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‘When asked: “If DCMS were a
colour/animal/shape, what would 1t be?” a

striking number of replies made the colour pale

yellow and either the animal or the shape an
amoeba.’ (DCMS, 2000a: 5.2)

The image of yellow amoebas 1s taken from a
fabric design,
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ABSTRACT

As 1ts title suggests, this thesis — the critical commentary together with a body of
published works — questions the effectiveness of cultural policy with respect to

museums and galleries in England.

Its tocus 1s on cultural policy under New Labour, and its implementation through the
Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) in particular. The department was

established within months of the 1997 election and was intended to ensure the

effective delivery of government objectives from the outset. This entailed the
department’s ‘comprehensive reform’ of the ‘cultural framework’, its pursuit of an

instrumentalist agenda and its desire to determine and direct the effectiveness of its

sponsored bodies. This effort was predicated on the assumption that there is an
implicit and highly determined relationship between policy, funding, implementation

and outcomes.

Nevertheless, however strategic DCMS’s actions might have been, there 1s little hard
evidence of its effectiveness. The process of converting intention into effect appears

to have proved more problematic than the rhetoric suggests.

In setting out and supporting that proposition, this thesis describes those policies

which have determined support for the cultural sector since 1997, particularly in

respect of museums and galleries. It considers their background and implementation,
summarises the financial value of the support provided and interrogates the evidence

as to their outcomes. It argues that, as yet, many of the objectives shared by DCMS

and its so-called ‘family’ of sponsored bodies have not yet been delivered, and that
many of the claims made for the subsidised cultural sector more generally remain

unsubstantiated. It also points to recent signs that suggest that the department is now

wavering on its original ambitions.
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PART 1: INTRODUCTION AND COMMENTARY

1.1 INTRODUCTION
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Since the 1997 general election, when New Labour came to power, the ways in

which cultural policy has been articulated, disseminated and assessed have been
transformed. Prior to this, cultural policy was, to all intents and purposes, implied by

the actions of such organisations as the former Museums & Galleries Commission

and the Arts Council of Great Britain. Despite being directly funded by government,
these organisations tangibly operated at ‘arms’ length’ from it. Indeed, it has been
suggested that they functioned in what was, effectively, a ‘policy vacuum’'. At best,

the government departments responsible for funding the cultural sector (such as the

Office of Arts and Libraries and, subsequently, the Department of National Heritage)
reviewed current provision, sought to improve the management of its advisory and

funding bodies and promoted examples of best practice. Performance measurement

was generally considered inappropriate for cultural provision and was effectively

steered clear of.

With the establishment of the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) in
July 1997, however, responsibility for cultural policy was strategically ‘reclaimed’
by central government. From the second half of 1998, 1t became clear that substantial

increases in funding (some of which was earmarked for specific initiatives) would be

linked to meeting the department’s expectations, and that these would directly
influence the sector’s development (DCMS, 1998a; 1998b). Predicated on the

assumption that cultural provision is instrumental and can deliver on government

objectives, DCMS’s ‘sponsored’ (or subsidised) bodies have been required to
commit to agreed targets. These are specified through a series of linked agreements

which cascade down from the Treasury via DCMS. Given the department’s interest

in monitoring ‘outputs’ and ‘outcomes’ against its ‘investment’, the performance of

subsidised organisations has become subject to greater scrutiny than ever.

My hypothesis 1s that while no previous manifestation of UK cultural policy has been

based on so highly determined a relationship between cultural policy, funding,

implementation and outcomes, the process of converting intention into effect has



proved more problematic than the rhetoric suggests. Despite this emphasis on

accountability, I suggest that, when interrogated, DCMS’s paradigm — such as it is —

appears tlawed; that some of the department’s objectives may be mutually exclusive;
and that many of the claims made on behalf of the subsidised cultural sector remain

unsubstantiated. In short, the assumptions, methodologies and ‘procedures’ set in

train to achieve New Labour’s cultural policies have proved imnadequate to the task.

While it could be argued that similar criticisms might apply to other areas of

government policy, any consideration of that falls outside the remit of this thesis and

has not been attempted.

In setting out my hypothesis, this thesis considers the development, dissemination,

delivery and evaluation of the government’s cultural policy. It refers primanly to
museums and galleries in England and, to a lesser extent, to the visual arts. It

considers:

 How cultural policy has been shaped since 1997;
 What lacunae exist between cultural policy and its implementation; and

 Whether the intentions of cultural policy have been effective, what kind of

difference they have made, and what evidence exists to support such

judgements.

This thesis constitutes an independent and original contribution to knowledge in so

far as 1t:

* Presents an overview of current cultural policy as it affects the subsidised

cultural sector;
e Identifies the development of cultural policy as informed by the broader
context of central government’s objectives;

e Challenges the assumption of the instrumentality of cultural provision;

e Interrogates the value of the existing data, collected by way of monitoring
spending and evidencing impact; and
* Questions whether those data are sufficient to demonstrate the effective

delivery of policy, and whether such data are used effectively in the

development of ‘evidence-based policy’.

