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CULTURAL VALUE AND THE CRISIS OF LEGITIMACY

I am delighted to have been invited to talk to you today about the value of culture and I would like to begin with a word of thanks to Rod for making it possible.

The thing that prompted me to start writing about the subject of culture and politics was an extraordinary experience that I had when I was Chair of the Board of a medium-sized arts organisation. One day we had a phone call from an arts officer who worked in a neighbouring local authority. We had been trying to get some funding from them for years, so we were very pleased to get his call, telling us that we would be getting a grant of £20,000 for the coming year. "But" he said, "there's no money left in the arts budget so this grant is coming out of the education budget". That's fine we thought, we do a lot of education work so we can spend it on that. And then he went on: "And this year our education priority is road safety for schoolchildren, so we'd like you to demonstrate how you have helped to achieve that." 

Now I'm all in favour of road safety for school children, but he was talking to a bunch of people running a concert hall. Our slogan was Great Music Live. So why on earth were we being asked to teach children to look both ways before they crossed the street? Surely there was some confusion?

And there was another thing that worried me, and that was the dishonesty inherent in the conversation. He knew that We knew, that He knew, that We probably wouldn't spend the money on road safety, but as long as we all conspired together to come up with a half way convincing story then no-one would enquire too much about it. 

Clearly this was no way to fund the arts. It lacked clarity, it lacked rigour, it lacked honesty, and worst of all, there was a grave danger that our artistic purposes could be perverted in a scramble to get funding. Cash-strapped organisations will do the most ridiculous things if they think they will get paid for it.

So we had a discussion in the boardroom and there were lots of jokes, like "What happens if we book a Beatles tribute band? Will we be breaking our grant conditions if they play Why don't we do it in the road?"  And we decided to refuse the money until it was offered on a more sensible basis. But just a couple of months later we were asked to write a new business plan by another local authority, and they wanted us to write the plan using the same set of headings as those that were used in their own business plan. Because of that we found ourselves having to show how we contributed to an agenda about housing, transport and crime.

At the same time that my jaw was dropping at these developments, other and more notable people were starting to get worried too. Nicholas Hytner, the Director of the National Theatre in London wrote an article for a Sunday newspaper headlined "To hell with targets", complaining about the conditions that were attached to his annual funding grant. So I got together with the National Theatre, a couple of other people, and Charles Saumarez Smith, who was then the Director of the National Gallery and we decided that "something must be done". What we did was to put on a conference in the summer of 2003 called "Valuing Culture" at which we questioned the role of government in the arts and culture, and this drift towards thinking of culture exclusively in terms of what it could do to help meet economic and social policy goals. The conference was attended by our then Secretary of State for Culture Tessa Jowell, and after listening to the contributions she wrote a paper called "Government and the Value of Culture" in which she posed this question: "How, in going beyond targets, can we best capture the value of Culture?"

 My own response to that challenge was to write two pamphlets that I want to talk to you about today, that look at exactly that question - how to articulate the value of culture. One is called "Cultural Value and the Crisis of Legitimacy", and the other is Capturing Cultural Value. I think I can honestly claim that they have two virtues. One is that, in a world where most books and all reports are too long, they are quite short. And the other is that they are free, and if you are still interested in reading them after hearing me speak, you can download them from the Demos website at www demos.co.uk
Responding to Tessa Jowell's question about the value of culture led me to think not just about the language, concepts and metrics of cultural value, but also about the place of culture in contemporary society, and in particular its relationship with politics. I suppose I should say up front that Culture is a very difficult word. Indeed the cultural theorist Raymond Williams in his seminal work Keywords said it was "one of the two or three most difficult words in the English language". Today I am not going to use the word in its wide ethnographic sense, encompassing the creation of meaning through all of society's practices and symbols, but in a more restricted way, applying to culture as a pursuit through the arts, which are broadly conceived to include historic and contemporary arts, "high art" and popular art: museums, galleries, performing arts, public libraries, literature and heritage.  

So let's begin by looking at the types of value that culture can generate. It seems to me that there are three types of value that come into play.

