakespeare in American Communites the related initiatives
created during Gioia’s chairmanship without expigrhis understanding of culture.
Yes, “culture can be anything,” but what is it taria Gioia and the NEA under his
leadership? What idea of culture did Gioia haveind when he announced that the

NEA programs developed during his six years asrdaai teach us about our culture?

This chapter describes two separate but conneatsdsf of the idea of

“culture” as it relates to thBhakespeare in American Communitr@sative. First,

! Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

2 Regina Hackett, "Gioia Is Upbeat on the Ar8g¢iattle Post-IntelligenceMay 14, 2007.
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what role does the NEA itself believe that it cdaypn defining American culture,
and what potential cultural role is attributedttby the media and the general
American public? What was Gioia’s understandingudfure, and how did his
understanding influence the NEA under his leaderahd lead to the development of
initiatives such aShakespeare in American Communfi&econd, what role does
Shakespeare play in the educational culture irtteed States at the turn of the
millennium, and how has the NEA benefitted from I&speare’s position in the
cultural field of American education? Drawing onliail Bakhtin’s theory of the
authoritative discourse, Pierre Bourdieu’s fielccaftural production, and Alexei
Yurchak’s understanding and use of J.L. Austin'scapt of a performative
utterance, this chapter aims to explore these iqunssiThis chapter utilizes
interviews with and speeches by Gioia, newspapmies featuring the media’s
understanding of the NEA and culture, and histaofethe role of Shakespeare’s
plays in American education to address these aquresstiVhile this chapter in no way
definitively pins down a definition of culture,offers thoughts on how the NEA
seems to understand culture in the context of gram such as thehakespeare in

American Communitigsitiative.

The NEA As Cultural Authority

“I worry that the NEA's position in the Americanltural landscape is not

well understood - by either the agency's criticiksupporters®said Dana Gioia in

% Dana Gioia, "Can the National Endowment for thesAMatter?" (Speech, National Press Club,
Washington, D.C., June 30, 2003).
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a speech to the National Press Club in 2007. Indeiedre Bourdieu would agree that
“It is difficult to conceive of the vast amountioformation which is linked to
membership of a field [of cultural productiorf]¥When considering the NEA's
particular role in influencing American culture,eomust take into consideration all
of the elements that any “reader” of the NEA asdiblicies invests in thinking about
the Endowment: the role of government institutiaes whole, the impressions of
people leading those institutions, the historyhaf organization and similar
organizations, the gossip, rumors, and assumpti@igirculate regarding the
organization, and so on. To present a full analysthe NEA'’s position within
Bourdieu’s field of cultural production is an améits undertaking and beyond the
scope of this project. Yet it is within the scogetos particular dissertation chapter to
analyze some of these elements to determine tagheINEA has played, or, perhaps

more accurately, hopes to play, as arbiter oftarttsilture in the United States.

The NEA in the twenty-first century is in a conti@dry position. As
previous chapters have demonstrated, the NEA heas b&en derided for being an
“elitist” entity. Its predominant reputation, degpkd through Congressional
discourse and media such asewv York Timeand théNashington Pogblaces the

"> This is what Bourdieu refers

NEA most firmly in the field of “restricted produon.
to as, “production for producers”—art intended tostnimpress and appeal to fellow

artists, or fellow artistic elites—and concerns tva typically think of as “high

* Pierre BourdiepThe Field of Cultural Productigred. Randal Johnson (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1993), 32.

® Ibid., 16.
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arts™: “classical” music, “serious” literature, asd on® Surely some of the NEA’s
critics would argue that it is precisely this “prmtion for producers” mentality that
led to the funding of controversial works by avgatde artists. These works were
never intended to appeal to the general publicrdther were created to appeal to an
artistic community already “in the know.” Restridtproduction, on the other hand, is
the opposite of the field of “large-scale produstionhich is what we typically refer
to as mass or popular culture. Radio, mass-proditeedture, and most television
shows and movies fall into this category. Those whgage in restricted production
are often at direct odds with those engaged irelai@ale production. Authors or
musicians who achieve popular, mass-market suecessten accused of “selling
out;” artists who achieve primarily “high societsticcesses and the praise of other
artists are often perceived as “out of touch,” as bbeen demonstrated in previous
chapters. The “principle of legitimacy corresponding to ‘bigeois’ taste and to the
consecration bestowed by the dominant fractiorte@filominant class,” is opposed
to the “legitimacy which its advocates call ‘poptlae. the consecration bestowed

by the choice of ordinary consumers, the ‘massenagi.”®

This opposition plays out in a notable way throlgina Gioia’s NEA and its
Shakespeare in American Communitregative. In aNew York Timesditorial
subtitled “The NEA Is Elititst, True, It Should Begritic and composer Edward

Rothstein argues for a positive understanding efbrd “elitist,” claiming that in

® pierre BourdiepThe Field of Cultural Productigred. Randal Johnson (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1993), 15.

"bid., 46

® Ibid.
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the art and entertainment world “there is no wapudfjing even vastly divergent
styles without some notion of differentiation arice -- in other words, elitisnt.”
The elitism that Rothstein references here is akkiBourdieu’s senses of symbolic
and cultural capital. Cultural capital, according®ourdieu, “concerns forms of
cultural knowledge, competences or dispositidfist’is “a form of knowledge, an
internalized code or a cognitive acquisition whatjuips the social agent with
empathy towards, appreciation for or competenaeaiphering cultural relations
and cultural artifacts™ Symbolic capital is the “degree of accumulatedspge,
celebrity, consecration or honour,” held by anwlial or organization’ The NEA,
argued Rothstein in his commentary written at thiglit of the culture wars in the
1990s, should not be accused of elitism in a negatnse, but rather praised for the
organization’s social and cultural capital thav@allit to serve as a necessary guide of
taste. Rothstein seems to suggest that the Unitgdssheeds an agency like the
NEA, endowed with cultural and symbolic capitalteth us what is worthwhile in the

vast world of artistic production.

In his descriptions of the role and goals of theAN#hd theShakespeare in
American Communitiesitiative, Gioia grappled with this contradictiode argued

that the NEA should serve a leadership role iratti® community, an “elite” role as

° Edward Rothstein, "The N.E.A. Is Elitist, TrueShould Be."The New York Time&ebruary 26,
1995, late edition.

19 pierre Bourdieu, The Field of Cultural Productied, Randal Johnson (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1993), 7.

1 bid.

2 bid.
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Rothstein defines it. The programs and initiatikesstarted under his chairmanship
were jazz programs, opera programs, and Shakespeam@ams, much more rooted
in the field of restricted production than in theld of large-scale production. Yet
Gioia once referred to himself as a “populist sljtia contradictory distinction that
manifested itself in his goals for the Endowm€rs NEA chair he took on the
ambitious, and likely impossible, task of growimg tNEA’s popular appeal through
the broad distribution of art previously viewededite. It seems that Gioia’s vision
for the NEA rested on a hope that somehow resttipteduction art could become a

part of mass culture without simultaneously losisgelite elements.

Gioia’s “populist elitist” goal for the NEA was, abe all else, “access to
artistic excellence™ For Gioia, what constitutes artistic excellengeismarily, art
that he feels was once a part of our mass cultuiréestmow being lost. He likes to
share an anecdote from his own childhood in th&®43Hmd 1960s to summarize his

idea of what constitutes culture:

“I don't think that Americans were smarter thert, American culture was. Even the
mass media placed a greater emphasis on presarirogd range of human
achievement.

| grew up mostly among immigrants, many of whomerdearned to speak English.
But at night watching TV variety programs like e Sullivan Show or the Perry
Como Music Hall, | saw—along with comedians, popsiagers, and movie stars—
classical musicians like Jascha Heifetz and ArRwipinstein, opera singers like
Robert Merrill and Anna Moffo, and jazz greats liRake Ellington and Louis
Armstrong captivate an audience of millions witkitrart.