2



[ have made no attempt to consider what influence my work may have exerted over

policy development.

1.1.1. The structure of this thesis

This thesis 1s submitted in two parts: Part 1 comprises the Introduction and
Commentary, which have been specifically written for this submission; Part 2

comprises those publications which are being tendered in part-fulfilment of the

requirements for the degree of PhD.

Part 1 has several functions, most of which would normally be expected by

examiners of PhD theses. The Introduction considers the methodological issues that
have informed my writing — the approach taken, the difficulties of writing without

the benefit of hindsight and the definitions and terminology used. The Commentary

comprises four sections:
1. The first section sets out my hypothesis.
2. The second section presents the background to my thesis through overviews of

current cultural policy and current cultural policy research.

3. The third section describes the origins and interests of those publications, and
considers how they relate to other literature on the subject, given that one of

the difficulties of submitting a PhD by publication is the fragmented nature of

the publications themselves.

4. The fourth and final section makes some observations about ministers’ own

criticisms of DCMS’s modus operandi to date, charts the growing recognition

of such critical issues in my own writings and proposes possibilities for future
research based on the disjuncture between the intentions and effects of current

cultural policy.

Part 2 contains the various works being submitted. All were commissioned — some
by organisations which are part of the ‘cultural framework’, others for academic

publication. Each complies with the requirements of submission for a PhD by

publication in that they were sole-authored; published within the last five years; and

appeared 1n books with an ISBN (Selwood, 1999a; 2000; 2001a; 2002a), or in
refereed journal articles (Selwood, 1999b; 2002b; 2004a), or other public forms of



output. (Selwood, 2001b). They represent an original contribution to knowledge and

constitute a coherent body of work. Other published, unpublished and co-authored

writings by me are referred to in this submission, but are not included as part of it".

1.1.2 Methodological issues

The publications included in Part 2 were all written separately and according to their

own terms of reference — it not being my original intention to submit them as part of
a PhD. Nevertheless, they share certain qualities which contribute to their coherence:

they are characterised by the same kind of approach, draw on similar sources and

confront the same difficulties in writing about current policy.

1.1.2.1 Approach
My approach to interrogating the ‘rhetorics’ of cultural policy has been highly

pragmatic. While accepting the intentions of government policy, I have sought to

question their effectiveness. A particular focus has been the paradigm that underlies

DCMS’s approach 1n general. This assumes that there 1s a linear relationship between

intentions, implementation and outcomes, and that:

... the accountability of those spending public money necessarily depends on
the demonstration of direct and tangible cause—effect at the granular level of
funding.
(Steve Morgan cited in Selwood, 2004a: 70)

In general, my starting points have been those pronouncements made by DCMS and

its non-departmental public bodies — in particular, the Museums Archives and

Libraries Council (MLA — formerly Resource) and Arts Council England (ACE) — as
to their intentions. My interrogation of their effectiveness is characterised by wanting
to know whether they have, 1n fact, delivered on those intentions, and what

difference they have made’

1.1.2.2 Sources

The evidence that I have drawn on in attempting to explore those issues includes that

collected by, or on behalf of, DCMS and its agencies, as well as that which exists

independently within the public domain. This thesis draws on two types of source



material: one of which could be described as ‘grey literature’ and the other ‘informed

opinion’.

By “grey literature’ I’m referring to that ‘produced on all levels of government,

academics, business and industry in print and electronic formats, but which is not

controlled by commercial publishers’*. I take this to embrace policy documents
produced by DCMS, its non-departmental public bodies (NDPBs) and other
government departments that articulate their intentions and the processes set in train

to realise them, as well as published and unpublished research findings — including

academic and other studies commissioned, or directly undertaken by the DCMS
‘family’ (DCMS, 2003a)’. Prompted by issues of accountability, these are often

Investigatory, raise issues which therr commissioning bodies need to come to terms

with, but which may not comply with the requirements of ‘spin’.

Informed opinion embraces independent academic studies (scholarly publications),

attitudes expressed in the broadsheets and the specialist press and 1n accounts by
people active in the field — these may include civil servants, who are cited in an
attempt to clarify the relationship between different initiatives, or to explain

processes of the development of government policy (which can be impenetrable to an

outsider). (See, for example, Selwood, 1999b; 2001a; 2004a.) Such sources are not
used to describe policy per se, and the potential for bias in their accounts 1s

acknowledged.

1.1.2.3 Writing without the benefit of hindsight

Writing about current policy means that issues and broad principles can only be
identified on the basis of what 1s deemed important now, and what 1s known (or

acknowledged) to have informed DCMS and its agencies’ preoccupations. Despite

the fact that the department recognises that it must embrace ‘evidence-based’ policy
making (DCMS, 2003a), 1t is impossible to predict the eventual formulation of
cultural policy, the precise form of its implementation or its outcomes. Sometimes,

changes are neither transparent nor predictable. The unexpected announcement of the

amalgamation of the former regional arts boards into the Arts Council of England 1s

a case 1n point (ACE, 2001).