The first is intrinsic value. The dictionary definition of intrinsic is that it means "Essential; in the essence of; fundamental to". To use my previous example of the concert hall, music was our essential purpose. But the term intrinsic is also used to refer to the intangible values that lie in the individual, subjective experience of culture. It is this set of values that people are referring to when they say things like "Dancing moves me", "That painting's rubbish" or "Writing poems helps me to understand who I am". Now, in some ways the term intrinsic is unhelpful because nothing has an absolute value in itself, the value is only there in the encounter between an individual and the cultural experience or artifact. Intrinsic Value is therefore better thought of as the capacity and potential of culture to move us rather than as a measurable and fixed stock of worth. This type of value is subjective, because it varies from person to person; and relative, because it changes over time. The term also has unhelpful associations with class and power, and with the sort of arts-for-arts sake aestheticism that can easily drift into preciousness, and artists wanting public funding without proper accountability. 

But however problematic, intrinsic value is a term that has passed into the language, as a sort of shorthand for the way that culture moves us intellectually, emotionally and spiritually. 

Now, intrinsic value is notoriously difficult to describe, let alone measure, and the rational econometrics of government simply can't cope with it, because this aspect of culture deals in abstract concepts like beauty, truth and the sublime. It affects our emotions individually and differently, and it involves making judgments about quality. It really doesn't fit with the hard-headed machismo that is supposed to dominate in business, politics, sport and the media. These days, if you can't count it, it doesn't count, and how do you put a number on something like this - the Weather project at Tate Modern? 

Not only that, but in a world of postmodern relativism it has become difficult to use words like ‘truth and beauty’ and to agree any shared meanings for those terms. Any discussion of standards begs the question "who decides?"  A recent report to government by Sir Brian McMaster, who used to run the Edinburgh Festival, has suggested that decisions about the arts need to move back towards judging quality. The report is called from measurement to judgment, and in many ways it's a step in the right direction. However it falls into exactly the problems that I have been describing. On the issue of who decides? McMaster's answer is the experts - he calls for peer review about quality. That is part of the answer, but only part, for, as I shall explain later, they are only one of the interested parties in culture, and the other parties - politicians and the public, also deserve a voice.

Yet with all of the problems that definitions of quality and excellence entail. It seems to me vital to establish a convincing and serious language in which public policy can talk about the way in which culture moves us. To go back to my practical example, a concert hall should be able to talk about the emotional impact of music, and not just about economic development, or, indeed road safety. And I think a start has been made. The categorisations of historic, social, symbolic, aesthetic and spiritual value that have been articulated by the Australian economist Professor David Throsby seem to me to offer a way to address these values without falling into the mysticism of old-fashioned connoisseurship, where experts simply assert their preferences and determine these issues for the rest of us. Throsby's categories are useful because they provide a means of breaking down a big idea into everyday language, thus opening up richer possibilities for discussion and understanding. 

But it is interesting to reflect that there are all sorts of other places, beyond the cultural world, where we might find some helpful leads when talking about intrinsic value because many people in other sectors are grappling with exactly the same issue: how to find a way of expressing the value of things that they know are important but are difficult to quantify. Environmentalists have developed a vocabulary to talk about the value of nature, of biodiversity, and of landscape that contains some useful concepts that are directly translatable into the cultural world, such as the need for cultural diversity in order to sustain a robust cultural ecology, the need to apply the precautionary principle to assets like museum objects and oral traditions that are both endangered and rare, and the idea of intergenerational equity – not ‘cheating on our children’. We should, I propose, be passing on a richer culture to future generations than the one we were lucky enough to inherit ourselves.

In a different, and perhaps surprising, part of the wood, there are other lessons to be learned. In the corporate world, the question is how to value intangibles like knowledge, morale, brands and financial instruments such as options. This is not an academic matter. When Enron went bust it had total assets of US$ 65 billion, of which US$ 55 billion were intangibles – and how very intangible they proved to be. Yet even though the corporate world may be very far from getting it right, accountants there have at least come up with two useful principles: consistency and disclosure, which are lacking in our cultural discourse. For example, we don’t have in culture, it seems to me, any shared understanding of words like risk and innovation, though we use them all the time.  

The second type of value that we can find in culture is instrumental value where culture is used as a tool or instrument to accomplish some other aim - such as economic regeneration, or improved exam results, or better patient recovery times. These are the knock-on effects of culture, looking to achieve things that could be achieved in other ways as well. This kind of value tends to be captured in output, outcome and impact studies that are often, but not always, expressed in figures. But there are problems in trying to pin down and quantify the exact connection between culture and these instrumental benefits. Let me give you an example, and to keep it simple, let's narrow it down to one instrumental agenda and one part of the cultural landscape: let's look at the economic impact of libraries – although we could equally well choose to look at the effects of the visual arts in hospitals, or the impact of theatre workshops in schools. I know of a number of studies in the UK and in the US that have tried to assess the economic impact of libraries, and here's a quote from the opening page of an extensive research effort undertaken in the US State of Florida. 

