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he history of federal involvement with the arts can be characterized

as sporadic, mostly indirect, frequently controversial, and seldom
pursued as a matter of arts policy. Throughout much of the nation’s
history, both government officials and artists regarded each other from
1 wary distance. Despite such mutual distrust, Lyndon Johnson’s Great
Society embarked upon a radically different course. With the establish-
ment of the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) in 1965, the federal
sovernment took an important, albeit tenuous, step toward developing
2t federal policy of continuing, direct support for the arts. In doing so,
il also opened the door for potentially fruitful and congenial partner-
ships between government and artists, between the public and nonprofit
scctors, and between the federal and state governments in the quest for
an improved quality of life for the citizens of an enlightened civilization.

Although the seeds of change were sown during the late 1960s, they
were cultivated to full bloom during the succeeding Nixon administra-
tion under the leadership of Nancy Hanks, who served as chairman of
the NEA from 1969 to 1977. The flowering of federal arts policy could
be seen in the endowment itself, in the thriving proliferation of the arts,
m the expansion of the American arts audience both numerically and
izeographically, and in the transformation of official and public attitudes
about the arts as well as of the opinion of artists about government
patronage.

When Hanks took office in early October 1969, the NEA was a
small, young agency teetering on the brink of its “initial survival thresh-
old.”* By the time she resigned in October 1977, the NEA had become
a mature, institutionalized, successful federal agency. During her eight-
vear tenure Hanks increased the agency’s budget by 1,200 percent and
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its staff by nearly -600 percent. This, in turn, had sustained a vast
increase both in administrative workload and in federal arts patronage.
The number of applications coming into the NEA multiplied by over
900 percent, from about 2,000 to nearly 20,000, while the grants it
awarded rose by nearly 600 percent, from 584 in 1969 to over 4,000 in

1977. The agency fostered and contributed to state programs in all fifty #

states and six territories and engaged in cooperative efforts with other
federal entities. Finally, the scope of activities that its programs sup-
ported grew to embrace virtually every type of grantee, creative style,
and form of art.

Equal to these significant administrative accomplishments was the
NEA’s record in nurturing an arts “boom” and in dispersing it across
the nation. With the agency’s support, the number of artists and art
institutions in America grew tremendously during the 1960s and 1970s.
The number of artists in the labor force nearly doubled, to over 1 million
individuals.? The number of professional orchestras and opera compa-
nies each increased by 400 percent, while dance companies proliferated
by 1,100 percent.? Additionally, geographic dispersion increased as ar-
tistic institutions were established in communities across the nation,
most especially outside the old urban centers of the Northeast. Indeed,
by the late 1970s the United States had “for the first time moved to the
first rank in world terms in almost every major art form.”*

Concomitantly, the public constituency reached by artists.and arts
institutions also “boomed.” Theater audiences grew from 4 million to
13 million, opera attendance increased from 2.5 million to 11 million,
and the dance audience exploded from 1.5 million to 16 million.? Public
support grew in other ways as well. Between 1970 and 1978, state
appropriations for the arts rose by over 900 percent. Corporate contri-
butions quintupled, from $40 million to $210 million, and foundation
support doubled, from $114 million to $289 million.® By 1980 a nation-
wide Harris poll discovered that 81 percent of the public wanted “more
and better arts facilities” and that 65 percent of those surveyed would
be willing to pay ten dollars more in taxes to help support arts activities.’

Finally, the wariness with which artists and politicians historically
had regarded one another was largely dispelled. Assessing the situation
in early 1969, the first NEA chairman, Roger Stevens, announced that
“we’ve killed the bugaboo of government control of the arts.”® In fact,
only the first steps had been taken toward assuaging the artist’s mistrust
of government support. By 1974 this change had progressed to the point
where Deputy NEA Chairman Michael Straight could report that artists

“no longer seem threatened” by “the danger that government interfer- .

ence could lead to the stifling of creativity or to political control.” Indeed,
artists and arts administrators had come to regard the NEA as a source
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of “hope and encouragement” and credited government funding with
having “greatly raised the self-appreciation and self- -understanding of
artists throughout the country.”

Among politicians, attitudes had changed and support had grown.
A core group of strategically positioned, bipartisan congressional sup-
porters had been cultivated, and advocates at the state level had been
mobilized around the establishment and annual legislative funding of
state arts councils. In 1977, House majority whip John Brademas de-
clared the arts to be “politically saleable.”® Thus, within a decade,
congressional opinion had changed from viewing federal support for the
arts as a risky political venture to seeing it as a legitimate and effective
method of fostering the arts in America.

The improvement in the stature, vitality, and popularity of art in
America in the two decades since the establishment of the NEA is
incontrovertible. Equally obvious is the fact that the NEA played an
important part in promoting and sustaining this development. Crucial
to this performance was the leadership of Nancy Hanks. A brief listing
of her most significant achievements would include the following:

1. The legitimization of the “principle of public funding of the arts
in Congress and with the artists, themselves.”!! Furthermore, she gave
concrete shape to this abstract principle in the form of a partnership
composed of the government and private sectors; of federal, state, and
local agencies; of individuals and institutions—all joined in collabo-
rative support of the arts.

2. The establishment of the endowment as a leader of the arts
constituency. Indeed, Hanks helped to coalesce the diverse arts interests
into a genuine artistic community and then to moblhze it into an in-
fluential political constituency.

3. The institutionalization of the agency and the routinization of
its procedures and programs instead of continuing the “rather impro-
vised personal arbitrary decisions of the (former) Chairman and of the
then program directors.”!?

To appreciate how Nancy Hanks achieved these results requires an
understanding of the political and bureaucratic resources and con-
straints with which she had to work; of her personality, style, and
experience; and of the environmental context in which she operated. In
other words, one must analyze and assess the entrepreneurial leadership
of the woman who took a small agency commissioned to implement a
politically risky and ambiguous federal arts policy and transformed it
into a bureaucratic and political success presiding over a legitimate

‘policy of catalyzing an effectlve public-private partnership of support

for the arts.
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busiest producers, backing hit plays such as Cat on a Hot Tin Roof, The
Four-Poster, and The Bad Seed. Stylistically, Stevens was a man of
great personal presence who possessed a gambler’s willingness to take
risks but the successful speculator’s knack for carefully assessing po-
-tential gambles.!? Politically, he had first become active as a volunteer
for Adlai Stevenson in 1952; four years later he served as finance com-
mittee chairman for the Democratic National Committee during Ste-
venson’s second run against the Eisenhower-Nixon ticket.In September
1961, President Kennedy appointed Stevens to the board of trustees for
the development of a national cultural center. In 1964, Congress named
the proposed center the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing
Arts and appropriated $15.5 million toward its completion; Stevens
became chairman of the board, a position he still occupies. With such
combined partisan and artistic credentials, it was perhaps natural that
LBJ should turn to Stevens to pilot the administration’s efforts to es-
tablish, first, a national advisory council on the arts and, eventually,
the NEA. Thus, in 1964 Stevens also became special assistant to the
president on the arts. When a National Council on the Arts was created
as a preliminary step toward an arts funding agency, Stevens was tapped,
in February 1965, to become its first chairman. Six months later this
carried him into the chairmanship of the newly created NEA, where
for a while, he continued to wear all three hats.

As head of the agency, Stevens had a philosophy of “not believing
in democracy—-that is, giving everybody a little money. Instead he tried
to create an impact where a small sum could make a difference.” He
also worked closely with the NCA, which during the earliest years
functioned virtually as NEA staff, originating project ideas and care-
fully reviewing individual grants. For both philosophical and practical
reasons, the initial emphases of the agency were grants to individuals,
rescue grants to a few arts institutions, experimental/developmental
projects, and demonstration programs in arts education.'®

For example, the very first award given by the NEA was an emer-
gency grant of $100,000 to the American Ballet Theatre, for which the
agency was applauded as having “saved a national treasure.”*® Another
$250,000 was added to help sponsor a national tour by the company.
Individual grants were given to choreographers, as fellowships to arts
school graduates, as sabbaticals for teaching artists, and as distin-
guished service awards to poets, critics, and composers. The first match-
ing grant for a public‘sculpture went to Grand Rapids, Michigan, to
help commission Alexander Calder’s La Grande Vitesse. Experimental
“laboratory theatres” were started as pilot projects in New Orleans and

Providence. A 1967 grant of $1.3 million was the first of many awarded

toward the development of an American Film Institute for the preser-
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vation and cultivation of the nation’s cultural resources in film. An
artists-in-the-schools program was begun and collaborative fundmg for
its expansion secured. Grants in support of arts programming on edu-
cational television and radio were also made. Finally, an emergency
program directed at minority groups was carried out in sixteen cities
as the Inner City Arts Program, one small part of a larger administra-
tion effort to “cool down” the inner cities that had flared into riots during
the summers of the late 1960s.

