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I 
Summary

Background and methodology
‘The shared space’ seminar, held by the Arts Council of England for the Council of Europe, dealt with one of the major challenges to contemporary cultural policy – changes in national demography and their impact on cultural life.

The seminar targeted 44 senior arts managers from the UK, Canada and mainland Europe. All were key individuals who appreciated the need to reshape their mainstream institutions to reflect changes in society. These went wider than population change alone. Set assumptions of definition, identity and control had been challenged by structural changes, like the merging of public and private financing, while globalisation itself in many cases radically undercut national distinctiveness.

The participants engaged in scenarios presented as hypothetical, and worked intensively in small groups to produce detailed proposals for ways forward. The two cases had been picked to encapsulate many of the dilemmas faced by participants – performance spaces situated in an area of new diversity that need to reorient themselves; and a visual arts facility that looks for a way to respond to its local working class/diverse audience while aspiring to international status.

The groups identified success factors. These were later reinforced by the actual experience of the protagonists, when it was revealed that the ‘hypothetical’ scenarios were real ones. They also outlined broader steps that would provide the kind of policy context in which mainstream organisations such as theirs could be given the kind of stimulus, information and support that they need with which to embrace change.

Success factors
The participants identified ten fundamental factors in starting to bridge the chasm between diverse communities and mainstream cultural bodies. Based around the principle of partnerships, these also need to be accompanied by internal institutional change to be fully effective. 

They were extrapolated from discrete situations, but they nevertheless have overall relevance and form a useful focus for institutions seeking guidance on practical change.

1. mutual benefit. Both sides of a partnership must benefit and be seen to do so. Jobs and economic benefit are particularly important.

2. clear communication – both internally and with all stakeholders externally; the identification and development of new channels of information.

3. clarity of aim. Diversity should be integrated into all the workings and processes, monitored and reviewed regularly.

4. development time. Recognition that well grounded partnerships need time. Resist quick results.

5. co-working. The development of understanding, trust and a common language through partners working on common projects.

6. integrated governance. Recruitment of local people onto the board, in particular those under the age of 30.

7. political support. No organisation exists in a vacuum but within a network of local political, voluntary and educational bodies. This network sustains, protects and roots it, and should be actively built.

8. artistic excellence. A strong focus on quality, which in itself will draw audiences and also keep artists in the area.

9. holistic approach. Creation of a unified programme and strategy – not limiting black work to the job of a Black Arts officer or relying on niche marketing.

10.  focus on youth. Recognition of the importance of young people and the need to develop strategies to engage with them. 

Institutional support
The group sent messages to funding bodies, in particular the Arts Council of England and the Council of Europe.

Cultural institutions, such as those represented at the seminar, exist too often in isolation without the information on diversity practice and infrastructures that could help to define and sharpen their own understanding of issues. The Arts Council and the Council of Europe could not solve all their needs, but they could partially do so and they could act as advocates and brokers with other departments and bodies.

1. Information around diversity (strategy, policy, good practice etc) on an international basis is scanty. The seminar should be followed up by a working network of arts managers. This could use email groups, a website or other devices but should facilitate contacts and information exchange. 

2. A manual is needed containing strategies for implementing the principle of diversity in institutional organisation and management. 

3. Networking and contact create partnerships. This could be partly achieved by a regular broad-based international conference. The effective, annual Metropolis conference on international migration issues has just introduced culture as a theme. This could be expanded.

4. Arts education needs to be less xenophobic. Backing is needed for a strategy to encourage vocational arts training courses to be more inclusive and reflect the important role played by wider cultural movements.

5. More opportunities are needed for training Black, Asian and Chinese curators and programmers, and monitoring their progress.

The group said that the Arts Council in particular should focus on:

· improving representation on boards of cultural bodies, recruitment of their staff members, staffing, training and general area of governance.

· encouraging its funded clients to re-examine their own working through the eyes of diversity, looking at the features covered in this seminar – ie physical appearance and ambiance of the shared space, communication, guest programming/curating; the possible shared use of facilities, common working groups, reciprocal board membership, etc. The Arts Council should ask its clients to formulate how they will factor in the need for greater inclusivity.

Tools for change

The seminar sketched in a broader context in which to site diversity with what the Council of Europe representative cited as two important conceptual tools for policy change. The first concerned the nature of access to public shared space as an aspect of cultural citizenship; the second focused on the principle of difference as a cultural right.

Shared space and cultural citizenship
The ‘shared public space’ explicitly raises questions about rights to cultural access and participation. What is the public space today? How is it defined and managed and what rights do we have to participate in its definition and management? 

Culture and cultural expression have increasingly come to be recognised as major elements in personal and national identity as well as a strong strand in contemporary economic life. There is therefore a strong case for framing a right to participation in the public cultural domain in the basic context of citizenship. ‘Cultural citizenship’ would recognise a general need for cultural expression, for a share in a common public domain and for tools to facilitate such an equitable engagement. 

Diversity
It became clear that the object is ultimately not to make ‘more places within the mainstream’ for diverse populations but to change the profile and thinking of the mainstream itself. Diversity in other words is less a simple condition to be quantified in terms of physical representation but more a fundamental principle of institutional operation. 

This principle means that every aspect of the way that an institution functions should be governed by a respect for difference, but that difference should not be contained within ethnic boundaries. It affects the very ways in which an institution is constructed, the clarity with which it recognises its own innate tendencies and ways of working, the freedom it can develop to commit itself to principled but sometimes uncomfortable change.