The report starts by saying "the economic impacts and benefits received from public libraries are numerous, varied and complex". Well yes, thanks a lot, and tell us something we didn't know. But the authors did face a formidably difficult task in collecting, pulling together and synthesising all the quantitative and qualitative data.  That doesn't mean we shouldn't attempt to do it, but it does mean that we should be aware of, and honest about, the methodological difficulties that we face. We can start with broad statements that seem obvious, almost platitudinous, but get into terrible trouble when we try to pin them down in numbers. For instance, it seems to me incontrovertible that the UK's economic success over the last half century rests on widespread high quality public education, and that public libraries have played an essential role in that. But take that down a level: how do I prove something that "seems to me" to be true?  And even if I can establish that connection, how can I quantify the statement? Can I show that a public investment of X pounds over fifty years has produced a return on investment of Y pounds? The problems are clear:

First the economic consequences of library visits and reading are too remote in time and space to be a matter of simple cause and effect. It's hard to prove to a sceptic that borrowing a book and learning something at the age of fourteen translated into becoming a software entrepreneur at the age of twenty-five. 

Second, the public library experience will be one of many factors producing an economic effect: people have a complex mix of factors in their lives that give them the skills, knowledge and motivation to be economic actors. 

There's a third problem. Systems of economic data collection are notoriously bad at capturing things that don't happen: if an arts project in a prison stops someone re-offending the social benefits will not be captured in Gross Domestic Product which, ironically and confusingly, will be less that it would have been if that person had carried on with a life of crime.  

Apart from remoteness of cause and effect, there is also the fact that different people have different individual experiences of libraries and reading: one may be inspired by a particular text, the next may not get past the first chapter. So trying to form a causal chain between the library experience and economic decisions and benefits at the individual level is very difficult indeed. That means we have to look at correlation: on a bigger scale, does the existence of a public library match economic performance? Here again there are all sorts of problems: the relationship between a population and its library service is formidably complex, affected by a multitude of extraneous factors beyond the control of the library itself. Add to that the fact that any methodologies that are employed need to fit in with other conceptual and statistical frameworks that have been developed elsewhere in government, and you can see that we can easily get tied up in knots. 

And as if all that isn't problematic enough, the elephant in the room is that we will never know whether our investment in libraries would have been better spent, from an economic input/outcome point of view on, say, giving every fourteen-year-old a computer.

Yet in spite of these methodological difficulties, there is an increasingly persuasive body of evidence showing that culture does have instrumental impacts across a whole range of economic and social policy. 

Here is a quote from a former editor of the British Medical Journal:  “My contention is that diverting 0.5% of the healthcare budget to the arts would improve the health of people in Britain.”

Half of one percent of the British Healthcare budget, by the way, is about five hundred million pounds, and that is about 17% more than the entire spend of British Local Government on the arts, museums and heritage.

Just as in health, so with tourism. Culture is an increasingly important driver of tourist visits. In the UK we get about 37 million visitors a year, and they spend roughly £15 billion (actually that's the cost of a hotel room in London these days, excluding breakfast), and more than 70 per cent say they come to visit museums, heritage sites and the theatre. Cultural tourism is of course, one of the reasons why big new galleries are springing up from Shanghai to Bilbao and from Athens to Abu Dhabi. Here is a picture of the new Gehry-designed museum that's being built there.

But perhaps the most important area where the arts and culture have instrumental value is in the creative economy. Creative work, brain work, added-value from design and from cultural production are an increasingly important feature of successful economies.  

