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INTRODUCTION

CULTURAL DEVELOPMENTS
IN THE DUTCH-AMERICAN
RELATIONSHIP SINCE 1945

JAMES C. KENNEDY

ems part and parcel of its postwar geopolitical position and culturally “open”
hdencies. The Netherlands is, after all, a small decolonized maritime coun-

‘that historically has had more confidence in a transatlantic American politi-
-a] leadership than in that of its larger continental rivals. 1t Is a country, more-
er, historically disposed to extens

ive cultural borrowing from the most
nt of its geographical neighbors —

m a country farther off: the United

domi-
France, Britain, Germany and, after 1945,
States. Perhaps the Netherlands is, in its
» not unlike other countries on the northwestern

in, though perhaps some eastern Europe-
n.countries have surpassed them in looking to the U.S. for political leadership.

for the last two-thirds of a century, there has been —to varying degrees— g
ch fixation on the United States that has helped create a society that is, per-

, ne that feels the closest culturally to the

Hague, Giles Scott-Smith reports in this
lume, suggested back in 1952 that the Dutch were “perhaps closer ideologi-
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cally to the United States than any people in Europe” —an assertion that may
be as true today as it was then.

But which contours did the cultural dimensions of this relationship take?
Scholars no longer subscribe to the notion of an American cultural juggernaut
crushing everything European (or Dutch) before it, or of an American govern-
ment powerful enough to assert a form of cultural imperialism over its Western
European subjects. We understand now that Europeans (including the Dutch)
did not swallow American cultural products hook, line and sinker but “mediat-
ed” them, “creolizing” American products and making them identifiably Dutch.!
The United States may have been, as Mel van Elteren has noted, “the society of
reference” for the Netherlands, but that did not, of course, mean that all things
American were accepted; Europeans often found America most arresting as
counterpoint, a society they were not, and would never want to be.? Indeed, the
mediated acceptance of American products being anything but guaranteed, the
appropriation of “America” varied from country to country, from decade to de-
cade, from cultural sector to cultural sector. “Americanization”—understood
here as the conscious borrowing of American cultural products®-—was moreover

a process that began at various levels, both “top down” (government) and “bot-
tom up” (from the grassroots),* and Iwould argue, from the middle: cultural bro-
kers in charge of important institutions.

These insights and others, articulated by scholars in the last twenty years,
have made it more difficult than before to trace Dutch-American cultural rela-
tions in straight lines, in which ideas and practices emanating in the United
States were culturally transferred to the Netherlands to be applied there. The re-
ception of American cultural products is simply too uneven a process to be de-
scribed this way. Moreover, postwar cultural relations were not only a one-way
street; in a modest way Dutch cultural products traveled in the other ii‘?’rection,
and in any event, European and American institutions came to cross-pollinate
one another. In some cases one could speak of a “double creolization™: the diary
of Anne Frank was Americanized (as David Barnouw shows below) for U.S. the-
ater audiencesin the 1950s, only to be imported back to a rather different Dutch
context, which would in turn develop its own relationship to her legacy. Cultur-
al refraction, the multiple transfer of ideas, and the diffusion and fragmenta-
tion of cultural sectors have made it all the more difficult to trace patterns of
influence.

Given all of this, it has become, furthermore, problematic to discuss trans-
atlantic cultural relations in bilateral terms. Cultural ties between the two coun-
tries were often enough linked to other parties, and over time it has become
more difficult to talk about ties between the Netherlands and the United States
without talking about Europe as an entity with its own cultural policies and its
own transnational cultural institutions.

cuL INTRODUCTION
TURAL DEVELOPMENTS IN THE DUTCH-AMERICAN RELATIONSHIP

Having said all of this, however, it is important to (;ffer a sketch of
Dutch cultural relations, at three distinct levels: government polic “h 'p'(l)'xs”twar
ture, and broader forms of cultural expression, from rock ’111)’ o religio.
in concrete form how cultural ideas and practices travel,e::iltshlflzlzg;lr?ztcml\i - sei
the sub§equent essays offer relatively short sketches of how American. cua]lzf Ol
€Xpression came to be appropriated in the Netherlands, offering us criticalrizri]-

that one sometimes encounters in broader overviews of the subject
Second, and more important, is another pattern that emerged out of the