The same was even true of literature. | first emtexed Robert Frost, John Steinbeck,
Lillian Hellman, and James Baldwin on general iesmV shows. All of these
people were famous to the average American—bedthasmulture considered them

3 Bruce Weber, "Endowment Chair Coaxes Funds foAfi&" The New York TimeSeptember 7,
2004, final edition.

4 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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important.

Today no working-class or immigrant kid would enctar that range of arts and
ideas in the popular culture. Almost everythingur national culture, even the news,
has been reduced to entertainment, or altogetmeinated.™

Gioia includes Shakespeare in this category sfant ideas that was once
prevalent in popular culture but has now receddtiéaealm of high art. “My mother
was a poor Mexican girl in LA, and she could repiéssages from Shakespeare,”
Gioia likes to tell peopl&® He describes watching Shakespeare specials aisiete
and listening to John Barrymore’s one-hour adamtatof Shakespeare’s plays on the
radio. But, Gioia says, there is “a myth that pedmve today to excuse themselves,
to make themselves feel less guilty, and that ns/tReople were always ignorant.
We're not any dumber than our grandparents, wedteany less learned than our
grandparents.’ We are, we are. We've lost so muthAccording to Gioia, what we
have lost is high culture as popular entertainm@rdia believes that there was a time
not long ago in which popular culture and high attjch are now commonly viewed
as mutually exclusive, were largely one and theesdnt gradually the United States
has developed a media culture that is about agusgtrather than educating, and
now all of popular culture is primarily about sediithe audience something. “If
someone’s on the Tonight Show today, it's becalisg have a movie opening, a
show opening, an album coming out that next weelkeiM was a kid they would
have people like Truman Capote, Mary McCarthy. Aitla kid with my

grandparents who couldn’t speak English I'd sed Sandberg or John Steinbeck on

!5 Dana Gioia (Commencement Speech, Stanford Untyetkine 17, 2007).
'® Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.

7 bid.
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television. It's inconceivable now!” says GidiaWhether or not Gioia is objectively
correct in his belief that the mid-twentieth cegturas a time in which high culture
and popular culture overlapped is beside the pdim. point is that the initiatives he
developed for the NEA were created with a mindatartg Americans back to a
perceived golden age where the art forms that weaumsider high culture,
restricted production fare were easily accessiniémericans from all walks of life.
Gioia believed that his job as NEA chair was torfitat the cultural impoverishment
that threatens” AmericartS“In an era of ‘reality’ television, and a musicese

where even Merle Haggard is hardly heard on comialezountry music radio
stations, Mr. Gioia doesn't consider it necessageffine ‘cultural impoverishment,”
wrote reporter Nat Hentoff in\&/all Street Journaérticle on Gioia’s expansion of
the NEA Jazz Masters progra&fhWhat Gioia views as cultural impoverishment is
clear: Americans no longer see classical musicidascers, dramatists, and thinkers
as part of their standard entertainment diet. Agicgyto Gioia, Americans are
becoming culturally illiterate. We “live in the ment tense - cut off from [our] own
history and cultural heritagéFor Gioia, then, culture is about looking backward
the artistic achievements of the American pastwéaasts to see an emphasis not on
new art, but on art forms that have a proven hystothe United States. Shakespeare

is emblematic of the type of artistic culture iniefthGioia would like to see

18 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
19 Nat Hentoff, "The Gioia of JazzTThe Wall Street Journalune 15, 2005.
20 |pid.

2L Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior and Reladgencies U.S. House of Representatives,
108th Cong. (2004) (statement of Dana Gioia) (LEXIS
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Americans engaged. Shakespeare is literature #isdtahhistorical consciousness,”
Shakespeare is a playwright that is “generally gacxed as the single most important
author in the history of the English languageTo deny anyone the opportunity to
learn about Shakespeare creates a deprivatiofjpoinaary, imaginative and
intellectual encounter®® If Americans are not introduced to Shakespearérist:ad
focus only on literature or forms of entertainmératt have been created in recent
decades, “you give them the illusion that ther@suach thing as history, that ideas
don’t have their own biographies, that some thictygmnge between ages and some
things stay the samé®*Gioia believes that cultural capital comes prityafriom
learning about great artists from our past, nanffocusing on artists who are

producing works today, works that have not yet gtie test of timé>

According to Gioia’s statement to Congress at tB&AN 2004 budget
hearing, the primary role of the NEA is to “promagpeeserve, and celebrate the best
of our culture, old and new, classic and contemyota The words “preserve,”
“old,” and “classic” are what is key to Gioia’s wrdtanding of culture, however,

which is made clear in his next sentence: “It nmaatquaint America with its own

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

2 |bid.

* |bid.

* Gioia does not believe that Shakespeare is thepajyvright who can help to create historical
consciousness. He gives both Sophocles and Cheelshexamples of playwrights who could replace

Shakespeare in a school curriculum and still p@gtidents with a worthwhile cultural experience.

% Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior and Relatggncied).S. House of Representatives,
108th Cong. (2004) (statement of Dana Gioia) (LEXIS
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best self.?” One does not “reacquaint” by presenting brand material, after all.
Gioia’s view of culture is a conservative onesltonservative in the literal sense that
during his tenure as Chairman of the NEA he wasenmderested in conserving art
from the American past and preserving culturaltaga than he was in seeking out
and promoting new forms. Perhaps coincidentallg, ¢tbnservative view of culture
also has tended to be more popular with conseevgiliticians than with liberal
artists. As demonstrated in previous chapters, naatists would prefer to see more
support for new works, while the conservative pahbins who are most likely to be
opponents of the NEA would prefer that it focusat®rts on funding known entities
(if it must exist at all). The perceived benefittbis conservative stance is that a well-
known artist’s work has already been tested anddaworthy by the elites, and
therefore has tacit approval and is unlikely tossamajor controversy, even when, as

is the case with Shakespeare, it is possible teestithe “approved” message.

When it comes to culture, Gioia also believes thatproper role of artistic
culture is to challenge. He is concerned for a ggin of Americans that “bit by bit
trades off the challenging pleasures of art forehsy comforts of entertainmerit.”
Gioia believes that what constitutes culture ishsity to edify. Shakespeare, for
example, is a form of cultural capital becauss iat easily grasped and understood.
As Denise Albanese explains this ide&itramural Shakespear&lro become part

of Shakespeare’s public, to shed “ignorance,” iadcede to the lingering demands

2" Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior and Relaggncied).S. House of Representatives,
108th Cong. (2004) (statement of Dana Gioia) (LEXIS

% Dana Gioia (Commencement Speech, Stanford Untyetkine 17, 2007).
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and investments of high literac§”When one looks at the majority of the initiatives
created by the NEA under Gioia’s tenure, theyatifgiseem to have little in
common. Jazz, opera, Shakespeare, memoir-writimhpaetry recitation contests are
similar, however, in one major way: all of them ac# readily accessible to the
average American. They are not art forms that Aca@s encounter every day, and
they only become accessible once they are simgbléied taught. All of the NEA
initiatives created by Gioia and his staff are agpanied by educational materials
because there is an implicit understanding that suaterials are necessary in order
for Americans to be able to understand and theegfotentially appreciate the art.
For Gioia, the art forms that he wished to highlighthe NEA were those that were
not readily available in popular forms. This is t@say that they have never been
popular forms, only that by the time the NEA begmpromote them they were no
longer forms of entertainment that could be undedtvithout remedial materials to

raise the consumer’s competence.