Indeed, it is this part of the economy that has shown the most rapid growth over the last twenty years across the OECD, and here are some figures showing the size of the cultural economy in five such countries. These are significant numbers.  In London for example, the creative economy is now equal in size to the financial services industries and employs just as many people, something that twenty years ago would have been unthinkable. This strikingly successful performance in things like film, fashion and music has created enormous prosperity and huge spin-offs: people come to the UK not for its banks but for its museums and film locations, people want to live here not because of the stock exchange but because it's fun. Yet on a personal, regional and global scale, this creative buoyancy has a dark side. Those people, towns and cities that are not part of the creative economy have been left behind. In the UK as a whole, while the creative industries have been growing twice as quickly as the rest of the economy, primary industries have died, manufacturing towns have been left behind, and greater inequalities have resulted, between individual people, and between towns and regions.  The implication of that is that in the race for creative and intellectual growth, it is dangerous to be left behind. We need to be educating children and young people for this new creative economy, investing in the infrastructure that supports it, and the arts, heritage and culture are an essential part of that. I don't agree with everything that Tony Blair said during his decade in office - very far from it - but I think he was absolutely right when he said last year: "We prosper by the talent and ability of our people. Human capital is key. Much of the value-added in modern goods and services comes from people - their ability to innovate, to think anew, to be creative. Such people are broad minded. They thrive on curiosity about the next new idea, they welcome the challenge of an open world, and such breadth of mind is enormously enhanced by interaction with art and culture." Surely that must be right?

Apart from individuals, we also need to think about the way that companies - and I mean all sorts of companies, not just those in the Creative Industries - are drawn to attractive environments that have a flourishing cultural life. The American economist Richard Florida has written extensively about how creative people, (and when he says creative people he's talking about software engineers and lawyers, not just artists or film makers), about how these people are drawn to places with a rich cultural life, and how companies follow in the wake, and set themselves up in the places where they can find the right kind of workforce. 

Actually, this is not a new phenomenon: in the 1950s the Ford motor company decided not to build a car plant in the city of Tampa, because the local politicians had voted against building a public library. The company's reasoning was that if the local people and local politicians were such dullards they wouldn't be much use in the factory. So Richard Florida's argument may well explain why places like Sydney, London, Austin Texas, and Toronto are vibrant and growing - because their cultures are rich and eclectic.

But let's get back to our triangle because I haven't yet said anything about this third type of value that I think can be perceived in culture, and that is what I call Institutional value. This is closely related to the idea of public value, and it is all about the way that cultural organisations act. They are part of the public realm and how they do things creates value as much as what they do. In their interactions with the public, cultural organisations are in a position to increase - or indeed decrease - such things as our trust in each other, our idea of whether we live in a fair and equitable society, our mutual conviviality and civility, and a whole host of other public goods. So the way in which our institutions go about their business is important. Things like opening hours, meeting and greeting, providing opportunities to grow and learn are not simply about customer care as they would be in the commercial world. No, they are much more important than that, they can act to strengthen our sense of a collective society and our attachment to our locality and community. After all, culture is the major place where citizens interact voluntarily with the public realm: you have to send your children to school, you have to go to court if you get a summons, but you go to a theatre, a museum or a library because you want to go. This seems to me to be something interesting, and something that politics should take much more account of, so I will return to it later.

But to sum up our value triangle, you can see these three ways in which culture can be valued: intrinsically, instrumentally, and institutionally. I want to stress that these are not three distinct categories where we put different experiences or art forms. It's not that contemporary dance is all about intrinsic values and theatre all about institutional values. My point is that all these three values are viewpoints or perspectives of equal validity, and they should be considered together. Let me give you an example. If a schoolchild is taken on a school visit to a museum, she may well have a moving emotional experience that can be talked about using the language of intrinsic value; she may be taught about an artist, and reproduce her learning in the exam room, and that becomes to a measurable instrumental impact. And she may get a sense of civic pride from this local museum, feel part of her community, and see the museum as a public place that she is entitled to share with others - and that would be an example of institutional value.

Seeing all three values as essential aspects of culture, or as equal viewpoints, avoids the predominance of any one of them. If too much emphasis is placed on intrinsic value, art ends up as precious, captured by an elite, and you start hearing museum directors saying there are too many people in museums, and experts complaining about 'dumbing down'. When too much emphasis is placed on instrumental value, the artists and professionals are alienated and find themselves being used as a means to an end to correct social deficits. When too much emphasis is placed on institutional value you can lose sight of the art. But put all three together, and you have a robust mixed economy of value, a stable three-legged stool to validate culture. And that mirrors the financial economy of state, public, corporate and private funding that underpins the arts and culture, where again, reliance on any one tends to lead to trouble.

So far so good. We now have a way of talking about the value of culture, but let's move on and take a look at the context in which these values operate.  Here is another triangle that shows what might be called the cultural settlement.  Here we have the public, politicians, and cultural professionals - including artists.