Yet, throughout most of Stevens’s tenure the agency seemed stalled
at an appropriations level too low to allow it to do much more than
sponsor demonstrations or make an occasional rescue grant. After a
1966 start-up appropriation of $2.5 million, the budget averaged ap-
proximately $8 million for each of the next three years. For FY 1970,
an incremental increase of 7 percent raised the budget slightly, to $9
million. Clearly, such resources were quite insufficient if the NEA was
to have any discernible national impact upon the arts. Nor could the
agency do much to alleviate the growing economic crisis in the arts
with a mere $9 million, when the 1968/69 gross deficit for professional
nonprofit theatre, opera, dance, and symphony orchestras was expected
to be nearly $100 million.2°

Politically, congressional support for the arts was uncertain and
not fully bipartisan. During reauthorization hearings in 1968, consid-
erable criticism had focused on grants made to individual artists. Indeed,
the House voted to revoke the agency’s authority to award such grants;
this was, however, amended in conference to allow for grants to persons _
of “exceptional-talent.” Furthermore, suggested authorization figures
varied widely throughout congressional debate that year, indicating
that little legislative consensus existed concerning the agency.?!

In general, liberal Democrats were more likely to support the NEA

‘than were Republicans, with notable exceptions such as Senator Jacob

Javits (R-N.Y.). Similarly, the Democratic party had gone on record in
its 1964 platform as supporting the agency and the principle of federal
support for the arts, while the Republican platform had made no mention
of the subject.??

Thus, the future of the agency under the Republican administration
that would take office in January 1969 seemed questionable. The fate
of Roger Stevens, however, was clear. President Nixon certainly did not
want to reappoint a prominent Democrat, particularly one who had
raised funds for Democratic candidates who had campaigned against
Nixon himself. Presidential assistant Leonard Garment was given the
task of finding a suitable replacement—a task that subsequently stretched
over many months.

‘Stevens’s term at the NEA expired in March 1969, at which time
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his deputy of less than a year, Douglas MacAgy, assumed acting com-
mand. During the next six months the agency drifted. A number of staff
- members resigned, as did three members of the NCA. Congress was
reluctant to appropriate funds for an agency without a chairman. Many
possible appointees were considered, but each proved to be either un-
available or unacceptable to key congressmen or senators. Indeed, one
observer noted that the position seemed to require “a politi irgi
who can produce political results.”?* Nancy Hanks proved to be just the
person who could meet those specifications.

Formative Experiences and an Emergent Administrative Style

In naming Nancy Hanks to become the second chairman of the NEA,
President Nixon chose neither an artist nor a politician. While Hanks
was “almost . . . a lifelong Republican,”2* she had not been involved in
partisan electoral politics. Although she was not a stranger to Wash-
ington when she assumed direction of the endowment, neither was she
a member of the Washington establishment or even an “in-and-outer.”
Although she had a long association with the Rockefeller brothers (es-
pecially Nelson), they were not her mentors, nor was she their protege.
Born in Florida to Texan parents, she attended high school in New
Jersey, earned a bachelor’s degree in political science at Duke Univer-
sity in North Carolina (1949), and spent a summer in Colorado and
another at Oxford. A single, attractive, middle-aged woman who com-
bined femininity with a sense of traditional propriety, Hanks became
one of only a handful of female federal executives, but she was no
feminist.

Hanks had been a philanthropic administrator concerned with the
arts, but she was neither an artist, an arts patron, nor even an arts
administrator. Aesthetically eclectic, she was an aficionado of no specific
art form or style, but rather was “open to sampling and enjoying every-
thing.”? Her only personal artistic endeavor was the making of needle-
point typewriter cavers. In 5 ficid filled with imposing, dramatic, public
personae, she was a charming, down-to-earth, and very private person.
A workaholic who paid meticulous attention to detail, Hanks was nei-
ther an artful writer nor a captivating formal speaker. In describing
her own particular talent, she-once-said: “My one art is budgeting. I'm
an administrator and a good listener . . . I'm creative in putting a pro-
gram into a political context.”?® Thus, pre-NEA, Nancy Hanks was on
the margins—politically, artistically, and even socially—just as the
agency itself was. In moving the endowment to the center of the arts
world and establishing its social and political support, she also found
her particular niche. Thus Hanks’s personal journey from marginality
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to leadership paralleled the developmental transformation she wrought
for the NEA.

In the early 1950s, Hanks had come to work for Nelson Rockefeller
in Washington, and from the mid-1950s through most of the 1960s the
Rockefeller connection had carried her to the fringes of the art world.?’
At the Rockefeller Brothers Fund she coordinated the pathbreaking and
influential study The Performing Arts: Problems and Prospects, which
helped to build support for the creation of the NEA. This project accorded
Hanks a broad overview of the major issues and personalities in the
worlds of the theatre, dance, opera, and symphonic music. Later, she
served as a member of the search committee for a new director for the
Museum of Modern Art, in the process becoming acquainted with vir-
tually every important figure in American museums. Then, in 1968, as
a member of the Belmont Committee, she became familiar with the
conditions, needs, and possible solutions to the critical problems then
confronting museums. : '

Finally, in 1969 she was named president of the Associated Councils
of the Arts (ACA), a diverse, nonprofit membership association dedi-
cated to the support and development of the arts in the United States
and Canada. This organization included individuals involved in state
and regional arts activities, as philanthropic and corporate patrons of
the arts, as artists and arts administrators as well as representatives
of unions, public arts officials, and public-opinion pollster Louis
Harris.?8 - '

The cumulative effect of this record was to make Hanks a generalist
who was also an “authority on the arts”; “politically skillful” but not a
politician; and famjliar with most of the leading artistic individuals and
institutions but taking no side or holding no strong opinions in the wars
of taste, style, and school that sweep the arts.?® While many individuals
might have been more expert in a particular art form, few of these
would have had as wide a range of artistic experience or so catholic
tastes. While others might have been more partisanly worthy, they
would also have been likely to be partisanly suspect. Thus, Hanks had
the advantage of many relevant assets for the job but few distinct lia-
bilities or opponents. .

She had also acquired various working habits and operational skills
that proved to be useful in piloting the agency into favorable straits.
First, she had been thoroughly schooled in the consultative, networking
style of foundation work. Her work as the coordinator of special projects
for the Rockefeller Brothers Fund had involved the forming of expert
panels, coordinating advisory committee decisions, integrating diverse
viewpoints, and distilling bountiful information and opinion into an
acceptable and practical product. Furthermore, in working for the Rock-

3
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efellers, she had worked with individuals who had the means, methods,
and procedures to implement their projects. Hence, much of Hanks’s
administrative perspective was dominated by a sense of the possible
rather than a concern with obstacles. She “believed that there wasn’t
anything that couldn’t be done.” Indeed, one of her favorite statements
to staff members was, “I'm sure you'll find a way.”3® These experiences
and the skills they sharpened were directly transferred to her perform-
ance at the NEA.