Culture, as the NEA understands it, consists cfeledite art forms that are
beyond the grasp of the average American becaegeetther have become a part of
the historical past and are no longer easily adaesshey are too challenging to be
readily understood by those who are entertainedaniily by mass-market media
such as television shows and films, or some contibimaf the two. The NEA'’s job,

then, becomes “to spread cultural wealth to comitreswith generally limited

2 Denise Albanesé&xtramural Shakespeaf®lew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), 142.
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access to high-caliber theater” and arts in geri&fttis is where Gioia’s “populist
elitist” label comes into play as his agency attesmp introduce so many Americans
to these elite art forms that these art forms ftbenfield of restricted production
essentially merge into the field of large-scaledoiciion and become a part of mass
culture (or, perhaps, return to their rightful gimsi as part of mass culture, as Gioia
views it). TheShakespeare in American Communitresative was developed
because Gioia believed that Shakespeare is “thédashfront of culture® In a
sense, Shakespeare is the last vestige of theibteatielite culture and popular
culture. Although Shakespeare is arguably no loagereciated or understood by
most Americans, particularly young Americans, ia thanner that Lawrence Levine
argues it was in the nineteenth century, or thataD@ioia argues it was in the mid-
twentieth century, Shakespeare is still being readfassrooms across America as
part of the standard public school education. Tioeegthe NEA can grasp the
opportunity inherent in millions of school childresading Shakespeare every year.
Since students are already reading Shakespeaed, @ibhaps not appreciating
Shakespeare’s work in the same way in which th@yyehe latest popular movie or
reality television show, the NEA can nudge studémigard a greater understanding
and appreciation of the bard. By “bringing Shakasgean plays to ‘cities and towns’
that have not had the opportunity to witness theéhe”’NEA is “leveling the cultural

playing field, presumably while prizing Shakespefaoen rarefied clutches® Gioia

*® Bruce Weber, "Stratford-Upon-Main-Street: Shakespéa Tour Thanks to N.E.AThe New York
Times April 23, 2003, late edition.

*! Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Mamgl, May 9, 2011.

32 Denise Albanesé&xtramural Shakespeai®lew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), 16.
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suggests that artists and intellectuals are prt@alblame for the widening gap
between mass popular culture and high cultureithated to an uneven playing field.
“Most American artists, intellectuals, and acadenfiave lost their ability to
converse with the rest of society,” Gioia has staté/e have become wonderfully
expert in talking to one another, but we have bexatmost invisible and inaudible

in the general culture. This mutual estrangemestiaa enormous cultural, social,
and political consequences. America needs itssdizd intellectuals, and they need
to reestablish their rightful place in the genexdture. If we could reopen the
conversation between our best minds and the brgadwic, the results would not
only transform society but also artistic and irgetual life.”®® This, ultimately, was
Gioia’s goal as Chairman of the NEA. He wantedeiotroduce Americans to art
forms that were once popular in America’s pasthad somehow lost their mass
appeal. By doing this, he believed that the NEAIddenefit both the artists who
needed to “reestablish their rightful place in glemeral culture” and the American
citizens facing a cultural deficit. If Gioia preled, the culture defined by the NEA
would be an artistic culture that challenged Ameamcintellectually and that
reconnected them to the history of American artiniditely, what Gioia wanted his
NEA programs to achieve was something of a conttaai: he hoped to bring
Shakespeare and other similar cultural productsthme field of large-scale
production. By doing so, however, his goal wastoatause Shakespeare and similar
arts to lose their elite, restricted-productioriistaRather, he hoped to encourage all
Americans to develop elite values and tastes. ishf course, contradictory because

by definition “elite” means not accessible to #lis impossible for something to be

¥ Dana Gioia (Commencement Speech, Stanford Untyetkine 17, 2007).
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both popular/populist and elite, and yet Gioia geely was pursuing a goal to make

American artistic culture simultaneously both a#gh things.

The Authoritative NEA

How much influence does the NEA actually have ifinileg American
artistic culture? In his “Can the NEA Matter?” spkegGioia presented a nuanced
answer to this question. Gioia’s primary stancda “An astonishing amount of the
media discussion of the NEA overlooks an obvioas &out its past, current, and
presumably future situation - namely that the Amtg&lowment cannot now and, in
fact, has never operated like a centralized minsticulture. It has never possessed
the resources to impose its will on the Americas aorld. It cannot command or
control the policies of individual institution&”Gioia feels that this “putative
weakness is actually one of the agency's basiogttis” because the NEA is not in a
position to dictate artistic culture, but must eatenter a series of conversations about

culture at the local, regional, and national leVel.

Yet Gioia also acknowledges that the NEA holdsaaléeship and advocacy
role in the arts world. In his speech to the NaldpPress Club, Gioia said, “NEA
leadership begins with the illuminating fact thithaugh the Endowment represents

less than 1% of total arts philanthropy in the UitShonetheless remains the nation's

* Dana Gioia, "Can the National Endowment for thesArtatter?" (Speech, National Press Club,
Washington, D.C., June 30, 2003).

** |bid.
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largest annual funder of the arf§.This demonstrates the diversity and
decentralization of the American arts system. ¥st pecause the American arts
world is diverse, that does not mean that it dagdhave “leadership, trends, or
direction.”®’ Gioia argued in his speech that it is part off#A’s job to provide all
of these things, and, indeed, the NEA has don&ls® best demonstration of the
NEA'’s leadership is this funding. Its relatively alirbudget “haslways been
magnified by its outsize cultural influence, thenking goes; the stamp of approval
conferred by even a paltry N.E.A. grant can proaderts organization with a

powerful fund-raising tool®

According to theNew York Timesa grant from the
N.E.A. “provides an imprimatur that attracts aduhil support from local
governments, foundations and private patrons.” Emdlar it grants may be used to
raise as much as $11 from other sources such psrate funding or private
donations® It is clear that the NEA has the power to legitienand validate
organizations. It is also clear that the NEA “haes €énormously potent political and
symbolic advantage of being the official arts agemicthe U.S. government and the
only truly national arts agency that supports aoxecs all of the arts in America.

Consequently, it occupies a uniquely broad, pulblnd influential position. Cultural

trends can begin anywhere in the U.S., but they moaye noticed for some time.

% Dana Gioia, "Can the National Endowment for thesAMatter?" (Speech, National Press Club,
Washington, D.C., June 30, 2003).

¥ Ibid.

** Robin Pogrebin and Jo Craven McGinty, "For New laxaaf the Arts Endowment, Lessons From a
Shaky Past,The New York Timesguly 23, 2009, late edition.

39 Edward Rothstein, "The N.E.A. Is Elitist, TrueShould Be."The New York Time&ebruary 26,
1995, late edition.
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But the NEA has the ongoing advantage - and dis@ega - of being highly visible
at all times. Its politics, policies, programs, sminel, and funding are not only

matters of public record but also of public intéré§

Because of its unique position in the field oftwral production, the NEA
holds the power to influence American culture. kdie’Administrative moves [by
the NEA] can have a major impact on the nationisucal life.”** This is possible
because the NEA and its chair occupy a positicemaauthoritative voice in artistic
culture. It is because of the NEA's cultural pasitthat official statements from the
Endowment, such as Dana Gioia’s welcome tcShakespeare in American
Communitiesnitiative in which he stated, “In order to undersd American culture
or American theater, one must first understand &¢adare,” can have a major

impact on the arts experience for American citizens

In his bookEverything Was Forever, Until It was No Moenthropologist
Alexei Yurchak draws on the theories of J.L. Austid Mikhail Bakhtin to create a
description of an utterance that is somewhere tvaeconstative utterance (a
statement that can be judged as true or falseageiformative one (a statement that
changes the reality which it describes). Yurchakdon Austin’s work and on

critical readings of his discussion of the perfotiv@by other theorists, and

“0 Edward Rothstein, "The N.E.A. Is Elitist, TrueShould Be."The New York Time&ebruary 26,
1995, late edition.