This used to be a simple set of relationships. In the 1950s people voted for politicians, who decided the policy framework for culture - censorship, the licensing of premises and so on as well as the financial resources that they were prepared to commit. The cultural professionals then got on with what they did - the Director of the local Gallery told everyone which pictures were beautiful, and what fine brushwork was involved, and the public either turned up to see them or stayed at home. And nobody much worried about it. 

Clearly things have changed enormously. For one thing the public can no longer be thought of as a homogenous mass or divided into a simple set of classes. We, the public, are a set of diverse interests where everyone is in a minority. Each of us has an eclectic, pick-and-mix approach to cultural life drawn from an unprecedentedly vast array of choices. And what a wonderfully liberating thing that is. Our culture is gradually shifting from a hierarchical, patriarchal, closed and fixed models, to an open and diverse network.

Technology and new means of communicating are transforming the possibilities for the public consumption and, crucially, the public production of culture. We, the public, are also becoming less deferential, more consumerist and more demanding. These are all important things for politicians and cultural professionals to realise.

But what is it that the public values about culture? I would suggest that the reason people spend their time and money engaging with the arts and museums, is because of all the uplifting, thrilling, frightening, comforting, funny, terrifying, enjoyable things that culture can do. Mostly, what the public wants from the arts and culture is a good night out, or to take their children somewhere interesting and improving.   In other words, the public cares most about intrinsic value. The public also cares about Institutional value: we don't like being treated badly by our cultural organisations, and we object to overpriced drinks, uncomfortable seats, poor changing facilities, unhelpful opening hours or over-inflated claims about performances. 

But the public doesn't think about culture in terms of instrumental values. Although they may care very much about health or the economy, they don't think about culture in those terms at all. They don't maintain that artists should be tackling crime any more than they think the police should be playing the piano, and they certainly don't use the kind of language that politicians and cultural professionals use when it comes to the arts. Nobody sits in a darkened auditorium thinking: "I'm so glad the price of my ticket is helping the creative economy and contributing to business prosperity."

.

What about the cultural professionals, those people who work in the arts and culture? What do they value? First and foremost they too care about the intrinsic value of culture - why otherwise would they be working in the sector at all? If they are leading organisations then they should care about institutional values, even if they haven't started thinking about them in the rather grandiose terms of public good that I have been talking about. And they may well care too about instrumental values - indeed some professionals base their practice on them, seeking particular social outcomes through their work. 

And the politicians? Here we discover a highly problematic relationship, pulled in two directions by politics' desire simultaneously to distance itself from culture, and to control culture.

In Western democracies, politicians have on the one hand been keen to detach themselves from decisions about funding the arts, and generally do so through arms-length agencies, like Arts Councils in the UK and commonwealth countries, and in the US the National Endowment for the Arts. Why is that? 

I think there are a number of reasons and they are these. First there is a historical explanation. These systems were set up in the years following a long and costly war with fascism, and at the start of the cold war with the communist block, and western democracies did not want the arts to enforce state ideologies. 

Second, politicians did not, and do not, want to be answerable for what artists do - and who can blame them? Art pushes boundaries, and sometimes it's deliberately offensive and provocative. I had a conversation last year with the Minister for Culture in a country many miles away who was very relieved that the arms-length principle meant that he didn't have to defend some artists who were being pilloried in the press. As he put it: "I'm as broadminded as the next person - but painting trees blue, that's ridiculous."

The third reason why the arts and politics can be uneasy bedfellows is because the arts are about things that politics doesn't really approve of. The arts are creative and risk-taking, and one of the jobs of politics is to reduce uncertainty and to minimise risk. Politics doesn't like surprises. It wants to invest on the basis of hard evidence, knowing that if it spends X it will save Y, and as I have just been saying, culture and the arts aren't always easily measurable and predictable. 

On top of that the arts can be oppositional and challenging, and politicians don't like opposition either. They sometimes say they do, but it's like hearing the chief executive of a company saying he welcomes competition - it never quite rings true, does it?

But all of these are small matters compared to the biggest difficulty in the relationship between culture and politics, one that has been pointed out by Richard Eyre, and that is described by the American writer Philip Roth in these terms. He says that "Politics is the great generaliser and literature the great particulariser, and not only are they in an inverse relationship to each other they are in an antagonistic relationship. How can you be an artist and renounce the nuance?” he asks. "But how can you be a politician and allow the nuance?" 