fluence has always depended on the good offices of organizations, network

a‘nd persons—sometimes the conscious product of government poli’cies sgr N
times not—that to g very significant extent have determined the vitali ’ f m?—
tural exc‘hange between the two countries. Nor is this vitality simpl det};od nt
on Amer{can cultural products being adopted by Dutch artists and by th)tcll]l on
sumers; it also has, in the widest sense, necessarily relied on Dutchyculturaj?r?:

significant extent on mutual investment and reciprocity, not only through im-

promptu and personal channels of cult
ar ural exchange, but thro
tured policies of institutions. 5 R the strue

ceptance and appreciation for American cultural products, the forms in which
they were mediated, and the kinds of sponsors involved. It7seems true enoulch
that Dutch society “Americanized,” as it consciously took its cue from the U g‘t-
e'd States. on a broad range of cultural, economic, and political tasteg and .

tices. .ThIS process was most clearly seen in the first half of the postwar p'ras-
especially in the period from the late 1950s until early in the 1970s, the pzrl'od’
b?tween an initial inertia and skepticism toward the legacy and rr;ore cp'tr'lo I
distance from America in the wake of the Vietnam War. In this “golden a;le}’cjf
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constituted the decade when discernibly American cultural product's had their
most demonstrable impact on Dutch cultural life. Since tl'len, American cultur-
al influences may be said to have declined, at least in relative terms, 0?? perh:'ips
better said: they became more diffuse. For example, the' European (mclqdlng
the Dutch) cultural life, having drawn earlier from American sources for II’fSpl-
ration and revitalized from it, no longer needed to look. much to the United
States at all in the search for new vistas. In a more multipolar cu'ltural world,
the U.S. simply counted for less from the 1970s or.l; ithas become just orllz p];ayt-
er, although an admittedly still important one, in a} global cultural field. 1 u
the relative decline may not in fact express the most important tr‘end (')f the last
thirtyyears in Dutch-American cultural ties. Seen. this w:}y, American 1nﬂ.uenc:1
in the Netherlands has remained significant butis less likely to be Sxperlepce :
as such, and, indeed, the initial influences have.often become so “Dutchified
that one could not speak easily of them as American.® .

The diffusion and fragmentation of transatlantic cultural re‘:latlons may char-

acterize the current situation as impossibly fluid, a swirling mix of currents and
eddies that defies any rational ordering. It may then seem th'at the Dutch-Amer-
ican relationship will sustain itself by the countless connec'tlons that trtavel, the
market, and the new media afford. But that may be'too fagle a conclusion. ’;he
constantly changing dynamics of the cultural relationship betVTJeen the Nether-
lands and the United States raise at least one pertinent question for the pr'es-
ent: who can and who will sustain vital cultural ties between tf'le tho countries
in a time of cultural fragmentation and of, it seems, political mdlffefence? As
noted above, the ability and the willingness of various actors to s.ustaln the cul-
tural relationship in the past has played a decisive role, and this may be true
eve'Ir’lh][ils(,) :Vr;troductory essay will explore these themes, systematica]l.yf@rav'ving
on the fifteen essays written by a wide assortment of experts who, in thel.r re-
spective studies, have observed and analyzed aspects of the D.utch-.Amen.can.
cultural relationship. The arts are relatively well represente.d in thls.sectlon,
sport, unfortunately is not, and aspects related to the media, effectively cov-
ered elsewhere, are, with the exception of film, not analyze.d helie. But the
range is wide and varied enough to sketch a picture of a relationship that has
changed much since the first years after World War I1.

The Cultural Initiatives of Two New Allies (1940s)

Neither the Americans nor the Dutch were prepared for the closer cultural, eco-
nomic, and political relationship they were to develop in the course of World