“1 Christopher Knight, "Can Rocco Landesman MakeNBé Relevant Again?" editorial,os

Angeles TimedViay 13, 2009, http://latimesblogs.latimes.contla@monster/2009/05/can-rocco-
landesman-make-the-nea-relevant-again.html.
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developed a “method for analyzing discourse thasdmeyond these readind$.”
What Yurchak, and I, find particularly productiwsethe notion that “Austin pointed
out that any strict division into constative andfpenative acts is an abstraction and
that ‘every genuine speech act is both.” Speethskmould not be seen as either just
constative or just performative; rather, concludastin, depending on the
circumstances, they are more or less constativeramd or less performativé™
Gioia’s statement that in order to understand Acagriculture one must understand
Shakespeare is not a true performative. It istaodeed doneé* in the sense that
stating, “I bet” constitutes the act of betting staiting, “I now pronounce you man
and wife,” marries a couple. Gioia’s words are ‘fioé performing of an actior{:®

His words do not immediately “change things in abgality.”® However, his words
are also not simply a constative utterance, arsté of fact, “just saying
something.*’ Gioia’s statement on the “Welcome” page of #akespeare in
American Communitiesebsite, and indeed all of the proclamations hdena the
press about why the initiative would be good fore&mans, have elements of
Austin’s successful, or “happy” performative uttera. Gioia’s words do more than

simply describe reality. They hold the power t@git. This is because Gioia

“2 Alexei Yurchak,Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More: Thest.Soviet Generation
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Pr2ee5b), 285.

* bid., 22
“4 Diana Taylor, "Bush's Happy Performativ8 DR 47, no. 3 (Fall 2003): 5.

5 J.L. Austin,How to Do Things With Worded. J.0. Urmson (New York: Oxford University Pres
1962), 6.

“6 Alexei Yurchak,Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More: Thest.Soviet Generation
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Pr2ee5s), 19.

47 J.L. AustinHow to Do Things With Worded. J.O. Urmson (New York: Oxford University Pres
1962), 7.

184



occupies a privileged position. He is “the appraf@iperson uttering the appropriate
words in the appropriate circumstances in ordebit@in conventional result§®At

the time Gioia wrote those words for tBhakespeare in American Communities
website, gave the speeches cited above, and deddnd mission for the NEA to the
American media, he was in an influential leadergiapition within the arts
community.“Bourdieu argues that the source of power of cotiveal speech acts
‘resides in the institutional conditions of themoduction and reception’ and that their
power is ‘nothing other than the delegated powehefspokesperson®®In this

case, Gioia is the “spokesperson” who, becausésqidsition as leader of the NEA,
can give weight to his statements that they wouoldhave otherwise. Because Gioia
is speaking in a formal channel (giving a speectyiging a statement for a
newspaper, testifying before Congress, writingtfier NEA's official website), and
because he is the leader of the agency, his wakasan an element of the
performative utterance. They do not immediatelyseaai change in social reality, but
because he is, effectively, the right man in tigatrplace at the right time, and
because he is engaging in a variation of what Bakiduld call authoritative
discourse, his statements have the ability to @nfbe the behavior of those who hear

them.

Bakhtin defines authoritative discourse as a “lofhdiscourse that demands

of its recipients an unqualified acknowledgmenis ithe word of the ancestors, it

*® Alexei Yurchak Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More: Thast.Soviet Generation
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Pr2ee5s), 19.

4% bid., 20.
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comes to us with its authority already acknowledigeithe past. In the horizon of this
discourse others’ voices become anonymou¥.Gioia’s words are not necessarily
“word of the ancestors,” precisely. They are alsbaxactly authoritative discourse in
the sense of “privileged language that approackdsom without,” language that “is
distanced, taboo, and permits no play with its frajpcontext (sacred writ, for
example).? However, just as Gioia’s statements are more pedtve than
constative, his words also function in similar waysuthoritative language. Gioia’s
statements about the importance of Shakespeapassed down to us with an
“authority already acknowledged in the past.” G®iords function as prior
discourse. The idea that Shakespeare is importaogssary, and an important part of
American culture is not Gioia’s original thoughtrns it something that he feels the
need to qualify or prove. In fact, had Gioia follesvup his statement on the
Shakespeare in American Communitesite with an explanation for why exactly
Shakespeare has been and must remain a necesdarfyAxaerican culture in
general and American theatrical culture specificdlls authoritative word would
cease to be fully authoritative. Gioia’s staten@rfbhakespeare’s importance and
necessity is an idea that is transmitted by hinhnloticreated by hinBecause it is

not his own idea, but rather an idea that has be@ulated in the “lofty spheres” of
the academy and elite arts circles in the UnitedeStthroughout the nineteenth and

twentieth centuries, it takes on what Bakhtin wadddcribe as a sense similar to “the

%0 Arnetha Ball and Sara Warshauer Freedman,Balshtinian Perspectives on Language, Literacy,
and Learning(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 319

> Alexei Yurchak Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More: Thast.Soviet Generation
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Pr2ee5s), 15.
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authority of religious dogma, or of acknowledgeikstific truth.”? The role of
Shakespeare in American society has been effegipredetermined. True, not
everyone is in complete agreement as to what gxtizt roles has been, or should
be. But Bakhtin says that “In a society that istigely open to diverse values, that
minimal, but still significant, function of an awtitative voice is the most important
one. It demands not adherence but attentidin’other words, because Gioia speaks
with an authoritative voice, his statements musaddenowledged, if not adhered to
completely. This dissertation project, for instgnogerrogates Gioia’s statements and
the role Shakespeare plays in American culturejtlilttes so precisely because Gioia
is in a position to be an authoritative voice. Hzidia not been in an authoritative
position when making his statements about the sagesf Shakespeare, his
statements would have been ignored rather tharepered in the media and
analyzed in scholarly projects such as this oneaBge of Gioia’s position as
Chairman of the NEA, he was able to make statenaddat the importance of

certain art forms that were necessarily acknowlddgel that, frankly, most of the

American public accepted at face value.

Although the arts culture in the United Statesiveibe, the NEA maintains a
unique position within that field of cultural proction. Because it is the official

government agency dedicated to the arts in theedi8tates, Americans can and do

*2 Arnetha Ball and Sara Warshauer Freedman, ed$itiBan Perspectives on Language, Literacy,
and Learning (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pr2884), 319.

% bid., 321.
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look to it to tell us what we should be listening watching, and readimd.Because

of the potential of an NEA grant to attract on aggr seven to eight times the amount
of the original grant in financial support to astganizations, it is clear that what the
NEA supports plays a role in determining what segsias a part of American arts
culture® While the NEA is not always, or even often, resgible for creating trends,
its funding can help to sustain them. Indeed, asesof the rhetoric for the
Shakespeare in American Communitregative implies, the NEA’s most important
role is to sometimes “save” and continue to attetmphake prominent an arts form
that otherwise might fade into obscurity and cdaggay a role in American

culture®® Therefore, because the NEA is clearly playingfinie role in the field of
restricted production, and under Gioia operatett wie goal of influencing the field
of large-scale production by pushing the artsaenpotes back into the realm of
American popular culture, it is clear that the N&d&es play a role in determining
artistic culture in the United States. In the mistade the NEA has further increased
its influence by focusing greater attention onrivie it can play in another major

aspect of American culture: American education.

>4 Again, it is important to note that Americans dx necessarily blindly adhere to what the NEA
deems important, but what the NEA deems imporaatknowledged in the media. Americans can
then adhere, or not but, regardless, acknowledgtoghte NEA's decisions is made in a manner that
only a few other arts organizations in the Unit¢at&s also experience.

% Dana Gioia, "Can the National Endowment for thesAMatter?" (Speech, National Press Club,
Washington, D.C., June 30, 2003).