As a matter of law, the NEA chairman has to consult with an
advisory committee (the NCA), Jjust as the Rockefeller Brothers Fund
speci_al projects coordinator had had to. Hanks herself maintained that
“I never attempt to make statements that are not based on Council
thinking.”3! Under her direction, the NEA came to rely increasingly
upon panels of experts to review applications and to maintain close
contact with the artistic community. Hanks would frequently sit in on
panels meetings and just listen. She would even occasionally have her
deputy chair the quarterly NCA meetings so that she could pay closer
attention to the views being discussed. Throughout, as Lawrence Reger,
her former director of planning and management, observed, she showed
“an uncanny ability to take into account incredible amounts [and] va-
riety of opinion and really react to them in what ultimately works out
to be the best way. She synthesizes and she sympathizes.” In fact, Janet
Gracey, one of her former assistants, thought that part of Hanks'’s charm
stemmed from her ability to make others feel “that when she listened
to you, you had absolutely her full attention.”32 :

As an administrative assistant to the Rockefellers, Hanks had been
accustorned to working behind the scenes and leaving the spotlight to
others. When this apparent modesty was combined with her equally
apparent ambition to do the best job possible at the NEA rather than
to treat it as merely a stepping stone to other opportunities, she quite
readily and genuinely gave others much of the public credit.for design-
ing and furthering federal arts policy.

No doubt Hanks’s tendency to be 'a very. private person had been
reinforced during her years as an unacclaimed staff assistant. Because
she did not crave the limelight, she was perhaps more than willing to
share credit and praise for accomplishments with others. Such gener-
osity not only helped her to win political friends and bureaucratic loy-
alists but, in the long run, may have accorded her some insulation from
the inevitable criticism that occurs in any policy arena. .

First and foremost among those whom Hanks applauded was the
president himself. For example, she praised President Nixon’s an-
nouncement that “one of the important goals of my Administration is
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the further advance in the cultural development of our nation.”®® Per-

" sistently, she gave the president credit for being the originator and

motivator of expanding federal support for the arts and for seeking to
make the arts more available to more Americans, particularly youths
and minorities. When asked by reporters how she had gotten the pres-
ident to “go along” with the first proposal for a major increase in the
agency's budget, she had replied: “He was not dragged. . . . On the con-
trary he couldn’t have been more enthusiastic. . . he asked me to develop
an effective program and he agrees that we can be effective if we can
get this money.” The next year’s request for another funding increase
found Miss Hanks “ ‘ecstatic’ at the President’s decision.”*
Furthermore, by crediting the president as the pacesetter of federal
arts policy, Hanks helped President Nixon get some of the best press of
his administration. For example, a 1971 New York Times article-praised
Nixon for making “the most solid contribution to the arts of any Pres- .
ident since FDR”; and the Washington Post speculated in 1972 that
Nixon might “go down in history as the nation’s most enlightened pres-

_idential patron of governmental architecture and design as well as a

great patron of the arts.” Or as political columnist David Broder re-
marked, one welcome relief from “the wretched Watergate business”
was the administration’s record on the NEA—an area where President
Nixon had “been superb . . . making first class appointments and strongly
backing increased funds for the program.”3?

Hanks was also willing to share the role of agency spokesman with
her deputy chairman, Michael Straight. This too generated a number
of advantages. As a member of the Whitney family as well as former
editor and owner of The New Republic, Straight was obviously well-
connected and had virtually inherited an interest in the arts. Indeed,
Straight himself had been a possible candidate for the NEA chairman-
ship, but as a liberal Democrat, he was not wholly acceptable as a
replacément for that other liberal Democrat, Roger Stevens. It was,
however, agreeable to Hanks, Straight, and Garment (speaking for Pres-
ident Nixon) that Straight assume the second place-at the NEA, a
position he held until Hanks’s successor was confirmed in November of
1977. In accepting Straight as her deputy, Hanks made an unmistakable
statement about the nonpartisan character of federal arts support and
at the same time improved her ability to cultivate bipartisan support
for the agency. Straight was also a charming and proficient public speaker,
always ready with an illustrative tale or a notable quotation citing
anyone from Aeschylus to Thomas Wolfe. In contrast, Hanks was un-
comfortable as a public speaker, being at her best in small-or informal
settings instead. Therefore, Hanks could and did delegate many of the
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public address tasks to Straight. As a result, the agency gained not one
but two artful and persuasive spokesmen, each skilled at a different
type of communication. ' :

A final significant factor in setting Hanks’s adntinistrative style
can be found in the relatively small, intimate, and highly personalistic
settings in which she had gained her pre-NEA experience. Such envi-
ronments prevailed when she was with Nelson Rockefeller at the Pres-
ident’s Advisory Committee on Government Organization or at the White
House staff, as well as in the philanthropic world and in the arts. Every-
one knew everyone else in these circles. Influence was as likely to flow
from personality, access, and information as from formal position and
tangible power. Such environments both required and responded to ex-
tensive networking, proficiency in consensus management and coalition
building, social and informal as well as authoritative consultation and
follow through, and personalized management. All these habits were
appropriate to the administration of federal arts policy in the 1970s
and, indeed, characterized Nancy Hanks’s style as chairman of the NEA.

Among other qualities, one can clearly see her reliance on a per-
sonal touch at both the most powerful and the most clerical of levels.
In dealing with the administration, Hanks had impressive and direct
personal access to key actors: to presidential assistant Leonard Garment
and, through him, to the president and to the directors of the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB).3¢ She would also reinforce these ties
through personal service, such as helping Tricia Nixon host a White
House pumpkin-carving contest or getting a monumental modern sculp-
ture that the president disliked moved from the lawn of the Corcoran
Gallery.?” Similarly, Straight bought a box at Kennedy Center and each
Tuesday night invited two congressmen and their wives to dinner and
a concert.38

At the bureaucratic level, Hanks would go out of her way to visit .

even the secretarial pool and to get to know all of the staff at the NEA.
This very personal networking underpinned Hanks's ability to get things
done individually and also contributed to her organization’s competence
and cohesion. The fact that “she never lost contact with anybody” fos-
tered a returned loyalty from her associates and enhanced her ability
to call upon many people for assistance when she needed it. Further-
more, she gave her staff “a lot of authority,” expected them to be “gen-
eralists” with a shared “approach to problem solving,” and kept them
well informed about what was happening and what was pending. As
earlier at the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, she expected every person on
her staff to “know exactly what was going on and be able to pick up
the phone and speak intelligently about anything.”?® Such a staff system
not only gave the impression of her organization’s competence but fos-

tered both internal and external communication by minimizing the
bureaucratic red tape anyone encountered. Finally, such a staff, since
it was also loyal, was likely to be able to head off, if not anticipate and
avoid, problems at an early stage.

Hanks also paid attention to detail, including the apparently trivial
and the superficially symbolic. For example, she concerned herself with
the appearance of the staff coffee room and the design and use of a new
logo for the agency.*® Her command of specifics derived, in part, from
meticulous preparation. One former associate recalled that Hanks “never
went into a meeting without knowing the outcome that she wanted” or
“without being aware of everyone’s view on the subject” and having
taken steps to try to defuse “troublemakers” “so that things didn’t get
out of hand at (the) meeting.” Such a personalized and detailed admin-
istrative style was time-consuming—so much so that “much of her social’
side was business,” and she was “inclined to work herself into exhaus-
tion.”*! But it also paid off in the long run. It allowed her to assemble
and cultivate a capable, stable, loyal staff—the core of which remains
close-knit and protective of Hanks to this day. It also contributed to the
development of a distinct and positive image for the young agency.

Entrepreneurial Strategies

Some elements of Nancy Hanks’s style have begun to emerge from the
preceding section. A full discussion of her administrative strategies and
record could be expanded into a virtual history of the endowment and
of arts policy during the 1970s. Such comprehensive treatment is, how-
ever, inappropriate for this essay. Instead, I have chosen to highlight
some of the major tactics she employed in her general strategy of bu-
reaucratic entrepreneurship. As used here, strategy is regarded as the
art of using various types of resources to afford the maximum support
and the most advantageous conditions for the pursuit of articulated
policy ends. Tactics are means used to achieve strategic ends.

It is not unusual to find explications of strategy in the annals of
battlefield conflict or of athletic team competition. On the other hand,
the statement of a strategy for public policy, complete with an articu-
lation of general goals, methods for securing adequate resources, project
programs for implementation, and an assessment of political feasibility,
is quite rare. Yet, just such a master plan for federal arts policy was
drafted by Nancy Hanks and endorsed by President Nixon at the very
beginning of her tenure as chairman of the NEA.*? Indeed, Hanks had
made basic agreement upon the general outlines of the plan a precon-
dition for her acceptance of the appointment.*?