INTRODUCTION
CULTURAL DEVELOPMENTS N THE DUTCH-AMERICAN RELATIONSHIP

War L Yet both the Dutch and American governments soon felt the need to so-
lidify the ties between the two nations; both thought they politically had much
to gain from proactively seeking to shape public opinion in the other country in
a favorable way. In one case, government policy would, in the postwar period,
be employed to save a threatened colonial empire; in the other, it would be to
create and sustain a new alliance system headed by an emerging superpower.
The Dutch government in exile was the first to act, establishing in 1941
—before the entry of the United States into the war — the Netherlands Infor-
mation Bureau (NIB), which sought to channel the right kind of information
of the Netherlands into the American media. After 1945, the N1B would vainly
seek to gain, through the funneling of information and through traveling ex-
hibits to mobilize American opinion in support of the Dutch presence in Indo-
nesia. But even after the Dutch recognized Indonesian independence in 1949,
the N1B (now the Netherlands Information Service) would seek to familiarize
Americans with Dutch culture through the sponsoring of visits of Dutch artists
to the United States. American initiatives in Europe —including the Nether-
lands —started later and would also reach their height of engagement in the
1960s. But already in 1946, the American government funded through the Ful-
bright Educational Exchange Program the beginnings of a cultural program
that included the dissemination of information about the United States and
enabled scholars from Europe and the United States to make transatlantic vis-
its. Prewar programs for European scholars to visit the United States had ex-
isted, of course, but this was the first time the government made a structured
commitment to cultural exchange. It would turn out to be a long-term commit-
ment in the first decades of the Cold War, when the political and military ties
of the Atlantic Alliance seemed to require parallel cultural ties.

None of this should suggest, however, that the government had the monopo-
ly on cultural ties between the two countries in the 1940s. There were “natu-
ral constituencies” that helped strengthen contacts between the two countries.
Starting in the 1920s but culminating in the 1940s and 1950s, Dutch artists like
Willem de Kooning, Piet Mondrian, and Karel Appel would be active, among
elsewhere, in New York, where theyhad a profound influence on other artists, on
modern art museums, and on the world of the art dealers, as Gail Levin shows.
In doing so, they internationalized the art world and also ensured for a time that
thatworld had its center in New York. Not only Dutch artists would feel the pull
of New York and of America, but Dutch museum directors would as well. Wil-
lem Sandberg of the Stedelijk Museum was relatively early in developing con-
tacts with the American art world; Jan van Adrichem suggests that Sandberg
may have developed contacts with Peggy Guggenheim as early as 1948, and ad-
vised her in setting up her first traveling exposition, which included American
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art. The shift toward a more American orientation among Dutch artists anFl ob-
servers was already evident by the 1940s, and was not chiefly the result of either
the war or of government policy. o
But in other areas the war did serve as a catalyst for new transat'la.lntlc ties.
That was the case not only in new forms of economic, military, or pol.mcal coop-
eration, but in the religious sphere as well, where nevx./ forms of Amerfcan cultur-
al entrepreneurship were developed. American miss10nar19:s found in Weste.rn
Europe a new field for activity, and this included the evangelical Youth for Christ
{(YFC). The early postwar presence of YFC in the Nethe.rlands.(1946) was made
possible by Dutch Protestant immigrants in the American Midwest, who were
keen to see “revival” in the Netherlands as much as in the res.t of Europe.
In summary, the desire by both the Dutch and the AmEfI'lCal’l gove.rnments
for new cultural ties between the two countries was partially sus_talned by a
collection of other parties who in their way strengthened these ties after the
war, from missionaries to artists. But these people were, in the 1940s, only har-
bingers of things to come. The Netherlands in the 1940s was 1.10t yet ready f'or
an extensive counter for America, and the vehicles for American (fultural in-
fluence were not yet fully developed. To be sure, American cultural influences
that had made themselves felt long before World War Ii, suc.:h as Hollyw?od
and jazz, also reasserted themselves after 1945. But the WE'U‘ did not result 11.1 a
sudden cultural reorientation by the Dutch toward the United States. The elite
of the country retained a deep ambivalence about America, n.ot least ?n the cul-
tural front. The level of cultural contacts between the countries rema1r}ed mod-
est. The Dutch knew nothing of nor cared for American literature, fo.r instance.
Intellectuals, including those in the social sciences (as Tity de Vries shows),
paid little attention to American intellectual developments, a1'1d n;anv I?utch
clergymen and laity remained suspicious of American evange'hsm "aechmques..
And even someone like Sandberg was not really a seer when it cam‘e to Ameri-
can art; he was slow, as Van Adrichem shows, to recognize the value in t.he work
of someone like Jackson Pollock in particular or American abstract art in gener-
al. In this, he was like other Europeans who only by the late 1950s came —rath-
er suddenly —to an appreciation of such art. Indeed, as the Sandl?erg example
shows, attention to American cultural products would grow'only in the course
of the 1950s, partly as the conscious result of American policy, partly through
important private initiatives.