The shape that initiatives ultimately assume is determined by various factors.

Original intentions may be diluted or deviated from as a result of DCMS’s own

vacillations and its responses to the specifications of the Treasury’s financial
settlements. An obvious example is how the ‘new vision’ for England’s regional
museums has come to be realised. Table 1 shows how this was originally set out in
the Regional Museums Task Force report, Renaissance in the Regions (2001),

compared to its present state’.

Table 1: Breakdown of current allocations for the Renaissance in the Regions initiative
compared with the original allocations

2001 funding (% 2002/03-2005/06 funding (%
b 1 Regional Agencies |
Investment 1n education and | 29 19.3
learning
Sub total 22.1
 Inspirationand creativity |5 | RegionalHubs |
standards
Rationalisation | * | Nationalprogrammes |
outcomes (1e evaluation
| Designation Challenge Fund® | 143
] Local Tourism Initiatives ] 0.0
b I National Development Fund® [ 44 000
b | Bascline Assessmentetc [ 31
e Subtotal]l 360
100 100

Sources: RMTF, 2001: Table 17 and MLA (correspondence with Jo-Ann Lloyd, 07.04.04)

Notes: * = less than 1 per cent; “intended to enable the regional agencies to contribute to support for
small- and medium-sized local and community museums and galleries; to allow the hubs to develop

their existing expertise and specialise in one of eight priority areas identified by MLA; “a scheme
designed to support outstanding collections of national and international importance and to set

standards; “covers central mitiatives, such as Positive Action Traineeships.

1.1.2.4 Definitions and terminology

Given the subject matter of this thesis and the sources that 1t draws upon, the jargon
of cultural politics has been unavoidable. While much is deliberately retained as

fundamental to the content of this thesis, 1t 1s flagged up wherever possible by the

use of quotation marks; however, while this 1s consistent in Part 1 of this thesis, 1t 1s

less so 1n Part 2.



Despite, or perhaps because of, their political significance and indiscriminate use, the

meaning of certain terms is often ambiguous. Different senses may be attributed to

certain terms — indeed even individual organisations may use particular terms

inconsistently. Resource, for example, acknowledged the need to use ‘consistent

descriptors’ (Resource, undated: Appendix 1).

The meaning and nuance that I have attached to a number of terms such as:
6 . ? 4 : ? ¢ . : . 4 . : 2 ¢ . y
investment’, “sponsorship’, ‘social exclusion’, ‘modernisation’, ‘impact’,

‘outcomes’, the ‘cultural sector’, ‘data collection’, ‘evidence’ and ‘evidence-based

policy’ are considered in Selwood, 2004a (pp 16-18). My working definitions of
‘subsidy’ and the ‘subsidised cultural sector’ are set out in Selwood, 2001a (pp

xlvii—xlviii)’. Since the majority of museums and galleries receive subsidies directly

or indirectly from local and central government (even the so-called ‘independents’®),

[ take the museums sector to be subject to the implications of government policyg.

Terms less adequately defined in the writings that make up Part 2 of this thesis
include: ‘sector’, ‘cultural policy’, ‘agency’, ‘data’, ‘evidence’, ‘learning’ and

‘excellence’. These are considered below.

* ‘Sector’ is principally used to refer to the museums and galleries’ ‘domain’. In
that sense 1t generally complies with the Museum Association’s definition of

museums (agreed at the 1998 Annual General Meeting):

Museums enable people to explore collections for inspiration,
learning and enjoyment. They are institutions that collect, safeguard
and make accessible artefacts which they hold in trust for society.

The term is, however, also occasionally used to refer to combined domains or to

the whole of DCMS’s cultural remit (as in Selwood, 2001a).

e ‘Cultural policy’ is understood to refer to a set of principles applied to the

cultural sector and sometimes to the programmes of actions adopted by
government and government agencies which have to implement them. Its

concerns embrace:



... the ways in which, through a variety of means (legal,

administrative, and economic), governments seek (through a range of
specially constructed entities: ministries of culture or
communications, departments of heritage, arts councils) to provide,
regulate and manage cultural resources and the uses to which they

are put, in pursuit of a diversity of ends (economic development,
social justice, quality of life, civic development).
(Bennett O, 2002: 49-50)

‘Agency’ 1s used 1n two, closely related, senses. In one sense it refers to

DCMS’s NDPBs, which represent the interests of particular constituencies.

For example, Arts Council England describes itself as ‘the national

development agency for the arts in England, distributing public money from
Government and the National Lottery’ 'Y and MLA, which describes itself as

the ‘national development agency working for and on behalf of museums,

libraries and archives and advising government on policy and priorities for
the sector’' . ‘Agency’ 1s also used 1n a more politically-nuanced sense as the

mechanism through which anonymous agents (usually civil servants) create

and effect policy .