The overall strategy, laid out in the October 1969 memo, entailed
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presidential support for the reauthorization of the NEA, a commitment
to propose s?lbstantial budget increases for the next three to four years
and a promise to work for the congressional appropriation of such in:
creases. This long-term financial growth strategy would allow the agency
to develop a three-pronged artistic policy aimed at

1. cultz.tral resources development—designed to assist primarily the
“major nonprofit institutions of the traditional arts (theatre, dance
_opera, orchestras, museums)”; : ’

2. availability of artistic resources—designed to encourage the “;)vider
distribution of artistic resources throughout the nation”; and

3. advancement of our cultural legacy—intended to “encourage new
opportunities for audience and artist alike.”#*

The pursuit of this strategy would require clear and sustained White
House support, the strengthening of congressional and arts constituency
support, and the successful implementation of a number of new NEA
grant-awarding programs. To obtain and retain-these strategic objec-

tives, Hanks employed a repertoire of tactics. Four of the most important
were: :

1. Establishing momentum quickly
2. Building a capable, committed, stable administrative staff
3. Securing substantial increases in agency resources, both financially
and politically, through .
a. the sequential advancement of new rationales for obtaining
“synoptic” budget increases;** and
b., extensive efforts to mobilize constituency support and to culti-
vate bureaucratic and political coalition allies
4. Adopting pretested program initiatives

Each of these tactics is described briefly in the succeeding subsections.

Establishing Momentum Quickly

Hanks was confirmed as chairman of the NEA on 2 October 1969, By
the end of 1969—a mere three months after assuming office—Hanks
had already begun to move federal support for the arts into a new and
more ambitious phase. Not only had she taken command of the agency
but she had arranged to move it into new and larger quarters.*® Fur-
the?more, she had established a firm working alliance with presidential
assistant Leonard Garment, who would serve as an arts advocate within
the White House as well as a communications link to the president and
to OMB. Together, she and Garment had provided the president with
extensive arts policy proposals that called for an immediate doubling
of the budget for the arts and humanities endowments.*” These proposals
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argued that this would be an extremely cost-effective way for the admin-
istration to demonstrate dramatically “its commitment to ‘reordering
national priorities,” ” that the proposed increase was adequate to achieve
a discernible impact upon the financial problems of arts institutions,
that this initiative would “be a high impact move among opinion lead-
ers,” and that a strong constituency was “waiting in the wings” and
ready to “enthusiastically endorse” such a policy. Furthermore, Hanks
and her NEA staff had informally ascertained that key bipartisan
congressional actors were ready to back such a budget proposal without
seeking any major revisions.*® In other words, a full “game plan” was
presented to President Nixon for his approval and was ready to be put
into action. The low budgetary cost but high political yield of the plan
was undeniably appealing to Nixon. He not only acquiesced but gave
the initiative a full presidential send-off—complete with a December
Special Message to Congress on the arts and humanities and the inclu-
sion of a proposal to nearly double the endowments’ fund in the budget
that he was sending to Congress the following January.*®
Meanwhile, Hanks was helping to organize a campaign among the
arts community in support of the president’s proposal. First, she enlisted
the assistance of the American Symphony Orchestra League in getting
a letter and telegram wave started.>® Throughout the spring, as appro-
priations hearings proceeded, persistent efforts to raise public and of-
ficial consciousness regarding the imperiled state of U.S. cultural in-
stitutions, especially orchestras, continued. Major metropolitan
newspapers ran stories about the problems of orchestras. The National
Symphony Orchestra (NSO), in Washington, seemed to epitomize the
plight of orchestras nationwide, as it teetered on the brink of insélvency
and President Nixon himself appealed to corporate representatives to
support the NSO’s fund-raising drive.’! Congressional testimony by or-
chestra representatives argued that they were “starving” for funds.
Endowment grants announced in March tried to assist those orchestras
in the most acute crises but primarily served to illustrate the inadequacy
of current governmental support.5?
In the end, this orchestrated lobbying campaign was effective. On
20 May 1970 the Senate approved a combined NEA/NEH appropriation
of $40 million, or double their current budgets. The House followed suit
on 30 June with a strong, bipartisan vote of 262 to 78, thus “offering
strong endorsement of the validity and continuity of Federal support
on the arts and humanities.”® Soon thereafter, orchestras began to reap
the rewards for their political support, as the agency announced the
award of more than twice as much money to nearly three times as many
orchestras as had been possible under the previous budget.*
This first “battle of the budget” illustrates a number of ingredients
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that would be used repeatedly by Hanks to leverage major increases in
the budget for her agency. These were to

1. focus on one or two distinct issues to justify a large-scale funding
increase;

2. link these primary issues to particular segments of the arts con-
stituency capable of mobilizing effective lobbying effort with Con-
gress;

3. offer suggestions of other possible benefits and new programs that
more funding might also support; .

4. follow a distributive policy strategy of offering more benefits to all
arts constituents in reward for lobbying efforts and their consequent
increase in appropriations (avoiding a redistributive strategy that

» would reward some constituents only at a cost to others);

5. secure a firm OMB commitment to, and publicly involve the pres-
ident in, support of budget increases;

6. build a bipartisan congressional coalition in support of the proposed
budget increase; and

7. deliver immediate “rewards” to the arts constituency in the form

of more and bigger grants once increased appropriations have been
obtained.

Building a Capable, Committed, Stable Administrative Staff

Tq sustain the initial momentum for rapid programmatic and budgetary

* expansion; as well as to preside over the artistic diversification of the
NEA, it was necessary for Hanks to both expand and stabilize agency
staff.® Furthermore, since she had inherited some agency personnel
-from her predecessor, she needed to cultivate the loyalty of the staff
and to instill it with an esprit de corps. These personnel matters involved
two interrelated functions: recruiting “good” staff and promoting staff
cohesion. '

Hanks brought to these tasks an acquaintance with a large pool of
prospective appointees as well as experience in putting together spe-
cialized staffs and advisory boards gained at the Rockefeller Brothers
Fund. Hanks’s very broad network of acquaintances was further ex-
tended at the NEA by consultation with NCA members and through
the agency’s peer-review panels. Locating prospective appointees who
were capable and committed thus posed few problems for Hanks. Fur-
thermore, such networking was an administrative habit she had honed
to a fine art in the foundation world. As a result, “relations between
staff, panel, and council were extremely warm . . . [characterized byl a
sense of camaraderie and respect.”®®

In other ways, Hanks'’s task was facilitated by the character of the
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agency and staff she inherited as well as by the opportunities she had
to hire new personnel. Indeed, the staff she inherited presented less of
a problem than might have been expected. Stevens had employed a total
staff of no more than three dozen people. By the end of Hanks's first
term as chairman (1973) agency personnel had nearly quadrupled, to
about 120. By the end of her tenure the staff numbered over 215. Thus,
Hanks had so much opportunity to increase personnel that “her” em-
ployees naturally outnumbered any that she had inherited. Since she
made a point of getting to know “everybody on the staff” and of paying
“particular attention to the people in positions least likely to get atten-

_tion from top management,”®” she cultivated the loyalty.of staff at all

levels, among both the new and.the inherited staff.

Furthermore, during the six-month interregnum between the ex-
piration of Stevens’s term and the confirmation of Hanks, a number of
program directors had resigned and were replaced by the then acting
chairman. Thus, a number of the key staff Hanks inherited had not
actually worked with her predecessor. By keeping these individuals on,
at least for a reasonable transition period, Hanks avoided the disruption
and inefficiency entailed in a wholesale restaffing and earned for herself
the good will of most of the incumbent staff. In many cases she fully
integrated continuing program directors into her administration. For
example, the directors of the education, state, music, theatre, and visual
arts programs, although appointed before Hanks took office, retained
their positions for most of her tenure.