*% | do not mean to imply here that the NEA is resjible for “saving” Shakespeare in the United
States. As previous chapters have demonstratedsiin fact the opposite: the already large and
dynamic field of Shakespeare in the United Statas put to use to help to stabilize the NEA. But par
of Gioia’s push to funé&hakespeare in American Communitiess a desire to bring back other art
forms that are no longer part of popular culturd trat the NEA believes need to be preserved.
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Shakespeare, American Education, and the NEA

Shakespeare has long been enlisted as “an agdr@ farmation of American
citizens and American culture,” through the uséisfplays in the American
educational systeri.In the bookShakespearean Educations: Power, Citizenship,
and PerformanceCoppelia Kahn writes that Shakespeare’s presen&merican
education, both formal and informal, has alwayslsteong and complex. “In myriad
complex ways,” she writes, “Shakespeare was apatepgl; challenged, or
transfigured by diverse groups in American cultuedtstruggling to create their own
sense of how an appreciation of his works couléttezl into the education of
American citizens and harmonized with republicalues.® In Denise Albanese’s
Extracurricular Shakespeayéhe author points to the “persistence of pedagdgi
agendas” and the sense that “Shakespeare is, abhosehoolroom matter,” and
treated as such, even in entertainment forms teat@t generally pedagogical in
nature>® The key argument in Albanese’s book is that Shadae is a part of public
culture in the United States because the “massadidunc project of the twentieth
century made him s8.Albanese focuses her analysis on the College &tgra
Examination Board reading lists of the early twetiticentury and suggests that it

was Shakespeare’s inclusion on these readingtiatsnade “the ability to

*Theodore Leinwand. Coppélia Kahn, Heather Nathamd,Mimi Godfrey, edsShakespearean
Educations: Power, Citizenship, and Performafidewark, Delaware: Delaware University Press,
2011), 277.

*8 Coppélia Kahn. Coppélia Kahn, Heather Nathans Mina Godfrey, edsShakespearean

Educations: Power, Citizenship, and Performafidewark, Delaware: Delaware University Press,
2011), 14.

*¥ Denise Albanese, Extramural Shakespeare (New YRalgrave Macmillan, 2010), 5.

% pid., 5.
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demonstrate knowledge of Shakespeare inseparafecllegiate-level literacy,”
and therefore made understanding of his works assacty component of education
for any student who was college-bouffdAs increasing numbers of students
throughout the twentieth century turned their sgbivard a college education, an
increasing number of students engaged in compuleaiging of Shakespeare in

secondary school as a means of preparing for tligpe education.

Other scholars trace the history of Shakespeafenerican education to
earlier points in time. After all, Shakespeareaysl only found their way onto
College Entrance Examination Board reading listabse they were already
considered important and necessary elements oflaoueded education by the
beginning of the twentieth century. It was Shakasgs role as “a key figure in the
elocutionary movement that shaped American educ#timughout the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries,” that initially securesgosition as a staple of American
educatiorf? Oratorical manuals used in the classroom provigggnents from
Shakespeare’s plays as “models of eloquence asdamve power® Speeches
from Shakespeare’s plays were often printed ogbatext, selected not for their
dramatic merits, but because the compilers of tbest®rical lesson books believed

that the selected texts were somehow useful tamardiAmericans. In this way, these

®1 Denise Albanesé&xtramural Shakespeai®lew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), 68.

*2 Coppélia Kahn. Coppélia Kahn, Heather Nathans Minai Godfrey, edsShakespearean
Educations: Power, Citizenship, and Performafidewark, Delaware: Delaware University Press,
2011), 21.

% Ibid.
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educational materials “allowed his texts to becaenkénd of palimpsest upon which

Americans continually reinscribed new notions afritity and belonging™

In the nineteenth and early twentieth century Ageericlassroom, that sense
of “belonging” often translated into an educatiarassimilation into a predominantly
Anglo-Saxon culture. Shakespeare’s plays were pbestas a remedy for the
increasing heterogeneity of the United States. widant belief during this period
was that the basis of American democracy was fodned in its ‘Anglo-Saxon’
roots.” All citizens, therefore, needed to be educateiniglo-Saxon culture, and
Shakespeare provided a useful tool for this edocatt a time in which many
Americans in leadership positions believed thatciwentry would function best as a
“melting pot,” Shakespeare was used as a meamnguring that American citizens
would have a shared cultural background. When Jo&epncy Adams, Supervisor
of Research for the new Folger Shakespeare Lilgave his inaugural speech in
1932, he referred to immigration as “a menace égotieservation of our long-
established English civilizatior?® He believed that the benefit of Shakespeare was
the playwright’s ability to serve as a cornerstéore'a homogenous nation, with a
culture that is still essentially English,” althdur was created from diverse

immigrant population8’

% Coppélia Kahn. Coppélia Kahn, Heather Nathans Mina Godfrey, edsShakespearean
Educations: Power, Citizenship, and Performafidewark, Delaware: Delaware University Press,
2011), 21.

* Ibid., 207.

% bid., 22.
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Echoes of this rhetoric can be seen in the NE3kiakespeare in American
Communitiegnitiative. As articulated above, one of Gioia’svilig forces to create a
major Shakespeare performance initiative for th&NEs to conserve a part of
American culture that he believes is being losAmericans lose touch with their
artistic heritage. As Americans’ cultural tastegedsify (and, Gioia would argue,
become more consumer driven and less inspiredseyse of “artistic excellence” as
defined by those artists and critics within thehauitative restricted field of
production), a major goal of the NEA is to help Amans maintain some sort of
shared cultur&® Shakespeare, whose longstanding and widespresenmein the
field of American public education means that fengrations Americans have had at
least some familiarity with his plays, is an idsalrce for the maintenance of a
shared cultural experience. In the twenty-firsttaen no one would go so far as to
suggest that the purpose of thieakespeare in American Communitiegative is to
create a homogenous America in which diverse cifizge forced to embrace
Shakespeare as a replacement for, rather tharditicedto, their own particular
cultural heritage. At any rate, the NEA could nchiave such a goal of assimilation
even if it tried. As Coppelia Kahn states, “Shalessp has been far less the cultural
discipline than Adams thought it was, and far moeeries of contestatory,
innovative reinventions® But one of the key goals of the NEA’s big natiodevi

initiatives is to create a point of commonalityGudtural experience that is shared by

% Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
* Coppélia Kahn. Coppélia Kahn, Heather Nathans Minai Godfrey, edsShakespearean

Educations: Power, Citizenship, and Performafidewark, Delaware: Delaware University Press,
2011), 22.
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all Americans. In the twenty-first century Shakemseestill appears to be the best

conduit for achieving that shared cultural touchsto

Of course, Shakespeare’s prominent position in Acaareducation creates a
contradiction for Gioia and the NEA. Gioia and téam at the NEA developed the
Shakespeare in American CommunitiéBative because they “saw Shakespeare as
an attractive and powerful foundation for theafrtcaring and for arts education®”
According to Gioia, “the infrastructure exists”time United States to easily produce
Shakespeare’s plays. Gioia’s goals of creatinghaesef shared artistic culture for
Americans and making art forms that were perceagedlite accessible to the masses
could have been achieved by presenting the worksheir playwrights. Gioia has
named some of these other playwrights in intervidwugene O’Neill, August
Wilson, Sophocles, Moliere. But “it just couldnave been done” with these
playwrights because they are not already an ingdapart of the American education
and arts systerft. The NEA was “lucky that there’s a whole natiorrdtastructure of
Shakespeare festivals, Shakespeare theatres estagptheatres that regularly
produce Shakespeare” that the Endowment couldousiggiport its missioff
Shakespeare was, anecdotally, “the only dramatstwas still more or less
universally taught in American schoolS in the first decade of the twenty-first

century, which is one of the primary reasons wleyREA was encouraged to create

Y Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.
" Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.
2 1pid.
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a Shakespeare initiative in the first place. TheANEadership suspected that an
initiative bringing Shakespeare performances t@sishwould be widely supported,
as Shakespeare was being taught in so many class@oeady. This initiative would

build on, or at least connect to, what studentevadneady being taught.