Stravinsky was making a similar point when he wrote “it is the individual that matters, never the mass. The "mass," in relationship to art, is a quantitative term which has never once entered into my consideration.”

And from a political perspective, Lenin put it another way when he said that he hated listening to Beethoven because it made him want to caress people's heads when he should be banging them together. 

It's here, in politics' job of producing mass social outcomes, that politics' other desire emerges. Far from wanting the arts to be independent, and autonomous, politics has a desire to control, to use culture as a tool for economic and social ends. In other words, politics has an in-built tendency to think about culture in terms of instrumental values. 

Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher started this trend, asking the question, if we are putting public money into the arts, what financial return are we getting back on our investment? Their major concern was about the economy, but later politicians, like Tony Blair emphasised the social return - what could the arts do for community building, regeneration, education and the rest?  

In the late twentieth century, instrumental values really came to the fore, and a typical arts project looked something like this: a politician who didn't know where to house a collection of paintings, and wanted to regenerate a disused industrial building. So a famous architect was employed, and the gallery opened. An artist in residence joined the team, and hey presto, young people started a career in the creative industries. 

The problem is that when politics and even private sector funders become obsessed with instrumental outcomes, all sorts of deleterious consequences follow.  

The first is that unless culture can prove its worth in these terms - and I described earlier the difficulties of proving instrumental cause and effect - the politicians start to wonder why they are funding the arts. Estelle Morris who used to be the Minister for the Arts put it this way when she said: "I know that the Arts and culture make a contribution to health, to education, to crime reduction, to strong communities, to the nation’s well-being, but I don’t know how to evaluate it 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."

This is very dangerous, because if we have to rely solely on economic and social arguments and then can't back them up with hard evidence, the implication is that we can wave public funding of the arts goodbye.

The second problem with politics' concentration on instrumental values is that it leads to a social deficit model for culture, seeing the arts as something that can fix social problems rather than being a universal positive force for everyone.

The third problem is that instrumentalism introduces the language of managerialism into culture - a jargon filled language that alienates both cultural professionals and the public. The arts used to tell stories and narratives, and to express themselves in non-verbal ways. Now we have a bureaucratic language that alienates cultural practitioners. Listen to the words of John Fox , a pioneering innovator who founded the arts company Welfare State International. These are his valedictory words on deciding to wind up the enterprise: "Walking the tightrope of arts funding between look-at me celebrity and surrogate social work has become untenable. All our goals of the 60s: access, disability awareness and multicultural participation, have been established, but now such agendas come before the art. We joined to make spontaneous playful art outside the ghetto - not to work three years ahead in a goal-oriented corporate institution where matched funding and value-added output tick boxes destroy imaginative excess." 

In fact the cultural world conspires in this kind of language; we talk about the subsidised sector, and about being given "the right to fail". It really is time some of this was challenged. Harvard Business School uses anecdotal evidence just as much as the arts, but they call it case studies - why doesn't the cultural sector do the same? When science labs get public money that is called investing in "pure science", but experimentation in the arts is not "pure art", it's often characterised as "cash given away".

There are many recipients of public money, and many cases where the private sector gets tax breaks or arranges its affairs so as not to pay taxes. That amounts to public subsidy too, but you don't hear newspapers (who somehow manage to pay very little tax) being urged to stand on their own two feet, and you don't hear the defence industry's research grants being called 'handouts', in the way that the arts are stigmatised.

The next problem with instrumentalism is the tendency for politicians and funders to want to micro-manage the arts in pursuit of social goods. Let me just illustrate this by telling you how targets have developed over the last ten years, and I swear that I am telling the truth.

If someone from a black or minority ethnic group sees a steel band at an Indian festival called a mela that counts as a participation in the arts on the part of that target group. But if they see the same steel band at a West Indian festival called a carnival it doesn’t count. If someone who defines themselves as being in one of the lower socio-economic groups C2, D or E using the National Statistics Socio-Economic classification (and I am really not sure how many C2DEs have read the National Statistics classification criteria, perhaps there is a statistic about it), if one of those people goes to the Opera that counts, but if they go to a poetry reading it doesn’t. If they go back to the Opera that doesn’t count as a second participation, a second participation has to be in a different form, like taking photos (but as long as the photos are artistic and not “family or holiday snaps.” – and who is to be the judge of that? Is this a Martin Parr? or me trying to be artistic, or a holiday photo downloaded from the web?  You can see the difficulties. 