INTRODUCTION
CULTURAL DEVELOPMENTS IN THE DUTCH-AMERICAN RELATIONSH(P

The Take-Off Period of Cultural Exchange (1950s)

It was not until the 1950s that American influences made more of a systemat-
ic impression on the Netherlands. That had something to do with government
policy; the American government helped establish an American library in the
Netherlands, and the United States Information Agency systematically present-
ed material about the United States for the Dutch public. By the early 1950, too,
the Netherlands-America Institute had become the primary organization for
educational exchange between the two countries, according to Scott-Smith. But
it had even more to do with the rising interest among Dutch artists and intellec-
tuals in cultural and intellectual developments in the United States. American
influences probably made themselves most felt in areas where the Dutch (or
the Europeans) had the thinnest traditions. This is exemplified, perhaps, in the
postwar history of Dutch dance. As Onno Stokvis has illustrated, Dutch dance
really needed to be built from the ground up after the war, and the founder of
the Nederlands Ballet, Sonia Gaskell, looked to the United States for both in-
spiration (in the persons of Balanchine and Graham) and for her dancers. But
in the Dutch social sciences, too, American influences were consciously cop-
ied from the mid-1950s on. Dutch sociology had been relatively weak as both a
separate and socially influential discipline, taking much of its cue from Germa-
ny. But as the discipline was increasingly employed to assist in policies guiding
the modernization of Dutch society, it developed the functionalist approach of
the American social sciences, a trend that would continue until the end of the
1960s, according to De Vries. In more traditional fields, such as literature, poet-
ry and, as noted above, art, a structural and sustained interest in American de-
velopments would have to wait until the end of the decade, when leading jour-
nals began to devote systematic attention to American writers and artists. In art,
New York became, in the third quarter of the twentieth century, the center of
the world, and this was recognized by Dutch artists and museums.

American cultural influences made themselves felt earlier in less highbrow
forms of culture. The cinema and jazz have already been mentioned, but the
same can be said of rock 'n’ roll, which made quick inroads from its inception
in the mid-1950s. The electric guitar bands in particular became popular, large-
ly in the first years through the inspiration of “Indo-bands,” as Lutgard Mut-
saers summarizes here. Even though it would not be until the 1960s that this
new musical form would find a place in Dutch media, it was an early indication
of youth interest not only in American music but in (ostensible) American ide-
als of freedom and of individualism. American cultural forces, then, could also
be regarded as subversive in their significance, undermining the structures
of authority. This was a fear expressed not only of rock music but of American
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evangelical religion. The coming to the Netherlan(.is. of the Billy Gra];xa_mm(;rrl:
sades in the mid-1950s heralded a new kind of religious engagemen nore
individualistic in its piety and less beholdefl to the former structt}x;res oKrab—
church than had traditionally been the case in the Netherlands, as Hans
in his article. ' .
benszij:rz:sa?ctltural influence was not only for those seekindg,.m tll;?lr :;:11_
way, to subvert the moral or the religious order. It also .expresse ' lssi l;:came
mercial terms, in which American goods—and Amer.lcan tourists e
an increasing part of the Dutch economy (see the section on economics .rdal
American tourist came over in increasing nur.nbersﬁand often by cdom;rll:d u
airplane —in the course of the 1950s; An'qerlc'an t'rgvel t(? Eu.roperl;h(.)unumber
tween 1953 and 1959, as Marc Dierikx outlines in hl.S contribution. ) 1st. moer
swelled after the introduction of the economy fare in 1958. Tran.sa.t an 1cfA —
and tourism thus brought the two countries closer together as n;llllllonsd (S) mer
icans experienced firsthand the sights of Europe, :?nd of tl.le N'et erfan . -
Transatlantic travel, incidentally, went not only.lr.1 the dlrect'lon 0' Eur(()ipe, .
included the some seventy-five thousand Dutch citizens who 1mm1grate to t ef
United States in the period from 1947 to 1963. That was a r'nodest 18 l?erc?n n(l)i_
the total emigration in those years, Enne Koops has determined, but t : e:se ?mthe
grants often served to revitalize the bonds between the I.)\jltch commumt;e:1 mM'd_
United States and those at home, particularly in the I‘e.llgIOI.lS en.claves of the \ 1d
west. For a time, and on a more modest scale, Dutch immigration to ‘the Unite
States provided another important set of ties between the two countnes.lturalll
In the 1950s, then, the United States and the Netherlands were, cu - 0);
speaking, bound more closely than they ex{er had before. B.ut ggnv:;gz?: , !
course, obviously had its limits. This is poignantly exemphﬁe 111;1» e diary o
Anne Frank, published in Dutch as early as 1947 but deﬁtmed 10 Zcome ;noin
popular in the United States, where it was t.ransformed into a:i Broa ;vz}sz I:hiyba_
1955. A year later, the play was performed in Ams.‘.terdam an serv; 2 the b
sis for the diary’s continued publishing success in t.he Netherlands. e\}rle _
less, the “American” Anne Frank generated some res1s.ta.nce among Dtll(tic1 COI’;I
mentators, as David Barnouw has observed, and her hiding place v;fou ‘ zj\rg; Z
attract foreign visitors until the 1990s. Anne Frank had become, alrea t2101:11 the
1950s, a shared heritage of the Americans and the Dutch.(not to‘ merj:nd ot
ers), but Dutch appropriation of Anne Frank was slower in commhg. ¢ cven
as the two countries drew closer to each othfer culturally, the- Dutc lw;)u e
essarily negotiate the legacy of Nazi occupation somewhat differently from
liberators of Western Europe.