Furthermore, according to various scholars, ar@itda himself, Shakespeare
is also self-perpetuating within the context of Aiman education. “The beauty of
Shakespeare is that Shakespeare is universallyrknaviversally admired, and my
experience as a teacher is that kids like Shakespdaioia stated as a reason for
choosing Shakespeare for his signature initidfi@ioia also claims that there are
“tens of thousands of English teachers in [Amerjd¢agh schools who love literature
and they have deep relationships with the writeey teach and they’re devoted to
Shakespeare—aother writers, too—and they’ve bedntifig to protect him in order to

> Denise Albanese,

create that encounter. And they also know thatesttgdlike him.
too, argues that to some extent Shakespeare remaas of the standard high school
curriculum because it has been there throughotitutisnal memory. She suggests
that “it seems likely that literary aesthetics at@hdards of taste are themselves
formed in relation to the Shakespearean, rather hlaaing an independent and
abstract life as arbiters of Shakespeare’s quaiftanother example of this idea

comes from an essay by scholar Elizabeth Renk&hioh she writes, “Discussions

among educators from grade school through college! during the years of my

4 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.
" Ipid.

® Denise Albanesé&xtramural Shakespeai®lew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), 79.
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study about how to teach Shakespeare typicallyestrae large assumption: that
“Shakespeare” was, and ought to be, a curriculeergiand that the only active
question was that of pedagoffyin other words, Shakespeare was already being
widely produced and taught throughout the countthatime the NEA began

Shakespeare in American Communitie2003.

Yet in order to make its Shakespeare initiativarseecessary, and to
convince Americans that it was a productive usexaybayer money, the NEA had to
downplay the very Shakespeare infrastructure outhach it created and supported
its project. The NEA had to utilize that infrasttuie, while at the same time
convincing the American public that Shakespeareiwaanger of disappearing from
school curriculums and was inaccessible for studentuch of the country.
Although he has no data to back up this claim, &oiies anecdotal evidence to
suggest that Shakespeare was in danger of lossngjdge in the academic canon.
“When | was becoming chairman and | began talkmgahool administrators and
high school teachers, | learned that many states ing¢he process of dropping
Shakespeare from the high school requirements.eShalare was the last playwright
universally taught in American high schools, amoioked on that as a kind of sign
that Shakespeare in a sense was the last beaabiheatlire and if we could not
defend that then we were in trouble, we would lmsewhole historical
consciousness about the development of arts aad.ided | do believe that

launching a program of this size and this qualéipbd keep Shakespeare in the high

7 Elizabeth Renker. Coppélia Kahn, Heather Nathams Mimi Godfrey, edsShakespearean
Educations: Power, Citizenship, and Performafidewark, Delaware: Delaware University Press,
2011), 151.
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school curriculum. Now, that is a claim | cannotlb&ctually, but certainly | can
back it anecdotally because | knew that a lot afest were considering dropping it,
and | don’t believe that ultimately any of them di8l Gioia said in a 2011 interview.
Opining the state of theatre and literature edooan the United States, Gioia said,
“Now, obviously, you’d want [students] to be doiegerything from Sophocles to
August Wilson but you gotta begin somewhere andevesing the whole field”
Although Gioia and the NEA took advantage of whalmits is a fairly robust
infrastructure for the production of Shakespeapéys, he simultaneously suggests
that the very infrastructure on which the Endowntmaged th&hakespeare in

American Communitiesitiative was on the decline.

How could the NEA rationalize insisting that Shglesre needed to be
supported when, in fact, Shakespeare’s relativenprence in the United States was a
key force in choosing the playwright to anchor @areal program in the first place?
Perhaps the key lies in Gioia’s understanding tttice and his self-defined
populist/elitist label. True, most students acithgscountry would experience
compulsory exposure to Shakespeare’s plays at poimein their educational career.
However, Gioia would argue that most were not sebu@ productions, and certainly
not live professionaproductions. Therefore, while all students mightlg
Shakespeare in their classrooms, not everyone/eor many, would understand or
appreciate him. Without the NEA to help promote ensthnding and appreciation of

Shakespeare through tBaakespeare in American Communitregative,

8 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Marg, May 9, 2011.

” Ibid.
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Shakespeare would continue to be appreciated gninierica’s artistic elites. It is
not enough merely to study Shakespeare, one mdststand and, ideally, enjoy his
works in order to return to Gioia’s (imagined) gatdage in which Americans were

culturally literate.

Thus, under Gioia’s leadership, the NEA styledliitas an arts education
advocate. Although the NEA holds a privileged amftlential position within the
field of arts production, under Gioia the Endowmieegan to diversify. “I felt that if
you could make it a program that was both an arfsbgram and an arts education
program, you could really have an important imgacmerican culture,” Gioia said
when discussing the decision to create and mankeShakespeare Toolkits, the
educational materials that have now reached al@®stillion American studenf®,
Gioia saw a need for the NEA to focus on the rélarts in the American classroom
at a time when arts programs for schools are dfeeng cut due to budget constraints
and increased focus on standardized testing ardaitechnology, and math
initiatives. The United States “does not have Vesddfective advocates for arts and
arts education. We have a lot of people [advocdbnghe arts] locally, but on a
national level we don't have these people thaly¢haiow themselves into it. We
have somebody who will give a speech once everyyweos or whatever, but really

going there, walking the corridors of power, battthe public and in the private

8 Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Néarg, May 9, 2011.
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sector, we have very few of those people. And eedmore of them®* Gioia

believes.

It is also important to note that, just as prong@nShakespeare program was
in some ways a “safe” move for the NEA that wouldre up its damaged reputation,
taking on the label of arts education advocatesimegal could help to secure the
Endowment’s future. Just as the NEA had partneiddtive Department of Defense
to fund theShakespeare in American Communitigsative, Gioia also began a
partnership with the Department of Education in2@®"“provide model programs
and guidance to teachers, parents, school boardsistricts” on methods for
teaching the arts and development of effective@ntsciula®® Education grants
dominated NEA financing for much of Gioia’s tenunggst notably from 2003
through 2005. During Gioia’s first year as chairmgpending on arts education
grants increased by 49 perc&hThese education grants benefitted American
citizens, who did need advocates for the arts.&erimore so, however, they
benefitted the NEA, which could now be viewed asaam player with another
federal agency and which would now be seen no loag@ funder of controversial

art projects, but a leader in children’s education.

8. Dana Gioia, interview by author, Chevy Chase, Neéarg, May 9, 2011.

¥ Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior and Reladkgencies U.S. House of Representatives,
108th Cong. (2004) (statement of Dana Gioia) (LEXIS

®Robin Pogrebin and Jo Craven McGinty, "For New laxaaf the Arts Endowment, Lessons From a
Shaky Past, The New York Timesguly 23, 2009, late edition.
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This shift towards arts education advocacy canglea i1 the NEA's official
mission statement. This statement changes peribditgically with each new
chairperson, to reflect the primary goals of theAN#ring a particular time period.