The terms ‘data’ and ‘statistics’ are often used interchangeably, but I tend to

differentiate. ‘Statistics’ 1s used to refer to measures

... calculated from raw data by people who are wishing to detect
patterns in those data. We calculate means, modes, standard
deviations ... and so on; we aggregate in a wide variety of ways...we

truncate time series. In short, we generate mathematical summaries
that we think are appropriate to the questions with which we are

grappling at a particular moment in time. And we have debates about
which statistic will capture better the particular element of human
behaviour in which we are interested.

(Schuster, 2003: 42)

This thesis generally refers to ‘data’, rather than ‘statistics’, since it could be

argued (with some exceptions) that the quality of available data on the

cultural sector is insufficiently robust to withstand rigorous statistical

Iinterrogation.



* According to DCMS’s Research Strategy (2003a), the department regards

‘evidence’ as ‘the end result of a complex analytical process beginning with

the collection of raw data’, as mapped out in Figure 1.

While 1t 1s assumed that ‘data’ are politically neutral, this does not necessarily
apply to ‘evidence’, which can be collected specifically to prove hypotheses

or to support a particular case:

Evidence provides the proof of our ‘case’ — whatever that case may

be. It should, for example, prove beyond contradiction that investment
in museums, libraries and archives will deliver social, educational,

economic or political benefits on a scale that clearly makes

investment highly attractive to government, a lottery distributor or
some other funding body.

(Davies, 2003)"

Figure 1: DCMS’s understanding of the relationship between raw data and evidence

Getting to the evidence:

Raw data whether counted or measured once codified, checked and systematically set
out/tabulated >
which 1n turn when focussed on a particular set of hypotheses/policies yields >

which when weighed, reviewed assessed and subject to professional judgement and

scrutiny becomes >

on the impact of a particular hypothesis, policy/programme/or projects

Source: DCMS ( 2003a:2)



PART 1.2: COMMENTARY

1.2.1 Hypothesis

When Estelle Morris became Minister for the Arts, it only took a few months on the
job to identify and articulate a fundamental dilemma facing DCMS — how to make

the case for arts and culture both in government and elsewhere.

We live in a political and economic climate where we all want a return for
public investment. Money spent, time used, priorities awarded, all have to

have a return. That is not a problem. It’s how it should be.

The problem, of course comes in measuring the return. Target performance
indicators, value added, evidence bases are all part of the language we’ve
developed to prove our ability to deliver, to make progress and to show a

return and justify the public money that is used. I have no problem with that
but much of this sector does not fit in to this way of doing things. I know that

Arts and Culture make a contribution to health, to education, to crime
reduction, to strong communities, to the economy and to the nation’s well-
being, but I don’t always know how to evaluate or describe it. We have to find
a language and a way of describing its worth. It’s the only way we’ll secure
the greater support we need.

(Morris, 2003: 3—4)

Since 1t was established, just months after the 1997 election, DCMS has been

dedicated to bringing its sectors closer to the heart of British public policy. This
ambition has gone hand in hand with its securing increased funding for them. In what

remains its most detailed statement of its plans to ‘reform’ the sector (A New

Cultural Framework -DCMS, 1998a), the department announced that it would be

promoting ‘access for the many not just the few’; pursuing ‘excellence and

innovation’; nurturing ‘educational opportunity’; and fostering the creative industries

(ibid: para 8).

These concerns have remained largely consistent, even if their emphases have shifted
and the ways in which they are articulated have changed. The present Secretary of

State for Culture, Media and Sport has stressed that: ‘Investment in the arts 1s ... a

means of achieving our promises, our policies and our values.' (Jowell, 1n speech to
2002 Labour Party conterence, cited by Cowling, 2004: 1.) The department’s most

recent articulation of its priorities commits it to ‘enhancing access for children and

10



young people and giving them the opportunity to develop their talents to the full ;
‘opening up ... institutions to the wider community to promote lifelong learning and
social cohesion’; ‘maximising the contribution which tourism and the creative
industries make to the economy’; and ‘modernising delivery by ensuring our

sponsored bodies are set, and meet, targets which put the customer first’ (DCMS,

2003a: 18—-19).

DCMS s ambitions and 1ts concern with the targets related to them is of central
importance to this thesis. My interest lies in what there 1s to demonstrate that the

department’s intentions are, indeed, being met, and what ditference current cultural

policy is making. My focus is on its social agenda — enhanced access, 1n particular.

In her speech at the 2003 Cheltenham Festival of Literature, Estelle Morris
acknowledged the difference in believing in the ‘transformative’ powers of culture

and producing the ‘evidence’ to show that ‘transformation’ had actually occurred.
While DCMS and its NDPBs have undoubtedly been guided by the former, they set

themselves the task of delivering on the latter. The requirement to do so 1s explicit 1n

the Treasury guidelines for departmental bids to the 2004 Spending Review of
October 2003:

In principle, all spending decisions should be supported by evidence,
demonstrating that the money being spent will achieve the desired effects as
efficiently as possible'.