Hanks also had many opportunities to make new appointments,
both programmatic and administrative. In some instances, as the agency
initiated new programs, more and new personnel were required. Thus,
as new programs for museums and expansion arts were established,
new directors for these programs were appointed. In other cases, as the
activities of the programs in architecture and design, literature, and
public media diversified, their directors were replaced by new appoint-
ees. Thus by 1971/72, Hanks had put her stamp on all of the program
directors. g

Program directors were not only dependable but artistically in-
formed and, in a number of cases, either journalistically or politically
experienced as well. For example, Brian O’Doherty was editor of Art in
America for three years concurrently with his service as head of the
NEA Visual Arts Program, and Chloe Aaron, head of the Public Media
Program, was also a senior editor of Videorecord World. Such links to
cultural publications no doubt helped to build the endowment’s image
both among the general public and in the art world. Others, such as
Leonard Randolph of the Literature Program, had had prior experience
as congressional administrative assistants. Still others, such as Vantile
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Whitfield (Expansion Arts), from the Performing Arts Society of Los
Angeles, or Ralph Rizzolo (assistant music director), from the American
Symphony Orchestra League, represented links to major arts institu-
tions and constituency groups. ‘

Administrative personnel followed a similar pattern. There were a
few key carry-overs (such as Ana Steele, who became director of budget
and research) and call-backs (for example, Fannie Taylor, who had been
music director in"the late 1960s and was recalled in 1972 to head the
new public information office, and Livingston Biddle, who had been
Stevens’s deputy chairman and returned in 1975 to serve as congres-
sional liaison). Meanwhile, many of the newcomers had valuable con-
tacts or experiences; for example, press assistant Florence Lowe had
been a news service correspondent, and executive assistant John Clark
and evaluation director Charles Kirk had both been policy analysts at
OMB.

Thus, Hanks’s personnel selections were generally respected, loyal,
and multitalented. It should be noted, however, that in relative terms,
the proliferation of directoral staff was greater on the administrative
side than on the programmatic. In other words, as the size and com-
plexity of the agency grew, the need for more numerous and more func-
tionally specialized administrative staff became obvious. New positions
were created or split off from existing ones. For example, both the offices
of budget and research and of planning and management were split into
four separate offices, with the former director of budget and research
taking over planning and the directorship of management being up-
graded to the level of assistant chairman. New offices for evaluation,
program information, and employee orientation were also created.

Despite these many changes, staff, once appointed, tended to remain
fairly stable even though titles and responsibilities were likely to vary
with periodic programmatic evolution and administrative restructur-

ings. Indeed, during Hanks’s chairmanship the NEA underwent a clas-

sic phase of bureaucratization—that is, it became increasingly spe-
cialized in its division of labor and progressively routinized. Clearly,
the recruitment and molding of such a capable and committed staff not
only enhanced the agency’s operational capabilities but extended and
complimented Hanks’s political and programmatic capacities.

Securing Substantial Increases in Agency Resources, Both Financially
and Politically

Hanks’s initial experience in establishing momentum for the agency
and her leadership of the agency contained many of the tactical elements
that she would use repeatedly to support and accomplish the growth of
the NEA. Fundamental to this expansion was the need to obtain greater
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budgetary resources, which in turn would underwrite programmatic
and staff expansion. Simultaneously, increased funds would become
both an instrument of constituency service and an incentive for the
mobilization of political support and the attraction of coalition allies.
A key to the successful pursuit of additional resources was the advance-
ment of a series of rationales that would justify the need for such in-
creases while also attracting sufficient political support to secure them.

During the congressional hearings in 1970, alleviating the financial
crisis of American artistic institutions, particularly orchestras, was the
primary rationale Hanks put forward for increasing the NEA budget
from $9 million to $16 million.5® With this 81 percent increase, the
endowment could begin to pursue the “president’s” tripartite arts policy
and could offer some assistance to the most hard-pressed of the major
cultural institutions.

Similarly, in 1971, the economic crisis of the arts was the key
justification in seeking to boost the budget from $16 million to $31

‘million, although the list of those explicitly identified as endangered

was expanded. If agency funds were doubled (as proposed), Hanks ar-
gued, the NEA could assist more orchestras in more states. Also, other
musical organizations—opera companies and choral groups—would re-
ceive “substantial assistance for the first time.”%® Furthermore, the $1
million pilot program for the support of museurss could be expanded to
$4 million.-Since orchestras and museums had the most numerous, most
widely distributed, and best organized constituencies in the arts, they
could mount an extensive lobbying effort in support of these potential
benefits. Opera companies, while less numerous, could nonetheless call
upon prestigious and influential board members to carry their case to
federal legislators. '

While these major institutional arts communities carried the brunt
of the persuasive effort, other interests were also wooed with promises
of new or expanded arts programs. For example, minorities were courted
through the announced intention to broaden support for jazz projects
and to make a special effort to aid the artistic development of inner-
city-, neighborhood-, and minority-based cultural groups. In addition,
the states—most of which had, by then, established state arts councils
and were therefore receiving annual grants-in-aid from the NEA—were
enticed by the prospect of increasing their annual grants from $75,000
to $100,000 each, for a total of $5.5 million, if the proposed budget
increases were approved by Congress. Meanwhile, programs in support
of dance, theatre, literature, film, architecture, and folk arts would all
continue and, in many cases, be expanded. Thus, the entire arts com-
munity stood to benefit if the NEA’s proposed budget was approved.
Because of this prospective general benefit, the arts pulled together as
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never before.®® Indeed, it was said that “few requests for money for a
Government agency have been endorsed by so many constituents in
letters, telegrams, telephone calls, and personal visits.”6! }

Once again, the president was active in spearheading the campaign
for an expanded federal arts policy. Not only did President Nixon again
submit a request for greatly increased funds to Congress but he made
his support clear both externally and internally. Publicly, he addressed
a meeting of over five hundred representatives of state and territorial
arts councils gathered in Washington for the annual conference of the
Associated Councils of the Arts. He was warmly received, and, in turn,
he treated the delegates to a White House tour and a reception hosted
by Mrs. Nixon. The delegates then dispersed to visit their individual
congressmen to urge them to support the president’s proposed budget.
izternally, the president ‘ssuvd 2 memorandum to all federal agency
heads requesting that they assess both how their agencies “can most
vigorously assist the arts and artists” and “how the arts and artists can
be of help to your agency and to its programs.”®? Hanks, as chairman
of the NEA, was to coordinate responses to this call and present a report
and recommendations to the president. -

Following congressional approval, more and/or bigger grants were
soon going out from the NEA to its deserving constituency. In August,
sixteen museums in fourteen states were awarded $10,000 each for the
purchase of contemporary American art works. The following month,
thirty-nine nonprofit theatres across the nation were granted a total of
. $1.6 million.®® By December the NEA had reached ninety-three or-
chestras with assistance totaling $5 million.54 Thus, all the ingredients
of a successful budget-increasing strategy, as identified in 1970, were
recombined in 1971. :

In subsequent years Hanks would continue to follow this same
recipe, although not always with the same degree of success. For ex-
ample, in 1972 an increase from $31 million to $40 million for FY 1973
was propelled by a planned increase in the Expansion (minority) Arts
Program and the establishment of a governmentwide Federal Design
Improvement Program. Indeed, two later observers would comment that
this'design effort “was a good example of Nancy Hanks’ success in public
office based on her ability to take -existing programs, activities and
assignments and, by bringing them together, create new alignments
and new impetus.”%5

Planning and maneuvering for FY 1974 were well under way by
June 1972. Hanks and her ally in the White House, Leonard Garment,
launched another memo campaign to persuade the president and OMB
to support a second sequence of substantial budget authorizations. The
timing was affected by many elements: the pending need in 1973 to
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reauthorize the agency and to set projected three-year funding levels,
the ongoing 1972 presidential reelection campaign, and long-range
planning for the Bicentennial. In a 6 June 1972 memorandum to OMB
Director Caspar Weinberger, Garment laid out a proposal and rational
for bringing NEA’s authorization up to $200 million by FY 1976. He
pointed out that “the President’s program of financial support for the
arts has been one of the domestic success stories of this Administration.”
Further, he noted that this policy was “popular not only with Republican
elite types, but with people in both political parties and generally with
the public, including all economic and racial groups.” Garment also
argued that strategically, the Bicentennial provided an excellent oc-
casion to put forth a “new Presidential arts initiative” and that the
announcement of such an intention should be ‘made so “as to permit its
inclusion in the Republican Platform.”5¢ :

Similarly, while suggesting that “we all lie low until after the
election” and “most assuredly not let . . . the Arts Endowment get into
politics,” Hanks was working behind the scenes with Weinberger and
Garment as well as the arts community to use the Bicentennial as the
necessary leverage for a new three-year series of major funding in-
creases. As in 1969, she provided evidence of waiting-in-the-wings lob-
bying support, suggested tactics to avoid criticism on possibly sensitive
issues, and even suggested language the president might want to use
in official or press statements.5?