In 2003 when Dana Gioia began his chairmanshipiission statement read, “The
mission of the National Endowment for the Artsdsetirich our nation and its diverse
cultural heritage by supporting works of artistkcellence, advancing learning in the
arts, and strengthening the arts in communitiesutinout the country®® By 2008,

the year before Gioia retired as chair, the misstatement read, “The National
Endowment for the Arts is a public agency dedicateslipporting excellence in the
arts, both new and established, bringing the ar&ltAmericans, and providing
leadership in arts educatiofr. The changes are small, but distinctive. Both roissi
statements speak of supporting artistic excellelmgewhere the 2003 mission
statement speaks of strengthening the arts in conti@s; the 2008 mission
statement speaks specifically of bringing art tcAatericans. It also makes a point of
emphasizing “established” arts as one of its mmssidemonstrating to both artists
and conservative senators that it is no longer guiignin the business of funding new
works. Where the 2003 mission statement speakselyagti“advancing learning in
the arts,” the 2009 mission statement directly amces that the NEA will provide

“leadership in arts education.”

8 National Endowment for the Arts, "National Endowrhéor the Arts Announces Start-Studded
'Players' Guild' for Shakespeare in American Conitias;" Newsroom, last modified October 9,
2003, http://www.nea.gov/news/ news03/Guild.html.

8 National Endowment for the Arts, "National Endowrhéor the Arts Announces 2008-2009

Shakespeare for a New Generation Grant," Newsrtaanhmodified April 23, 2008,
http://www.arts.gov/news/news08/Shakespeare.html.
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This 2009 mission statement reflects Gioia’s undeding of culture and
how it influenced the NEA'’s projects under his leestip. It tells its audience that
Gioia’s NEA will bring excellence in the arts td Aimericans, effectively making the
elite accessible and, ideally, popular. It tells&mans that we should not constantly
seek new art forms, but instead look backward tocsbared cultural history,
conserving that which has come before to give usvk@dge of an idealized past.
Finally, it reminds Americans that the NEA interidglay a role as influencer not

only in the arts community, but in American eduzatas well.
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Epilogue

The Shakespeare in American CommunitréBative marked its tenth
anniversary in 2013. Since 2003, 94 theatre congsamve received grants to
participate in the program. These companies haasepted 30 of Shakespeare’s
plays. The data compiled by the NEA over the tearyastory of the program shows
that approximately 7,000 performances have takacephs part of the initiative, and
17,000 educational activities have been preseptstutients. The initiative has
reached all 50 states, Washington, D.C., and tBe \drgin Islands. More than 5,500
schools and 2,800 communities across the Unite@sSkave participated in the

program®

In 2005, during the initiative’s second full yedraperations, Gioia proudly
told a reporter for th€hristian Science Monitot'Both our National Council and our
congressional subcommittee have asked us to maka germanent program, and |
am happy to oblige*Critics of the NEA, however, were not sure tBaakespeare in
American Communitiesould be beneficial as a permanent program. In Rdi®ert
L. Lynch, president of the lobbying group Americdoisthe Arts, said that while he
admired Gioia’s effort to create a better publiage for the Endowment through the
Shakespeare initiative, such programs are, “noésssrily a long-term strategy.”

Indeed, when | spoke with David Fraher, DirectoAdls Midwest, and his Deputy

! »About the Program," National Endowment for theésAPresents Shakespeare in American
Communities, accessed January 31, 2013, http://whakespeareinamericancommunities.org/about.

2 Karen Campbell, "Shakespeare is Coming Your Wafyistian Science MonitpiApril 19, 2005,
page 11.

* Robin Pogrebin and Jo Craven McGinty, "For New lezasf the Arts Endowment, Lessons From a
Shaky Past,The New York Timeduly 23, 2009, late edition.
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Director, Susan Chandler, in the summer of 2011h bdormed me that the NEA
would soon be accepting grant applications foraB&2-2013 season, which was to

be Shakespeare in American Communitiast.

Although the NEA'’s budget had increased under Gaithairmanship, it
could not withstand the global financial crisis2®07 and 2008 unscathed.
Government payrolls are always slow to catch upetttonwide trends, but by 2011
the NEA was beginning to feel the pinch of the ssgan. The NEA’s budget was cut
by 13 million dollars from 2010 to 2011, and aniéiddal 8 million dollars were cut
for fiscal year 2012. Although the fiscal year 2@iiget was still 30 million dollars
higher than it had been when Gioia began his claighip in 2003, it had fallen 20
million dollars from its high point of 167 millioim 2010? With the budget decrease,
the NEA began to explore different ways to usawailable funds. Chandler
explained that Gioia’s successor, theatre prodeoeco Landesman, had “a different
set of priorities and a different set of issuesitthe was interested in pursuing, and
thatShakespeare in American Communitiess no longer to be a “high priority.”
With every change in administration, NEA prograrome and go, and it seemed in

2011 thatShakespeare in American Communitiess to be no exception.

Yet a visit to theShakespeare in American Communitaebsite in February
of 2013 revealed a button in the lower right-haacher of the computer screen that
says “2013-2014 Request for Proposals Now AvailaBleclick on the button takes

one to a page announcing a February 21, 2013 dedual}i which to submit proposals

* National Endowment for the Arts, "National Endowrnéor the Arts Appropriation History," About
Us, accessed February 2, 2013, http://www.artsadmut/Budget/AppropriationsHistory.html.

> Susan Chandler, telephone interview by author, 28n€011.
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for plays to tour the United States from August20itil June 2014. This indicates
that theShakespeare in American Communitregative will continue for at least one
more season. According to Arts Midwest Deputy DimeSusan Chandler, the
congressional appropriations committee specificatliyed that the initiative continue,
proving that the initiative remains popular wittgoess. Perhaps it does indeed have
the long-term staying power Gioia envisioned wherahd his team kicked off the

program a decade ago.

When most NEA chairmen are quick to develop thein gpecial initiatives
and allow past projects to fade, why did Gioia’'scassor, Rocco Landesman, allow
Gioia’s signature initiative to continue throughdig tenure as chair? Perhaps it is
because Landesman ultimately developed initiativaswere not that different from
Gioia’s. For example, under Landesman’s tenuré\tthA continued to collaborate
with the Department of Defense. TNEA/Walter Reed Healing Arts Partnership
began in 2011 to provide music and writing therfgryJ.S. military troops. The
program was “inspired by the NEA's acclaimed prog@peration Homecoming:
Writing the Wartime Experiengea program begun when Dana Gioia was NEA
Chair® TheBlue Star Museums Prograismanother initiative funded through a
partnership with the Department of Defense. Thraghprogram, begun in 2012,
the NEA enables museums to offer free admissi@ttioe duty military personnel
and their families each summer. NEAsir Towninitiative, one of Landesman’s

signature programs, provides grants to commurditesss the United States to use

® National Endowment for the Arts, "NEA/Walter Relédaling Arts Partnership," National Initiatives,
accessed February 4, 2013, http://www.nea.gov/malfiwalter-reed/index.html.
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“arts to shape their social, physical, and econarharacters”This is yet another
initiative that seems to be heavily inspired by $iakespeare in American
Communitiegnodel: the program aims to have a nation-wide rgavides almost
half of its grants to small communities that cardbscribed as under-served by the
arts, and builds on an existing infrastructureeathan creating brand new projects.
All Our Towngrants are “made to partnerships that consistednahimum of a not-
for-profit organization and a local government gritiallowing the NEA to take
advantage of places where some amount of fundneg@y exists, enabling the
Endowment to provide less money per grant but rgoaats overalf.In addition to
continuing theShakespeare in American Communitiegative, Landesman’s NEA
also continued to fund Gioia’s succesd?oletry Out LoucandThe Big Readand
although Landesman attempted to eliminate the N&& Masters Fellowships and
the NEA’s National Heritage Fellowships, both weestored by CongreS€During

his tenure Landesman made attempts to restoresgiamtdividual artists, but he was
unsuccessful. His greatest success as NEA chawaararguably his choice to put “a

finer point on the idea of art as economic drivemntl engage in work that “deepened

" National Endowment for the Arts, "National Endowréor the Arts Announces 2012 Our Town
Grant Recipients," Newsroom, last modified July 2@12, http://www.nea.gov/news/news12/Our-
Town-announcement.html.