The way in which DCMS is expected to present ‘evidence’ not only has to satisty the

criteria by which the department itself theoretically judges the ‘robustness’ of data

(DCMS, 2003a), but also has to comply with the specifications laid down in the

Treasury’s Green Book . The department is also expected to have to satisty the

recommendations made in the recent Office of Science and Technology (OST)

review of the department’s management and use of ‘science’ (OST, 2004)".

Despite its highly determined notion of the relationship between policies, funding,
cultural activities and outcomes and its concern to show what Morris (2003)
described as its ‘ability to deliver, to make progress and to show a return’, both
Secretaries of State have struggled to get away from the dead hand of the auditor. In

a 2001 White Paper, the department, under Chris Smith, proposed adopting a "lighter

11



touch” (DCMS, 2001b: para 2.13). His successor professes to ‘doing more’ than

delivering on the ‘utilitarian agenda and the measures on instrumentality’ implies,

and which the department has come to be associated with.

Too often politicians have been forced to debate culture in terms only of its
instrumental benefits to other agendas — education, the reduction in crime,
improvements in wellbeing — explaining — or in some instances almost

apologising for — our investment in culture only in terms of something else. In
political and public discourse in this country we have avoided the more

difficult approach of investigating, questioning and celebrating what culture
actually does in and of itself.

(Jowell, 2004: 8)

While appearing to align herself with ‘arts for art sake’ arguments and perhaps find

greater favour with her constituencies '/, Tessa Jowell claims to be seeking a more

coherent justitication for subsidy. She articulates her ultimate ambition as being to
facilitate “personal value added which comes from engagement with complex art — or
“culture” in my defined sense’ (Jowell, 2004: 5). This, she says, is ‘a key to real
transformation in society’ (ibid: 9). But, even if the arguments for the government’s

support of culture shift from ‘utilitartanism’ to ‘what 1t does 1n itselt’, Jowell’s

ambition to reduce the ‘poverty of aspiration’ is ultimately still ‘transformatory’ and
accounting for it will continue to be an 1ssue. As the Secretary of State herself asks,

‘How, in going beyond targets, can we best capture the value of culture?’ (ibid: 18).

My hypothesis is that, to date, DCMS has tailed to show that current cultural policy

is producing the desired effects, and that, despite the recent shift of emphasis, 1ts

achievements continue to be open to question — hence, my focus on the ‘rhetorics’ of
DCMS policy. By ‘rhetorics’ I refer to what the Oxford English Dictionary defines
as ‘the art of effective or persuasive speaking or writing’, more particularly as
‘language designed to persuade or impress (often with an implication ot 1nsincerity

or exaggeration etc)’ (Allen, 1990). It may be significant that Estelle Morris not only

expressed frustration with the language used by her department to describe the value

of arts and culture (Morris, 2003: 3-4), but with that used by the government in

general”.
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The aims of my thesis are to consider the extent to which the government is

delivering on its promises: whether these have been, or can be, realised within the

pragmatic constraints within which the cultural infrastructure operates; whether it is

possible to see i1f cultural subsidies are, indeed, making a difference; whether current
cultural policy constitutes any more than a form of political gesturing; how 1t might

be possible to tell; and whether past experience is being used constructively to

improve policy making.

1.2.2 Background

In establishing the context for my thesis, this section provides an overview of current
English cultural policy based on key DCMS publications. Given that the writings
submitted in Part 2 comprise tightly focussed pieces specifically written for funding
and policy bodies as well as those written for scholarly publications, it also provides
an overview of current cultural policy research and the nature of different kinds of

contributions to the field .

1.2.2.1 Overview of current English cultural policy

Given that changes in the legislation affecting the national museums and galleries are
comparatively unusual *°, and that local authorities’ provision of museums and the

arts is non-statutory”', developments in policy are best tracked across the
government’s own publications (both in the sense of conventional and online
publications). As already suggested, DCMS’s ‘strategic” approach relies on the
publication and dissemination of a considerable number, and variety, of cultural

policy documents. These include reviews, consultative proposals, directives,
recommendations, guidelines, annual and other reports, responses to select

committee reports, plans, ministerial statements agreements and strategies.

As suggested in the ‘implementation’ section (below), the so-called ‘grey literature’

is indicative of the department’s intention to give direction to and to establish a ‘new
relationship’ with its sectors. It sets out the department’s intentions, priorities and

preoccupations, reveals the persistence with which DCMS pursued certain interests,

the ways in which it sought to implement its objectives and the framework

established to enable outcomes to be accounted for. The following paragraphs
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consider those objectives, processes of implementation and accountability, by
reference to three documents in particular: Create the Future (the Labour Party,

1997); A New Cultural Framework (DCMS, 1998a): and DCMS’s "Strategic
Framework 2003-2006’, published as part of its Strategic Plan (DCMS, 2003b).

... policy objectives
As my thesis suggests, cultural policy under New Labour has been nothing if not

consistent. Whereas Selwood (2004c¢: footnotes 5 and 10) considers New Labour’s

continuation of some of the Conservatives’ priorities, the following paragraphs

concentrate on the relatively unswerving nature of its own cultural policy iterations.