This campaign was successful again—but not completely so. Pres-
ident Nixon did recommend doubling the NEA’s funds for FY 1974,
proposing a budget of $80 million and approving three-year authori-
zation levels that would bring the agency up to $200 million by 1976.
The arts community rallied behind the president, praising the proposal
as “wonderful” and the president for moving “Federal aid for the arts
toward levels that will be truly effective.” Three months later, the Sen-
ate approved a bill authorizing a total of $160 million for the NEA and
. NEH combined for FY 1974, $280 for FY 1975, and $400 million for
FY 1976. Although the vote was a solid 76 to 14, it was nonetheless
accompanied by strenuous objections to such increases when other do-
mestic programs were being severely cut. Senator John McClellan,
chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, called the increase
“clearly out of line,” and Senator William Proxmire called it “uncon-
scionable.”%8

In the next few months, the House voted to authorize the full budget
sought by the president, but then its Appropriations Committee cut
back the two endowments to a combined total of $106 (rather than $160)
million, while shifting money to other programs covered by the Interior
Affairs appropriations bill. Chairman Julia Butler Hansen called the
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reduction in the proposed budget for the arts and humanities “one of
the most difficult decisions” her subcommittee had had to make and
pointed out that the agency budgets would still receive a healthy in-
crease.%® Certainly, this 37 percent raise to $64.5 million for the NEA
was substantial, but it also marked a slowing of the dramatic growth
pace of the previous three years and was an indication of a changing
attitude in congressional support for the agency.”™

As the FY 1975 budget was being formulated and debated, the
general strategy unraveled for reasons largely beyond Hanks’s control.
The expanding Watergate investigations and impeachment proceedings
preoccupied the president and his counselors; hence, Hanks's friends in
the White House had little time or concern to spare for the fate of the
arts endowment. In August 1974, Nixon resigned from office and was
succeeded by Gerald Ford. In addition, Hanks suffered the loss of her
father, to whom-she-had been-quite close. Soon thereafter, in the springx
of 1974, Hanks fell seriously ill and was hospitalized with pleurisy
aggravated by near exhaustion. Indeed, this episode probably marked
the recurrence of an old health problem that would eventually lead to
her death from cancer. Despite these disruptions, the agency managed
to secure an additional $15 million, but that only brought the total up
to about half the level that had been optimistically projected in its 1973
reauthorization bill. Clearly, the agency’s momentum had begun to
slow, and Hanks’s previously successful budget tactics had begun to
encounter obstacles. Indeed, growth might have virtually ceased had
Hanks not “invented” justifications for increases during her final years.

For FY 1976, Hanks used the change in the federal budget year to
secure a windfall in extra funds for the NEA. Pursuant to the Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, the start of the federal fiscal
year was shifted from 1 July to 1 October, with the change taking effect
at the end of the 1976 “old” fiscal year. This change produced a “fifth”
quarter which bridged the period from 1 July through 30 September
1976, thus serving as a transition into the “new” fiscal calendar. Hanks
argued that because of the grant-award cycle at the NEA, a number of
expensive programs were scheduled for this transition period, thus jus-
tifying larger than simply proportional expenditures in this quarter.
With this rationale and a judicious allocation of the quarter’s prospective
funds to major arts interests, Hanks obtained $33.9 million for the
quarter, or $10—13 million more than might otherwise have been forth-
coming. As per the established pattern, the bulk of these funds went to-
those large and politically influential constituencies that had helped to
lobby for the additional monies: over $12 million was divided among
the state councils; $6 million went to orchestras; $3 million to theatres;
another $3 million to opera companies; $2 million to museums; $1 mil-
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lion to dance companies; and another $1 million to the American Film
Institute.” :

For FY 1977, the allocation for general program-funds grew only
incrementally, from $74.5 million to $77.5 million. A new grant category
was initiated —challenge grants, which required an extraordinary three-
to-one match of private money for every federal dollar—designed to
appeal to the major arts institutions in all disciplines. New challenge
grant funds accounted for $9 million of the overall $12 million increase
that Congress gave the agency for FY 1977. Finally, the NEA secured
an additional $29.8 million in FY 1978 by doubling challenge grant
funds and by winning congressional approval for the separation of the
administrative staff previously shared by the two endowments. Since
this reorganization necessitated an ‘increase in the administrative funds
accorded each agency, the NEA gained an added $3.4 million for ad-
ministrative support expenses. :

Obviously; the sequence of budget-increasing rationales had been
a key tactic of Hanks's entrepreneurial leadership. Equally clear, how-
ever, was the implicit limitation of this tactic: premising the agency’s
growth upon its financial ability to reach an increasingly inclusive con-
stituency ran the eventual risk of running out of new and organized
interests that could be coopted and would pay the “initiation fee” with
I6bbying support. By the late 1970s, Hanks found that there were few
artistic interests that she had not already engaged in her political sup-
port coalition. Furthermore, she found the very principle of cumulative
budget and program expansion challenged by the zero-based budgeting
philosophy of the new Carter administration.” '

The foregoing rationales were necessary to justify increases in fi-
nancial resources for the NEA. Equally necessary, and related to these
programmatic and policy proposals, was the effort to mobilize political
support for these initiatives in both government and the arts commu-
nity. The importance of successful coalition building within the corridors
of governmental power (particularly with the Executive Office of the
President) and among congressman on both sides of the aisle (especially
Congresswoman dJulia Butler Hansen, Congressmen John Brademas
and Frank Thompson, and Senators Claiborne Pell and Jacob J avits)
has already been illustrated. Another element of Hanks’s coalition
building involved the establishment of alliances with various bureau-
cratic agencies. Thus, the NEA became a partner with the Department
of Education in arts education programs, as well as an adviser to the
U.S. Information Agency on its artistic exchange programs and to the
General Services Administration on its program of commissioning works
by contemporary American. artists.for inclusion in new federal build-

ings.”® While considerable evidence has been presented pertaining to
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the effectiveness of Hanks's efforts to organize and mobilize the arts
community into a potent political interest group, the methods she used
to achieve this end still require some examination. -
The organization of a diverse and diffuse arts community into a
coordinated political interest grodp was accomplished largely through
the building and/or strengthening of arts service organizations. When
Congress was considering the establishment of the arts and humanities
endowments in the mid-1960s, most of the public support for these
measures came from the humanities constituency composed of higher-
education interests, inciuding “nearly 5 million students, several hundred
thousand faculty members and colleges, universities or junior colleges

in many congressional districts in the country.”” Few elements of the -

artistic community were sufficiently organized at that time to be a useful
lobbying force. Moreover, some of the few organized groups were unsure
of the merits of a federal arts agency. For example, while representatives
of artist unions such as Actors Equity and the American Federation of
Musicians testified in favor of the creation of an arts agency, ASOL did
not (largely because its membership was divided about the advisability
of such governmental involvement in artistic matters). Similarly, many
of the most prestigious arts institutions “were suspicious of politicians
and felt they had more to lose than to gain from the political process.”?