INTRODUCTION
CULTURAL DEVELOPMENTS IN THE DUTCH-AMERICAN RELATIONSHIP

-

The Heyday of Americanization (1960s)

In hindsight, American cultural influences in the Netherlands were at their vis-
ible height during the 1960s. This was true at the level of popular culture, where
American tastes in film, popular music, clothes, and other consumer items
were widely appreciated and imitated. And it was true at the level of “high” cul-
ture as well, where the Dutch looked more to the United States than ever before
for inspiration. Growing political criticism of the United States as a result of its
superpower policies in general or its role in the Vietnam War in particular did
not preclude a cultural appreciation of the country, as Rob Kroes notes in his
contribution. Indeed, this attitude of cultural esteem and political critique be-
came part of a predictable leftist stance toward the United States {in contrast to
a more right-wing “anti-Americanism,” which appreciated America’s political
role but decried its cultural philistinism).

Nowhere was the American cultural presence more evident, of course, than
in rock music —the dominant British influence of the Beatles and the Rolling
Stones in the mid-1960s notwithstanding. As Mutsaers sketches developments
in her article, American music made its mark on the dance floor in the early
1960s but was especially influential through rising Dutch interest in American
folk music and, by the end of the decade, a variation on this folk music— West
Coast rock. Dutch bands began, she writes, to produce their own English-lyr-
ics music influenced by the blues and by folk rock. But in contrast to the early
1960s, she continues, Dutch makers and lovers of rock ‘n roll no longer looked
exclusively to the United States for inspiration. It was a sign that the genre had
been internationalized and that the Dutch could increasingly build on their
own musical traditions.

American literature and poetry had begun to draw the systematic attention
of Dutch literati by the end of the 1950s, a development that would discernibly
continue until the early 1970s, as Jaapvan der Bent and Bertram Mourits make
clear in their contribution. The American Beat writers of the 1950s strongly in-
fluenced Dutch 1960s writers like Simon Vinkenoog, Jan Cremer, and Cornelis
Vaandrager, and Dutch literary journals like Barbarber were strongly oriented
toward American poets. At the Stedelijk Museum of Amsterdam, the tenure
of director Edy de Wilde in the 1960s and 1970s would generate an extensive
buying program of American modern art (made possible by Dutch prosperity)
and some forty exhibitions of U.S. contemporary artists, as Van Adrichem has
shown. By the 1960s, Stokvis writes, Dutch dance “came into its own,” but its
gaze remained fixed on international —and particularly — American develop-

ments, not least in fields such as show and jazz dance. In sociology, too, Ameri-
can influence would reach its greatest level of influence in the 1960s, when in-
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fluential works like Johan Goudsblom’s Dutch Society would show, among oth-
ers, an American approach to social science. .

The breadth of American influence obviously had much to do with develop-
ments within Dutch society. Not only were the Dutch exposed to more and more
elements of American culture on television, but they were, like other Europe-
ans, increasingly experiencing the United States firsthand. A decade later than
Americans, in the course of the 1960s, Europeans began to explore the U.nlted
States in large numbers. More important, this had to do with the COI.ISCIOUSIy
democratizing and individualizing trends in Dutch society. Both American rock
music and American religion, most notably its evangelical form, challenged
the social order, as noted above, and this was a trend that only grew during the
1960s. The creation of the Evangelische Omroep in the late 1960s, b.or'rowing
from American ideas and American advice, was one sign of a new religious dy-
namic in the Netherlands, as Hans Krabbendam shows. The civil rights move-
ment made a great impression and would inspire new forms of political pro-
test like civil disobedience, first evident in protests against the Vietnam War
but later to be employed in a variety of different progressive causes.. Dutch par-
liamentary politics, too, would find American inspiration: in founding the n(?w
party D66 Hans van Mierlo consciously looked to the United Stat.es, for both its
personality-driven politics and for its, as Van Mierlo then saw it, more demo-
cratic electoral system:. '