Even before coming to power, New Labour had developed a ‘strategy for cultural
policy, the arts and the creative economy’, which set out many of the principles

which would subsequently inform DCMS’s operations. Create the Future (Labour

Party, 1997) proposed that creativity” should be encouraged; that value for money
would be achieved; and that a strategy would be established for the distribution of
funds. Even at this stage, the Party’s priorities included: the cultural economy; the

widening of opportunities for children and young people (not least by promoting

education); and the ‘building and nurturing [of] new audiences’. It promised to
review admission charges to the nationals, with a mind to making them ‘more

accessible’ (‘for the many not the few’) and to encourage local authorities to develop

leisure and cultural strategies — also intended to encourage wider access.

Labour described the cultural sector as being of fundamental importance to the

operations of the incoming government. The cultural industries were said to be

‘Integral’ to the country’s future economic success and regeneration, and the arts
valued because they ‘open up our minds and our imaginations, make us wonder and
question, delight us, disturb us, challenge us and sometimes change us’. They were
also credited with the capacity ‘to promote our sense of community and common
purpose’ and were conceived as being ‘central to the task of re-establishing a sense
of community, of identity and of civic pride, the undermining of which has so

damaged our society’ (Labour Party, 1997: 9)>.
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Create the Future simultaneously committed the Party to a principle that has sat
uncomtortably, if not incompatibly, alongside DCMS’s utilitarian agenda ever since

— that “the arts should be supported by government for their intrinsic merit’ (ibid: 7).

This explored in the final section of the Commentary.

In seeking to raise the profile of the sector, Labour consciously dissented from the
view — which 1t attributed to previous Conservative administrations — that cultural
life was of minimal social and economic importance: ‘something which we do in the
margins of our lives, to relax, or at the weekend’ (ibid: 9). The hallmark of New
Labour would be an ‘age of achievement’, exemplified by the quality of the arts,
cultural industries and creative talent. Indeed, cultural practice was anticipated as
being of such central importance that: ‘In a Labour government, every ministry will

be expected to make a contribution to achieving the goals of our cultural policy’

(ibid: 9).

However rhetorical, many of the sentiments expressed in Create the Future seemed
like manna from heaven to a sector which perceived itself as having been under siege
throughout most of the previous 18 years ot Tory rule. Conceivably seduced by the
notion that artists and ‘creatives’ would ‘only be able to tulfil their potential when
they have the wholehearted support of a government which has an effective strategy
for cultural policies’ (ibid: 7), and by the incoming government’s high-profile
association with them **, New Labour attracted enormous support from the sector. As
DCMS rolled out its cultural policy, however, the initial optimism of those
constituencies (ie the arts sector, museums and the creative industries) dispersed (see
‘the issue of assessing impact’ below). They had, conceivably, overlooked some of
the other proposals also set out in Create the Future, including the suggestion that
‘the single most important job for the department was how to manage the interface
with its public bodies’ (ibid: 23); that it intended to maximise value for money,
review the structure of its public bodies, encourage the Arts Council and local
authorities to become more strategic; and that it would pursue certain priorities —

particularly those associated with the government’s social agenda.
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... Implementation

Much of what Create the Future proposed constituted the basis upon which DCMS
proceeded. Its directive, A New Cultural Framework (DCMS, 1998a) — itself the

result of an earlier consultation (DCMS, 1998b) — is important to this thesis, because

1t formally established the principles and practices which informed the new

government’s cultural policy.

A New Cultural Framework constituted the DCMS’s response to the 1998

Comprehensive Spending Review”. It committed the department and its sponsored
bodies to the delivery of government objectives, to playing a full part in ‘joined-up
government’ and developing stronger links with local government. It also expressed

its preparedness ‘to bang heads together to solve problems’.

Such transparency marked a radical departure from the rhetoric of the arm’s length
agreement and the policy vacuum which had previously characterised the subsidised
cultural sector. Even now (towards the end of the government’s second term),

DCMS’s pledge to uphold government objectives still holds. As the current

Permanent Secretary describes it, her mission 1s to:

... lead a department which continues to make an important contribution to
the Government’s agenda. Not only in culture, media and sport, but in the
broader areas of the economy, education, health, crime prevention and
regeneration.

(Sue Street, in DCMS, 2003b: 4)

In the context of this thesis, A New Cultural Framework touched on four particularly

salient 1ssues:

1. It specified DCMS’s intention to be more proactive and to occupy "a more

strategic place in the complicated structures of cultural policy and funding’. It
promised (if not threatened) not just to ‘sit back and hope’, but to give direction,

set targets, chase progress and take ‘direct action’ where appropriate. (DCMS,

1998a: unpaginated).
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2. It established the principle that all the department’s domains would be subject to

a ‘common conceptual framework’®, based on its various themes. Given

DCMS’s reliance on its sponsored bodies to deliver on its objectives, A New
Cultural Framework set out the terms of the department’s proposed ‘new
relationship’ with them. This pertained to those that directly deliver services to
the public (for example, its sponsored museums and galleries) and intermediary

organisations (such as MLA and the Arts Council). Moreover A New Cultural

Framework was to be predicated on the delivery of ‘appropriate outputs and
benetits to the public’. This would constitute the basis of new funding

agreements, which were to come into force in 1999/00.