Such a weak and divided constituency was insufficient to support
the policy and budgetary potential of the NEA. Under Hanks’s lead-
ership, the agency became a “patron of political action,” attempting to
politically mobilize a constituency from the top down by encouraging
groups that could “promote new legislative agendas and social values.”
These groups were arts service organizations—nonprofit associations
that provided services (whether artistic, technical, managerial, or in-
formational) to their respective fields and engaged in political advo-
cacy.”® -

Since 1970, the NEA has annually awarded between 5 percent and
9 percent of itz vamibined vrogram and treasury funds to the support of
such organizations and their activities. Furthermore, the agency often
accorded these organizations special treatment by exemptingthem from
the general eligibility requirement that all applicant organizations had
to have a two-year record of independent existence before they could
qualify for federal assistance. Instead, the NEA not only supported
relatively untried groups but also promoted the establishment of com-
pletely new organizations, including the National Opera Institute, Op-
era America, and the National Assembly of State Arts Agencies.” Thus,
in a spiraling pattern of cause and effect, the NEA patronized the po-
litical action of a constituency which, in turn, supported the agency’s
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quest for more resources that could be channeled back into the very
constituency the agency had helped to expand and organize.

Adopting Pretested Program Initiatives

Hanks had a reputation for emphasizing “programs that could dem-
onstrate results.”’® A significant contributing factor to this record of
programmatic effectiveness was her practice of adapting ideas that had
already been piloted elsewhere. Knowledge about such experiments was
constantly flowing into the agency via the program staff and NCA mem-
bers, who were closely connected to the arts community and its private
and state government patrons. Meanwhile, information about projects
undertaken by other federal agencies or by prior administrators came
to Hanks through her political communications network, as well as
through many of the administrative staff who had had work experience
elsewhere in the government bureaucracy.

In some cases, worthwhile projects had originally been undertaken
on a large scale by foundations at a time when the endowment was
relatively new and had very limited funds. For example, in 1966, when
the NEA’s total budget was a mere $2.5 million, a single private source—
the Ford Foundation—had committed $82 million to a five-year or-
chestra program. Indeed, between 1957 (when it started funding the
arts) and early 1969, the Ford Foundation had awarded $184.6 million
to the arts.” In comparison, federal support for all the arts (as granted
by the NEA) did not cumulatively surpass this figure until FY 1976.

Indeed, foundation patronage had sustained many of the institu-
tional art forms (orchestras, theatre, dance, museums) during the late
1960s and early 1970s, when public support was either nonexistent or
only miniscule. But later, as foundation funding for specific arts projects
began to be phased out or redirected, the NEA had usually had the time
to float a “pilot” program and secure additional federal funds that could
be used to expand public support for such organizations and activities.
Thus, it was not mere coincidence that the NEA undertook to launch
and quickly increase an orchestra program during 1970 and 1971, just
as the Ford five-year orchestra program was expiring.

In other cases, foundation projects on the arts often amounted to
policy experiments from which the NEA could discover what worked,
or worked best. In this way, private philanthropic endeavors absorbed
the costs of experimentation and thus helped to minimize the uncer-
tainties the endowment faced in trying to design programs that would
be artistically effective as well as politically acceptable and adminis-
tratively feasible. For instance, two of the endowment’s most successful
multidisciplinary programs—challenge grants and artists-in-the-
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schools—had been pretested by private patrons and had had trial runs
as NEA pilot projects before being implemented as bona fide public
policy programs.® , ' ,

In yet other instances, programs had their origins in governmental
actions. The Expansion Ai§s Program, designed to meet the cultural
needs of minority, inner-city, and regional groups, had its prototype in
the 1968 New York State Arts Council Ghetto Arts Program. The idea
had been picked up by Roger Stevens at the NEA and tested as an Inner-
City Arts Program. Therefore, Hanks, seeking a means of addressing
the “vital artistic expression from diverse groups” as well as President
Nixon’s goal of making “the arts available to all the people,” simply

nurtured the seeds of an expansion arts program that had already been-

sown.®! Similarly, the governmentwide Federal Design Improvement
Program, spearheaded by the NEA during the mid-1970s, was a revival
of President Kennedy’s effort to improve federal design and an extension
of some of the ideas put forth in his administration’s “Guiding Principles
for Federal Architecture.”®? In a number of cases, exploratory programs
were sponsored under the agency’s catch-all special projects division
until they could become independent programs. Both the Folk Arts
Program and the Fellowships in Arts Management Program followed
this route to institutionalization.

Thus, in arts policy, as in many other domestic policy areas, in-
novative ideas were seldom totally new. Rather, they were often “old”
ideas that had incubated for years, slowly amassing public interest and
political support. In a sense, therefore, Hanks was fortunate to serve
when the times and sentiments were ripe for arts policy initiatives.
Conversely, the times were also fortunate that a policy entrepreneur of
Hanks’s caliber was appointed to a key position from which she could
act on the opportunities that she recognized.

The Problems of Success: The Limits of Entrepreneurship

The key to Hanks’s entrepreneurial leadership at the NEA was being
“the right person, at the right place, at the right time.” In prior sections
of this analysis, I have sought to identify personal, contextual, and
organizational factors and to demonstrate how these seemed to converge
and interact as Hanks assumed the chairmanship and carried forward
her plans to expand the NEA’s resources and influence. The resultant
blend supported and sustained a period of growth, innovation, and ac-
complishment—in other words, successful entrepreneurship.

Such complex chemistry, when it occurs, produces dramatic effects.
But it is a delicate compound, susceptible to change from many different
quarters. If any of the major elements begins to move out of synchro-
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nization with the others, what was an ingredient of success could become

aretardant, perhaps even a liability. Indeed, such centrifugal tendencies

can be seen during the last three years of Hanks’s tenure. Her case thus

becomes illustrative of both successful and declining entrepreneurship.

~Hanks had been nominated by a new administration to assume
_direction of a small, virtually invisible agency, presiding over a policy
area that was still highly suspect in Congress. She was selected because
she was a “political virgin,” a competent administrator, and an informed
generalist on the arts. In 1969, art activity was booming, but the fi-
nancial condition of artists and of arts institutions was precarious. Five
years later much had changed.

President Nixon’s August 1974 resignation had numerous ramifi-
cations for Hanks and the NEA. Hanks had taken pains to portray arts
policy as a presidential priority. In the wake of President Nixon’s dis-
grace, that linkage ceased to be an asset. While this policy association
may not have become a liability under his successor, it was nonetheless
clear that the arts did not enjoy the same importance with President
Ford.

Similarly, the executive alliances Hanks had-eultivated within the
Nixon executive office were also lost in the change of administrations.
As Laurence Leamer put it, “With Leonard Garment gone, the agency
no longer had a special friend in the White House.”®® Garment had no
counterpart on the Ford White House staff. Despite Hanks’s earlier
association with the Rockefellers, it quickly became apparent that given
internal White House politics, an alliance with Vice President Rocke-
feller was likely to be counterproductive.®* Similarly, the faces at OMB
were new, as were many in the other departments and agencies with
which the NEA had collaborated. Hence, the network of relationships
that had been so carefully cultivated and productive during the Nixon
years had to be recast and reconstructed with the advent of the Ford
administration. -

While there was little outright opposition or hostility to Hanks or
the endowment, neither was there great interest or support. The pattern
of the Nixon administration alliances could not be replicated as effec-
tively under President Ford. Having to start over at the expanded level
of the '1974-75 NEA was a different and more difficult undertaking
than the task in 1969. Such problems were repeated and intensified in
Hanks’s last year in office, as she confronted the task of starting over
yet a third time with the Carter administration, which professed dif-
ferent partisan loyalties, other aesthetic preferences, and a new ad- .
ministrative style and philosophy. :

Positive support on Capitol Hill had also begun to erode by 1974.
Congresswoman Julia Butler Hansen, chairman of the Interior Appro-
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priations Subcommittee, which funded the NEA, retired at the end of
her term that year. Thus a new working relationship would have to be
established with her successor, Congressman Sidney Yates—a task likely
to be influenced by the newly resurgent and reformist mood of a Con-
gress that sought to reassert its power vis-a-vis the executive and that
was, among other things, redesigning the federal budget calendar and
process. Congressman John Brademas, another key NEA supporter, had
sponsored hearings and a bill to establish a special program providing
general operating support for the nation’s museums. Hanks could not
support this idea. She argued that it might fragment the arts constit-
uency and eventually lead other major interests—dance, music, thea-
tre—to seek direct congressional funding; in addition, such a move
would undermine the NEA’s authority and flexibility.8 :

The effort to “line item” support. for museums dragged on for the
next three years, before an Institute of Museum Services was finally
established. In the meantime, as Hanks had feared, another special -
interest supported by Brademas—the American Film Institute—at-
tempted to split off from the endowment but failed to secure separate
funding from Congress.® Although relations between Hanks and Bra-
demas remained cordial, the museum-support debate marked a turning
point in the attitudes of key congressional supporters.