In summary, the 1960s constituted the high-water mark of American influ-
ence in the Netherlands. A modest part of that influence had to do with a con-
scious American government policy, which—in addition to maintaining its 1n
formation programs — systematically established and funded chairs in AITlerl—
can studies in the course of the 1960s, as Scott-Smith reports. But American
influence, of course, went further and deeper than any government policy cou.ld

direct. In respect to both its high culture and pop culture, to both commercial
and to what one might call counterculture, to ideas associated both with the
radical Left (such as new protest repertories) and with conservative Christianity
(the new evangelicalism), American influences changed Dutch society through
Dutch actors consciously emulating American examples. That the Dutch in-
creasingly became divided in the course of the 1960s over the political legacy
of the United States did little as such to reduce American influence; the models
that the country offered were so wide and so diffuse that the Dutch could utilize
these models as they themselves chose to do.

INTRODUCTION
CULTURAL DEVELOPMENTS IN THE DUTCH-AMERICAN RELATIONSHIP

Political Ambivalence and Cultural Fragmentation (1970s)

The cultural influence of the United States remained strong in the Nether-
lands, but after 1970 began to suffer from a series of partially unrelated factors.
Taking the articles of this section into account, it seems safe to say that Dutch-
American cultural relations entered a new phase in the 1970s, in which Amer-
ican examples were less consciously and eagerly incorporated by the Dutch.
There are various discrete, if related, reasons for this development: the back-
ground was the decline, real and perceived, of American power and prestige,
visible not only through the Vietnam War and its aftermath but in the decline

of the dollar and the rise of Europe (and Japan) as economic competitors with

the United States.

In this context, both the American and Dutch governments saw less need
to maintain intensive cultural programming in the other country. This was ev-
ident in Dutch cultural policy in the 1970s, which ended the Netherlands In-
formation Service in 1974. Although not very anti-American, Dutch elites dis-
tanced themselves from the United States in ways perhaps reminiscent of their
earlier reticence toward American culture. But the American government, too,
was disinvesting in the Netherlands; the Netherlands-America Institute, too,
closed its doors in 1974. Both David Snyder and Giles Scott-Smith see the 19708
as a time when formal, government-sponsored exchange was at low ebb, even
as exchange and cultural programs were continued in other organizational
forms. Anti-American sentiments did make a difference in diminishing stu-
dent interest in American studies and in study in the United States. Both gov-
ernments saw the value of celebrating the American Bicentennial of Indepen-
dence in 1976. But in a period where détente had temporarily eased the ten-
sions of the Cold War, where the U.S. was investing in more strategic alliances
elsewhere, and where Western Europe felt less beholden to the United States,
both governments did not give cultural exchange the same high priority as pre-
viously had been the case.

But the reason why the United States did not enjoy the same level of cultural
interestinthe 1970s asithad in the 1960s probably chiefly had to dowith reasons
other than anti-Americanism or the retrenchment of government policy. Two
related factors must also be considered. In the first place, Western European
cultural life in general and Dutch cuitural life in particular had been revitalized
after the war, partly through American inspiration. Now Europeans could con-
tribute again on the same level as the Americans on the cultural world stage —or
surpass them. This is an essential point that Stokvis makes. By the 1970s, it
had become clear that European governments —including the Dutch one —
were far more willing to financially support dance than their American coun-
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terparts, resulting in talent moving from the United States to Europe. Dutch
dancers and choreographers looked to West Germany, not to the United States
in the 1970s. .