3. It set out DCMS’s plans to streamline the cultural infrastructure by merging
existing bodies and reallocating responsibilities, and to raise standards of

efficiency and financial management. It indicated the seriousness with which it

was approaching this by announcing the establishment of a new watchdog — the

Quality, Etfficiency and Standards Team (QUEST) — charged with reporting

direct to the Secretary of State on 1ssues relating to the performance and quality

of publicly-funded bodies”.

4. It laid out the department’s spending plans. These were particularly favourable
to museums, galleries and the arts, despite variations in the reporting ot
estimates and actuals (shown in Table 2). A New Cultural Framework stipulated
that, in the future, DCMS funding would come with ‘new responsibilities” which

would be tied to outcomes related to its central themes and linked to increased

outputs, improved access and delivery.

While these principles were introduced in A New Cultural Framework, subsequent

publications — including the Secretary of State’s collected writings (Smith, 1995) -

indicate how they evolved. They also signify how the department has responded to a

multitude of central government agendas® including participating in ‘joined-up’

government”, and they suggest something of the persistence with which DCMS has
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pursued its specific ‘themes’: economic development and impact”,

‘modernisation’?, ‘access’, community’> and education™.
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Table 2: DCMS’s funding allocations to museums, galleries and the arts, 1997/98-2005/06

Source Allocation (£m) | i i
1997/98 1998/99 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 | Change
1997/98—
2005/06
ﬁ _ | (Vi ov..,
% | Out-turn | Provisional | Plans Plans Plans
A New Cultural | Museums and galleries’ 212 204 220 226 247
Framework, New Musecums, Librares 10 10 14 18 17
| 998 and Archives Council®
Arts® 196 199 228 238 253
# Out-turn
DCMS Annual | Museums and galleries® 212
Report, 1999 New Museums, Libranes 12
and Archives Council’
| Arts’ 196 | | . | |
| Out-turn Out-turn | Out-turn | Estimated Plans | Plans Plans | Plans |
| . | out-turn
DCMS Annual | Museums and galleries® 241 270 294 323 353 | 378 383 389
Report, 2003: New Museums, Libraries 12 16 17 23 24 25 | 35 45 |
Resource and Archives Council’ |
budget* | Arts® | 193 230 239 254 | 297 | 337 367 | 412
Out-turn | Out-turn Out-turn Out-turn Out-turn | Estimated | Plans Plans |
| ) | out-turn |
DCMS Annual Museums and galleries® 241 | 270 294 173 269 404 | 384 306 Q7
Report 2004: | New Museums, Libraries 12 16 | 17 24 25 | 28 36 | 46 | 287
a@mo:awm and Archives Council®
C
budget Arts 192 230 239 254 286 334 367 412 112

Notes: This table focuses on revenue funding, it does not include allocations to lottery distributors; *Includes all directly funded museums, other museums support,
museums reserve, Government Indemnity Scheme and Acceptance in Lieu; "Resource was launched in 2000. Its allocation was based on a combination of the grant
in aid previously made to the Library and Information Commission and the Museums & Galleries Commission. The amounts listed here also include funds
earmarked for the Designated Museums Challenge Fund (from 1999/00; “Includes the Arts Council of England, the new Arts Council, the Crafts Council, Arts

Pairing Scheme, Dance and Drama Awards, ADAPT, other support and the Government Art Collection (net); ‘No detailed breakdown is provided. It is assumed

that *Museums, Archives and Libraries’ includes Resource/MLA and the Regional Agencies. The funds allocated for Culture Online are not shown here;
‘Calculations based on the figures from DCMS Annual Reports for 1999 and 2004.
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... accountability

DCMS’s expectations are most clearly spelt out in its ‘Strategic Framework

2003-2006", published as part of its Strategic Plan (DCMS, 2003b). This describes

the department’s obligations to deliver on the targets set out in its Public Service
Agreement (which constitutes the basis of its funding from the Treasury); and how,
in turn, responsibility for the fulfilment of these 1s passed on to its sponsored bodies.
Figure 2 sets out the chain linking DCMS’s overarching aims, its priorities and 1ts

Public Service Agreement targets to its funding bodies’ targets™.

This model of accountability suggests that the relationship between policy,
implementation and the delivery of outcomes i1s relatively simple. It illustrates the

department’s presumption that it is possible to identify and quantify the impact of the

public’s engagement with various forms of cultural provision.
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1.2.2.2 Overview of current cultural policy research

The amount of cultural policy-related research undertaken is said to have

.. increased dramatically over the last quarter of a century — for a variety of
reasons. the increased economic importance of these industries; a closer
inter-penetration of questions of cultural policy with social policy; and the

increasing significance of questions of culture in the humanities and social
sciences, and in public intellectual debates more generally (around issues of
cultural diversity, multiculturalism, culture and identity).