Brademas, for one, had begun to fear that Hanks was building
herself “a bureaucratic fiefdom immune from Congress and the rest of
government.” Thus, instead of regarding the NEA as “a proud offspring;”
_he was comlng to see it as a “runaway agency he could do very little to
control.” Another friend of the arts, Congressman Frank Thompson (D-
N.J.), began to worry that “the federal government shouldn’t dominate
the field,” and a number of senators—notably Javits (R-N.Y.), Stevens
(R-Ala.), and Pell (D-R.1.)—voiced increasing concern about the fair and
national distribution of agency grants.®” Ironically, Hanks’s political
acumen now became a liability. She had been so successful in winning
congressional supporters and in mobilizing constituency influence upon
public officials that she and her agency now seemed impregnable and
therefore politically unaccountable.

Similar problems stemming from success also affected the relatlons
between Hanks and the arts community. The state arts councils, which
the NEA had done so much to nurture, had matured, formed their own
service organization, and begun to demand a bigger and more equal
role in policy formation.®® Indeed, they wanted a partnership with the
federal government rather than simply patronage from it.

Likewise, the agency had supported (and even sponsored) service
organizations in each of the various artistic fields and had been an
important factor in the proliferation of artists and arts institutions

throughout the nation. By FY 1975, however, the NEA’s spectacular
‘budgetary expansion had slowed; indeed, if adjusted for the effects of
inflation, its financial base was virtually static. As a result of these
combined factors, the agency now found itself contending with more
and more applicants, who were increasingly better organized into spe-
‘tial-interest associations, competing more strenuously for a share of a
“shrinking common pie. Furthermore, as Hanks ran out of new and
_persuasive rationales to justify synoptic increases in appropriations, the
competition and the intraconstituency tension intensified.

Once again, previous success had created later problems, particu-
“larly as it seemed to spark unfulfillable expectations among the agency’s
clientele. Paradoxically, Hanks began to find that the very constituency
she had helped to expand, mobilize, and organize could be as effective
acritic as a-supporter.®®-

Finally, within the agency itself, signs of restiveness became evi-
‘dent. Relations with the NCA began to sour. Some members had come
to-feel that the chairman “wasn’t listening to them or that they were
being expected to rubber-stamp her.”®® This was significant not merely
in itself-but because the members of the NCA reflected changes occur-
ring-in:other elements of the agency’s political environment, such as
‘Congress, the White House, and the arts constituency at large. Perhaps
atelling indication of the magnitude of the transformation can be seen
in.the “capture” of the master-memo tactic that had served Hanks so
well upon her assumption of the chairmanship. No longer was such
articulated strategy a “brainchild” of the chairman, adopted by White
House friends and given presidential confirmation. By 1976-77, long-
range planning was a complex, cumbersome effort carried on at the
- NCA’sinstigation and by congressional request. In 1969 the Hanks plan

_ had been a seven-page memo that sped from composition through ap-
proval-to public declaration in a matter of weeks. By 1977 it had taken
nearly six months merely to produce a three hundred-page draft report
on “Future Directions.”®*

Indeed, this last example might be regarded as emblematic of the
more general administrative burden of success. Agency growth had been
rapid and substantial. By 1974 the agency had outgrown the organi-
zational size and complexity that Hanks found comfortable or consistent
with her administrative experience and style. Hanks was accustomed
to being involved in all aspects of agency operations, but the scope of
those operations now exceeded her grasp. Staff, as well as outside critics,
contended that she did not delegate enough and that bureaucratization
had gone too far.%?

. In part, these contradictory views comclded with the emergence of
two staff generations. On the one hand, the “old” staff, who had signed
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on early, were generally highly committed, energetic, and creative in-

dividuals who viewed themselves as part of the art world rather than
as government bureaucrats. Many continued to pursue private artistic
activities. Some even lived in New York City and commuted to work
in the capital. They were accustomed to a rather freewheeling style. As
one remarked, “You weren’t accountable in dress or time . . . you could
really accomplish something. I used to work from seven in the morning
'til late at night. I broke rules to organize programs.”®® As the NEA
grew and began to routinize, some of these people began to feel shackled
by rules, requirements, and schedules and thought the agency was be-
coming depersonalized. During 1976 and 1977, such discontent became
manifest as the programmatic team Hanks had assembled began to
break up. The directors of state, architecture, and media programs re-
signed, and the dance program changed directors four times in as many
years.

In contrast, “new” staff was concentrated in the administrative
ranks of the agency and was comprised of bureaucrats rather than
artists. These individuals sometimes complained that Hanks would not
delegate and that she was “in effect sitting on absolutely everybody’s
shoulder all the time.®* Others felt that the staff was too static and that
it was judged on the basis of loyalty rather than competence. Critics
outside the agency maintained that there were problems of “waste,
ossification, sluggish-ness and self-perpetuation,” as well as “ ‘misdi-
rected energy’ expended on duplicate chores, unworthy research, and
public relations.”?® Staff were accused of enjoying an inflated, extrav-
agant lifestyle, of being overly concerned with the agency’s image rather
than its mission, and (if anyone left the agency) of providing for each
other through the awarding of grants and contract awards.

Hanks, too, found her time increasingly occupied with administra-
tive concerns rather than policy or politics. These included tasks such

as engineering the division of the staff shared with the NEH and the

consequent reorganization in 1978 of a separate administrative staff for
the NEA; debating staff classifications and promotions with the Civil
Service Commission, as well as personnel ceilings with OMB; and of
recasting and justifying budgeting submissions in elaborate detail for
the zero-based budget system of the new Carter administration. Thus,
Hanks found her own creativity stifled by the changing political and
bureaucratic environment.

‘Finally, even personally things began to go wrong for Hanks. Fol-
lowing the 1973 death of the father she loved dearly, Hanks, as the only
surviving child, was called upon to support her mother emotionally, so
she decided to move her to Washington, where she could be of more
comfort and assistance. The strain of this, coupled with her unremitting
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work pace, led to a serious illness and hospitalization in the spring of
1974. Thus, Hanks’s own energy and exuberance were beginning to flag.

On 29 August 1977, Hanks announced her intention to leave the
endowment at the close of her term, on 2 October. She took pride in

“having spurred a growing public and official awareness of the cultural,

sociological, and economic importance of the arts and of promoting a
collaboration among public, private, and corporate support for the arts.%
She had the wisdom to act on the realization—increasingly evident
through her last two to three years as chairman—that she was no longer
the right person for the time and place. The agency now seemed to
require a consolidator and reformer, with closer links to Congress than
to the president. Her successor would have to manage with little growth
and the strong prospect of having to redistribute benefits within the
arts community. These were not her talents, and after eight years,
Hanks saw the necessity of retiring and had the grace to do so.

She returned to a quiet private life on the fringes of the art world
and began to cultivate an interest in environmental issues. The entre-
preneurial phase of her career was over. When she died of cancer in
early 1983, she was mourned by hundreds at memorial services held
both in Washington and New York. In an extraordinarily prompt and
uncontested move, Congress enacted a law that designated the revived
and reconverted Old Post Office Building, which now houses the NEA,
as the Nancy Hanks Center in tribute to her memory.%”

Except for her chairmanship of the NEA, Hanks would have led an
unexceptional life, leaving little visible impact upon public affairs. Her
leadership of the endowment marks the most significant phase of that
agency’s history to date. As Leonard Garment remarked, “She (was) an
impossible act to follow.”®® Yet, like all institutional leaders, Hanks had
to be succeeded. It is, therefore, the final measure of her impact that
Hanks has become, whether appropriately or not, the standard against
whom her successors have been measured.
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