Accompanying this reason was a second and related factor: cultural life had
become too diffuse and too fragmented for any cultural actor to draw from just
one or two traditions of from primarily a single country, even an influential
one like the United States. In the first place, the age of grand theory and “great
movements” (to cite Van der Bent and Mourits) was over; Dutch social scien-
tists did not look for an overarching model to understand the world, and Dutch
writers and poets no longer sought a vision, modernist or otherwise, to inspire
them. The move toward a greater eclecticism meant that Dutch—or, for that
matter, American — artists, writers, musicians, and intellectuals drew their in-
formation and inspiration from an increasingly wide range of sources and ma-
terial. “New York” was still the “normative” center of modern art in the 1970s,
Van Adrichem writes, but not for much longer. In a cultural field that had be-
come more diffuse and polycentric, American influence competed with other
sources, and was itself increasingly influenced by these sources: If the lines
of influence had been relatively unidirectional and relatively straightforward,
that was no longer the case. American influences continued apace —in mu-
sic, in the media, in scholarship and the sciences, and to a lesser extent in the
arts —but at the same time they seemed to have lost the leading role that many
Dutch had once assigned to them. Seen one way, American cultural expres-
sions had become so internalized that they were experienced as universal or
belonging to one’s own nation.®

Cultural Reconvergence (1980s)

These factors were for the long term, and the Dutch fascination with the Unit-
ed States, and willingness to be inspired by American influences culturally,
never returned to what they had been in the 1960s. Nevertheless, there were
reasons the Dutch-American relationship revived, also culturally, in the 1980s.
Here, too, larger political developments played a role. The intensification of
the Cold War and the NaTO decision to place cruise missiles on Dutch soil gen-
erated much opposition among the Dutch public. That required a more inten-
sive cultural diplomacy on the part of the United States, and, as Scott-Smith
outlines, led a series of new initiatives to cement the cultural relationship. The
celebration of two hundred years of Dutch-American relations in 1982 had al-
ready enjoyed the support of both governments, but with the arrival of Ambas-
sador Paul Bremer in 1983 a number of new initiatives were taken to, above all,
solidify ties in the humanities in general and American studies in the Dutch
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universities in particular. The Dutch government also undertook new, more
focused initiatives.in the United States during the 1980s (such as the not very
successful Texas Project, as Snyder relays). One could verywell argue that, asin
the 1940s and 1950s, the need to (re)seal the Atlantic military and political alli-
ance helped relaunch cultural ties between the two countries.

For the first time, too, Americans in the 1980s became interested in Dutch

society and culture as an alternate model to their own. Their first motivation
for doing so was the cruise missile debate, in which critics like Walter Laqueur
saw a neutralist, pacifistic “Hollanditis” returning to the Netherlands— and to
Western Europe. Through the course of the 1980s and 1990s, Americans would
become fascinated with the vicissitudes of Dutch tolerance, with its acceptance
of homosexuality, its soft and hard drug approaches, and, by the mid-198o0s, eu-
thanasia policy. Dutch needle policy and forbearance toward cannabis drew the

most attention, though later, in the 19g0s, conservatives became concerned with

what they saw as the “culture of death” in Dutch euthanasia practice. These were

highly controversial topics about which Americans thought differently, but for
the first time ‘liberal’ Dutch society functioned for some Americans as an alter-
native vision to the one offered by their own country. This emergent image of a

freewheeling, libertine Holland came to exist uneasily next to the more tradi-
tional American view of the country that celebrated Dutch tulips, cheese, and

windmills, and which — presumably — continued to attract the lion’s share of
the 570,000 Americans who came annually to the Netherlands in the 1970s and

the 1980s (Dierikx).

By the mid-1980s, Dutch public opinion was no longer as critical of the Unit-
ed States. Many Dutch had developed a critical but real appreciation of Ameri-
can culture, which found an important outlet in tourist travel: since the late
1970s, about g percent of Dutch travel has been directed toward American desti-
nations, Dierikx reports. People’s particular travel choices had much to do with
the media images of the United States, most preferring New York and the West
Coast. Media impressions and tourist travel thus came mutually to reinforce
Dutch cultural visions of America, generating in their own way an important
nexus with the United States.