8 National Endowment for the Arts, "National Endowréor the Arts Announces 2012 Our Town
Grant Recipients," Newsroom, last modified July 2@12, http://www.nea.gov/news/news12/Our-
Town-announcement.html.

° Lonnae O'Neal Parker, "Head of National Endowmenttie Arts Gets Mostly Rave Reviews as He
Exits the Stage,The Washington PadDecember 27, 2012,
http://www.washingtonpost.com/entertainment/
head-of-national-endowment-for-the-arts-gets-merstiye-reviews-as-he-exits-the-
stage/2012/12/27/b220149c-4ab2-11e2-b709-66703BfAHory.html.
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and leveraged ties with other federal agencies@md new private sector monelf”
In that, too, he continued in a similar vein to @jdringing funding to the arts from
agencies such as the Department of Defense areiartment of Housing and
Urban Development. After stating upon his appointhie 2009 that he intended to
serve only one term as chairman of the NEA, Landesdid exactly that,
announcing his retirement in November of 2612.

While Landesman leaves behind an NEA in whichShakespeare in
American Communitiegitiative is still going strong, it remains to been whether
the program is accepting applications for the 22034 school year only because
Landesman did not prioritize defunding it during bhairmanship and it now makes
sense to carry on with the current state of affams a new chairman can be
appointed, or whether the initiative has proveswwocessful that it will be able to
continue under a third chairman. If it does, sudbng-lasting NEA initiative will
surely be, if not unprecedented, certainly raresfite the fact that the NEA is
intended to be a nonpartisan agency, few programsnuie through two

administrations, much less three or more.

The Conversation About the NEA: 2013

Throughout the 2012 presidential election campdrgpublican candidate

Mitt Romney’s stump speeches promised vast redugiio federal spending and a

10 pid.

1 As of this writing in 2013, a new NEA Chairman ha been appointed to replace Landesman.
Currently, Joan Shigekawa is the acting chairmée. t&ad served as the senior deputy chairman of the
NEA since 2009.
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balanced budget. When reporters would ask him fist af programs he would cut to
make his budget balance, Romney would first merf@mamacare” and then rattle
off a list of other subsidies he wished to ende“fimtrak subsidy, the PBS subsidy,
the subsidy for the National Endowment for the Attt® National Endowment for the
Humanities...*® Once again, the NEA found itself on the nationage on the
metaphorical chopping block. Despite Dana Gioi#fereto secure the NEA’s
position in American culture, conservatives congitol use the Endowment as a
handy example of government excess. Yet a carebld &t Romney’s rhetoric shows
that the conversation has changed, at least somet@oae of these things, like
those endowment efforts and PBS | very much apgi@eind like what they do in
many cases, but | just think they have to stantheimr own rather than receiving
money borrowed from other countries, as our govemtrdoes on their behalf,”
Romney said? In the heyday of the culture wars, few Republipatiticians would
have confessed to appreciating or liking the NE#A22012, however, Romney felt the
need to clarify his position to make it clear thatwould not choose to cut funding to
the NEA because he felt it was elite, or out oftttglor vulgar, or controversial.
These words no longer dominate descriptions oNlBA. Instead, the Endowment is
described as liked and appreciated, and the wanstriey could bring himself to say
about it was that it would be better for it to beded by private donations. It is small

praise, but it is perhaps a step toward fiscalilgtabor the NEA. In 2009 Rocco

12 Emily Yahr, "Mitt Romney Says He Would Cut Fedéfanding for PBS to Trim BudgetThe
Washington PostAugust 16, 2012, http://www.washingtonpost.comgsltv-column/post/mitt-
romney-says-he-would-cut-federal-funding-for-pbgrim-budget/2012/08/16/8af3bd22-e7b3-11el-
936a-b801flabab19 blog.html.

3 bid.
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Landesman felt confident enough to state, “I thimdk culture war stuff is receding in
history and people are focusing on much more ingmbissues™ With praise from
the right, however, comes criticism from other vesitA common theme in arts
circles in 2013 is that the NEA has been “neutéféioia’s NEA was often
accused of pandering to conservatives and not ghirayienough support for artists.
The “current NEA hodgepodge of conservative-appaase programs is
nonsensical. Should an arts endowment really béirfignorograms that encourage

citizens to read?” scoffed art critic Christopherigtt in a 2009 editoridf

It seems that the NEA may never be able to fredf itcom this tightrope,
hanging precariously in the balance between prigzlberal artists who feel that it is
not doing enough to meet their needs and primanlyservative critics who feel that
it does far too much, and much of what it doesistioversial. The Endowment may
be doomed to be forever caught in a tug-of-war betwthose who believe that it
falls woefully short of the funding amount neededtipport a true national arts
agency, and those who believe that any governnpemicsng on something as

seemingly-frivolous as the arts is too much.

With the NEA so embattled, is it any wonder tharagram like the

Shakespeare in American Communitr@égative came into existence? Gioia

" David Ng, "NEA's Rocco Landesman: No More Culturargy"L.A. TimesBlogs, last modified
October 21, 2009, http://latimesblogs.latimes.cattcemonster/2009/10/neas-rocco-landesman-
downplays-partisan-fighting-emphasizes-optimismlhtm

> Christopher Knight, "Can Rocco Landesman Make tE& NRelevant Again?" editorial,0s
Angeles TimedVay 13, 2009, http://latimesblogs.latimes.contla@monster/2009/05/can-rocco-
landesman-make-the-nea-relevant-again.html.

1% Ibid.
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promoted the initiative as a means of teaching Acaas what they must know about
culture in order to be well-informed citizens. Tihdgiative drew its inspiration from a
long history of Shakespeare’s use in the classra®mtool for teaching American
values and disseminating cultural capital, andaswtended to encourage its
participants to believe that they could all find@oon ground in a shared cultural
connection to ShakespeaBhakespeare in American Communitie&s also intended
to create an audience for the arts and encouragethrn of Shakespeare and other
classical authors pop culture. Whether or not titeative was at all successful on

this front remains to be seen. The first studemsarticipate in the initiative are now
in their late twenties. As the millions of studemiso participated in this initiative
reach adulthood, will they become arts advocatesiziWgatre companies across the
nation see a bump in audience numbers aShiagespeare in American Communities
generation ages? Will the dozens of small Shakesmeapanies sustained in part
by a yearly NEA grant be able to continue their kvand thrive if theShakespeare in
American Communitiegrants cease to exist? My dissertation has explibre
congressional and media response to the initidtiuethe response of students,
teachers, and artists at the local level still seedbe studied if we wish to get a sense

of the full impact of the initiative.

Ultimately, only time will tell if theShakespeare in American Communities
initiative had long-term benefits for the Amerigamblic. It is already clear, however,
that the initiative had immediate benefits for MiEA. The debate on government
support for the arts in the United States seemfsdar a resolution, but thanks in

large part to Gioia’s signature initiative, the NIBAs strengthened its position in that
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debate. As a direct result of tBakespeare in American Communitiesative, the
NEA has broadened its scope and reach. The Endowsieow an agency with the
perceived ability to cooperate with other fedeg@recies to create programs that
benefit both organizations. It has successfullgtiad itself as an advocate for arts
education, strengthening its mission on the basisit now serves an educational as
well as artistic role. By deliberately reaching twmilitary families, rural, and
disadvantaged communities, it has branded itsedhasgency that can have an
influence on Americans from all walks of life, rjast artists and urban elites. All of
these things have served to improve the NEA'’s iaprt, diversify its perceived
purpose, and ensure that it can continue to ptajean the field of artistic
production in America for the foreseeable futurénid/suggesting that it was
funding the biggest American Shakespeare tourl dinad to benefit all of us, the

NEA was also benefitting itself.
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