(Bennett T, 2001: 51)
But, as Oliver Bennett suggests (2004)>, the field of cultural policy research
comprises two very different worlds; one exemplified by Lewis and Miller’s Critical
Cultural Policy Studies (2003) and the other by Schuster’s Informing Cultural Policy
(2002). These could be distinguished by their respectively highly theorised and
untheorised positions and their relationships to the scholarly and the ‘grey literature’.
Moreover, as Bennett observes, both lay claims to the ownership ot cultural policy
research while appearing to be largely oblivious (if not inditterent) to the others’
preoccupations. Lewis and Miller (2003), for example, regard cultural policy as a
way of instilling ‘fealty in the public’ and view cultural policy studies as an
essentially ‘reformist project’, concerned with ‘progressive politics’ (ibid: 1-8). By
contrast, Schuster (2002) effectively reduces cultural policy to the operations of
agency — what McGuigan (2003: 24) describes (in Lewis and Miller’s compendium)
as: ‘An ostensibly apolitical set of practical operations that are merely administered
and policed by government officials.” Schuster takes cultural policy research to be
about ‘the development of a statistical base for data’; and, for his own part, studies

those institutions which regard ‘the development [and the ‘mediation’] ot basic

statistics on the cultural sector as their highest priority .

The writings submitted in Part 2 of this thesis conform to neither position. Indeed,

according to Schuster (2002: 149), the journal that I edit, Cultural Trends, IS:

An exception in the field of cultural policy research ... [I1s]... mission s to
provide, summarise and interpret the statistical information that is available

on the arts and culture. It quite consciously occupies a middle ground
between the world of pure statistical information and the world of
commentary and debate.
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I take 1t that this applies equally well to my submitted writings. The following

paragraphs, consequently, concentrate on that particular niche of cultural policy

research to which I contribute.

... the landscape of research into cultural policy in England

Recent international overviews of the research and information infrastructure that
Informs cultural policy identify a number of generic organisational models which
gather and share relevant information (Schuster, 2002; Bennett T, 2001: 53). These
Include the research divisions of government funding agencies; national and
International statistics agencies; independent non-profit research institutes:
government—designated university-based research centres; private consultancy firms
(often commissioned by the public sector); cultural observatories: networks:

programme models; journals and periodicals. One could also add so-called ‘think

tanks’ to the list®.

Inevitably, the kind of data that these types of organisations gather varies. Even
single organisations, such as DCMS, collect different types of data on the basis of
having several research interests. According to its Research Strategy (2003a), the
department pursues: a baseline understanding of its sponsored sectors’’; forecasts and
projections of future trends™; policy/programme/project monitoring and evaluation;
and ‘evidence-based’ policy. For its part, Resource regarded its research agenda as

‘multi-faceted’ and intended to help it ‘become an evidence-based organisation

. . . . . v . . ,39
informing and underpinning our main policy objectives’”.

It encompasses a range of activities including the commissioning of statistical
material... the mapping of current trends, the identification of future
priorities; the assessment of needs, and the identification of best practice.
Our research strategy is simple. Research is a strategic tool to enable the

objectives and the deliverables in our annual workplan to happen.
(Resource, 2001: 3)

Arts Council England prefers to describe its research interests thematically, as
encompassing: evaluation and impact; audiences and participants; cultural
production; guidance, toolkits and support”. However they individually choose to
describe their specific interests, DCMS regards its ‘family’s’ research as ultimately

intended to:
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... Increase relevant socio-economic policy research and embed evidence in
[tneir ] work and thinking at all levels and stages in the policy process as to

ensure that the policies developed have maximum impact on key priorities
and delivery targets.

(DCMS, 2003a: 6)

Despite an emphasis on investigating the ‘transformatory’ nature of cultural

provision, however, there has been little in the way of longitudinal research

exploring the effect that engaging with culture has on individuals or communities in

the sense of moving people, changing them and bringing new meaning to their

lives®.

Whatever their aspirations, researchers in DCMS and its agencies are inevitably

subject to particular pressures, not least the regular auditing requirements of their
organisations (determined by the three-year funding cycles and biennial Spending

Reviews) and the need to respond to demands for short-term information.

Such requirements may subject those agencies to charges of bias, not least in terms
of blurring the distinction between impartial research and advocacy — particularly 1n
relation to their ‘news management’. One of the functions of Arts Council England’s
Research and Development Directorate (part of the External Relations Directorate) 1s

to provide information for advocacy purposes. Arts Council England’s researchers

insist that they:

... try to ensure our research follows rigorous principles based in the social

sciences, uses sufficiently large sample sizes, weighs the evidence, takes full
account of counter-evidence and reaches well-founded conclusions. This

approach demands research reports whicn are transparent about
methodology and the limitations of the data and are honest <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>