The third focal point of Dutch travel to the United States was the Great Lakes
region, which, in addition to West Coast settlements, was home to many Dutch
immigrants. Emigré ties between the United States and the Netherlands began
to fade in the 198o0s, as the immigrating generation gave way to a more Ameri-
canized generation. In some Calvinist circles, a transatlantic divide also became
apparent in a theological sense, as the once orthodox Reformed churches in
the Netherlands adopted stances (perhaps most notably in respect to sexuality)
that alienated their more traditionally minded coreligionists in North America.
Dutch communities in the Midwest —and elsewhere— continued to celebrate
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last two decades as American influences, “There is Hérdly a non-English-speak-
ing country where as many English-language books are sold as in the Nether-
lands,” Van der Bent and Mourits conclude, “Ibut] it is the language that is the
factor, not the country of origin.” American authors have had to compete with
other Anglophone writers in the Dutch market. In a similar vein, Dutch film in
particular and European film in general should not be seen in opposition to Hol-
Iywood, but as a cinema that views “Hollywood [as] its principal frame of ref-
erence,” Jaap Kooijman writes, a reference that “can be mimicked or mocked,
reinforced or challenged.” Seen this way, Dutch film is itself transnational or,
for the sake of this volume, transatlantic, itself selectively appropriating “Holly-
wood.” Like Dutch pop music, Dutch filmmaking produced its own sort of mu-
sic all the while relying on American elements.

In summary, one may say that American influence has come to take a cen-
tral place in Dutch artistic and commercial culture, as is certainly evident in
the mass media. But what did this mean in fields where ideas and practices
could no Jonger identifiably be tied to a point of origin? At the very least, the
Dutch had appropriated forms of thought and practice that were amalgams of
concepts drawn from multiple sources.

And none of this meant that the cultural convergence was total, of course.
Americans remained astonished at what they saw as freewheeling Dutch ways;
Jonathan Blank’s Sex Drugs and Democracy (1994) was lyrical over libertine
Holland; more conservative critics were just as critical. There were a couple of
ways in which the two countries were particularly estranged from each other in
the 1990s, namely in the role of religion and ethnicity. Until the 1960s, Dutch
church-going rates had been somewhat higher than those of the Americans, but
the rapid decline of religion in the Netherlands and other parts of Western Eu-
rope thereafter led to the broad perception that Americans were too religious, a
critique that had existed for longer among secular leftist intellectuals. “Chris-
tian America” was not a part of the United States that most Dutch felt much
sympathy for, particularly its more political manifestations. But Dutch ortho-

dox Protestants, now long influenced by American evangelicalism, continued
to look to the United States for models, including those of “church growth,”
which some hoped to apply in the Netherlands. But here, too, as in cinema,
Dutch evangelicals were developing their own paths and their own styles, bor-
rowing not only from American but from British evangelicalism as well — an in-
dication that American sources of inspiration had become more diffuse.

Race and ethnicity long had been preoccupying concerns for Americans,
and the eruption of “culture wars” in the 1980s but especially the 1990s was a
seemingly unending debate over the merits of “multiculturalism,” as Jaap Ver-
heul outlines. It was also a debate that did not in those years find

much reso-
nance in the Netherlands, Verheul remarks, showing that «

multiculturalism”
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can social scientists poured into the Nether]
Dutch were coping with these challenges.
One might well wonder how important this new interest was in a context
where the two countries (and the two continents) seemed to be drifting further
apart. Immigration to the United States had for some decades no longer pri-
marily come from Europe, but from other parts of the globe. Dutch towns in the
American Midwest received plenty of new immigrants, but they were now not

ands, eager to investigate how the

Americans, Latino or non-Latino, was not aimed at Europe; the arrival of immi-
grants to the Netherlands from Asia and Africa arguably had the effect of mak-

ing the Dutch cultural gaze less transatlantic. At the very least, it was another

In any event, this continental drift was also expressed by other develop-

inducements for international

lantic. This dynamic was worsened by the cont
ment support for cultural exchange; U.S. government cultural programming for
Europe was slashed, and the American studies programs were ever more de-
pendent on the whims of university policy, universities that for decades had re-
garded them with some ambivalence, as Scott-Smith notes. But the problem
of maintaining a healthy cultural exchange was not only dependent on Ameri-
can foreign policy. As Stokvis shows in his essay on dance
of the American government to financially
tions (such as dance ensembles) has made it difficult for better-financed Dutch
organizations to maintain structured ties with their American
this way, the problem of maintaining close transatlantic cultu
one, dependent as it is on the willingness of government and
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enough on their own without necessarily having to look to the U.S. for further
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inspiration, even if “America” as a cultural ideal remains alive. In any event, the
financial supports for giving structure to the cultural relationship have fallen
on hard times, certainly in respect to American investment in transatlantic ex-
change. The relationship will continue to be forged by countless networks, by
the popular media, by millions of travelers, and by an Anglophone Dutch so-
ciety. But the tight, structured relationship of a superpower and a willing ally

o seems a thing of the past.
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