But the final problem with instrumentalism is the biggest one of all.

If we go back to our two triangles, you can see that the public think of culture primarily in terms of their individual, personal experiences, whereas politics is concerned with instrumental mass social outcomes. This means that there is a fundamental disconnect here, that has led, in many countries, to a closed conversation between cultural professionals and politicians; a conversation that is conducted in an alien language that excludes the public.

And that must be a bad thing because surely, in a modern democracy, the public funding of culture should rest on a broad democratic mandate of public support. It is time for both politics and cultural professionals to develop a much richer dialogue directly with the public. If they do so, everyone will win - the professionals will get a more secure basis for their public funding, the public will get a richer culture, and politicians will forge a better relationship with their voters. 

Those are pretty grandiose claims, so let me try to persuade you why this matters. 

The first point is this: if you look across the OECD countries, you see that everywhere culture is a poor relation in terms of government expenditure. And I think that the small amounts of money that OECD governments spend reflect a belief that culture is essentially a luxury, an add-on, something that we can only afford once all the serious stuff is paid for; a leisure pursuit that we can indulge once the business of the day is done. 

That attitude may have been valid twenty years ago, but it doesn't work any more. As I hope to have shown, culture is now a major economic driver and a factor in every aspect of life from international relations to educational achievement. We no longer define ourselves in terms of our jobs or our geography, but in terms of the culture that we choose to engage with. Culture no longer lies at the periphery of social and economic life but at the centre.

The second point is that, as the traditional institutions of civic life, including governments themselves, face declining levels of public trust, politics needs to support those spaces and places where civic life thrives - and again, as I hope to have proved earlier, cultural institutions are the places where people engage with each other.

Third point - everywhere you look you see more and more people engaging with culture, whether that is in formal traditional places like theatres and museums, or in new spaces like youtube. The consumption and production of culture are no longer elite preoccupations, they are activities that involve huge numbers of people. A recent survey for DCMS showed 67% of the population participating in theatre, 49% using public libraries, and 43% visiting museums, while a European survey this summer found only one per cent agreeing that culture "is for an elite." Internationally, the trend is for households to spend an ever greater percentage of their income on recreation and culture, and people in the UK are at the top of the list. 

Final point: while we have all been getting richer over the last half century, we haven't been getting any happier. This divergence holds good through all the countries that I have been able to find data for and surely the implication of that is that policy in the coming century will need to concentrate more and more on non-materialistic goals. The job of politics is to address people's wellbeing, not just their pockets, and part of the prescription for wellbeing is a rich cultural and creative life.

For me all this adds up to four conclusions.
First, that politics should be paying much more attention to culture, and treating it as a central concern because of the way that culture has become an important element in people's lives. Politicians, funders, and cultural professionals need to understand the full range of values that adhere to culture, and the interests of different groups in those values.

Second, in a world where individual members of the public have a proliferating and eclectic set of cultural choices, funders and politicians should think of themselves as nurturing a cultural ecology rather than just delivering a cultural service. They need to pay attention to the small scale, the marginal, and the diverse that can provide the resilience needed for future survival and growth. We need polycultures because, as we all know, monocultures are unhealthy, and ultimately unsustainable. Not to mention boring.

My final conclusion is that we need a new alignment between culture, politics and the public, and that challenge falls mainly on cultural professionals to find new ways of engaging with the public. They need to shape and to listen to the public's voice, with their aim being to create greater value for the public. This doesn't mean a subservience to short-term public will: on the contrary, it implies a reinvigorated professionalism. It means using professional expertise in the service of the public, whilst listening to public preferences. Full legitimacy for spending public money on culture will only be gained when the voice of the public clearly says that they want that money spent on galleries and libraries, theatres and museums and events like the Sultan's Elephant in London.
My hope is that by using the language of cultural value, by understanding the full range of values - the intrinsic, instrumental and institutional - that the arts and culture bring to each and every one of us, and by seeing that different groups have different priorities and concerns, we can gain all a better mutual understanding of culture, and develop a rich and cooperative approach to funding the arts.

Only then will the arts and culture can take their rightful place at the centre of contemporary society, and finally achieve the status that they deserve, of being real political priorities and undisputed public goods.

Thank you
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