The ability to accommodate diversity, in short, is a core item in the health check of every organisation, indicating a broader ability to deal flexibly and creatively with change and to achieve a state of equity. A mainstream not based on the principle of diversity is essentially inequitable.

Finally, the Council of Europe officer expressed the hope that a similar exercise, using expertise from the UK and other states, might take place in other states participating in the next phases of the Council’s ‘Cultural Policy and Cultural Diversity’ project. It had succeeded in bringing together people facing similar challenges from highly different cultural contexts within the UK and beyond. Such an exercise pooled expertise and developed collaborative insights, and could provide a blueprint for the European dimension of the public cultural space. 

II
Proceedings

1
Context 

‘The shared space’ seminar was a direct response to demographic, political and cultural change. Immigration and new population profiles have impacted strongly on the way that western cities look and act. In the UK, old simple theories of assimilation and absorption have proved to be untenable. All to the good, many would argue, for developments have shown what a regenerative effect other forms and perspectives have had on overall cultural life. They have expanded the range of expression; they have introduced new perspectives. They have created new cultural forms that have generated considerable excitement inside Britain and abroad. Far from being intruders, history has shown that the new voices have been a vital and positive force for change.

Nevertheless statistics also show that that success goes hand in hand with continuing inequality in the cultural world, in particular in institutions generally termed ‘mainstream’ – a country’s national theatres, art galleries, museums and so on. Evidence around the Council of Europe’s study of diversity indicated this was by no means unusual, nor of course limited to culture. In Britain, recent reports on the broader social scene have described ‘parallel societies’ with self-contained lives and unshared facilities. And it should be noted that soon after ‘The shared space’ seminar (held in February 2002), elections in a number of European countries produced increased votes for right-wing anti-immigration parties whose supporters charged immigrants with forming self-contained and separate entities.

The seminar was clear on the iconic importance of mainstream institutions. As Greg Baeker’s background paper points out (Appendix A), mainstream institutions have traditionally been taken as flagships for the national culture, history and identity. They have mirrored the cultural meaning of the nation state and bestow value. Their work tends to be the natural centrepiece of cultural policy and attract a significant part of cultural budgets. 

‘Public spaces’ in cities have traditionally been dominated by historic interest groups and reflected the norms and standards of these groups. This has resulted in the exclusion of other cultural forms, groups and artists from representation in and identification with ‘the public sphere’. Hence ‘public space’ has become increasingly ‘unshared’, leading to a need for more open debate.  

This comes at a time when the way in which public space is regarded has also shifted. Regional and global relationships have re-defined the nation state and its functions. Set boundaries have been challenged by the development of public/private partnerships in the management and financing of national cultural institutions. The process of devolution, or the sharing of responsibility for managing and defining national cultural institutions, raises the question of what we mean by the term ‘public’ when we evoke the concept of public cultural space.

Awareness of overall change has informed the Arts Council of England’s cultural diversity policy since the publication, in 1998, of its Cultural Diversity Action Plan. It also fed substantially into the debates around the Council of Europe’s comparative study, ‘Cultural Policy and Cultural Diversity’. ‘The shared space’ seminar arose directly from both initiatives. 

It took as its spine the statement by Professor Tony Bennett in his report on the Council of Europe project: 

Cultural diversity, in all its forms, is posing a profound challenge to traditional formulations of cultural policy. In most countries the artistic and cultural landscape has not evolved to reflect the realities of a changed social landscape. This rift threatens to undermine the legitimacy or cultural institutions and the public policy that supports them. The shift from homogeneity to diversity as the new social norm requires a rethinking of the processes, mechanisms, and relationships necessary for democratic policy development in diverse societies.

2
Objectives
‘The shared space’ seminar set out to address the following issues: Can policy and planning create truly representative and diverse shared public spaces; and if so, how? What techniques can be employed to encourage change and spread ownership? Can specific principles be elaborated which would provide a framework model for new institutions? 

The workshop was practical in its thrust, but recognised the need for a critical context for achieving cultural diversity in shared public spaces. It sought key principles that could work towards democratic, diverse cultural spaces. These principles, in their turn, led to recommendations.

3
Participants

Invitations were extended to 44 key senior arts managers from 12 countries in the UK, mainland Europe and Canada. There was a conscious focus on directors and senior administrators, since they are responsible for anticipating and realising change in their institutions.

The similarity of status was offset by the diversity of institutions chosen, in terms of art forms (including visual arts, opera, theatre and performance poetry) and of their size, status and location. 

The event was held in the Royal Opera House, symbol par excellence of the traditional mainstream, and itself keen to embrace the issues involved in change. It was chaired by Lola Young, Head of Culture for the Greater London Authority, and managed by Phyllida Shaw for the Arts Council of England. It came with the official support of the Department for Culture, Media and Sport, and the Council of Europe.

4
Methodology

A model had been devised that used the format of ‘hypothetical’ problems. Two representative dilemmas had been selected that would entail complex choices for management, and would also embody many of the classic issues associated with cultural diversity across national boundaries.

The first posited the case of an ‘imaginary’ mainstream performance venue with an exclusively white audience in an area that had become far more culturally diverse, and a nearby Black community centre that wanted to broaden its base. The second concerned a major new gallery that both sought to address its diverse local working class community and to gain national/international recognition. 

Work took place in six small working groups, each with its own facilitator. The composition of each group was different for each of the two sessions. The substance of the discussions were transmitted to the Chair in the break and then formed part of her overview.

Direct case studies were also provided by Marcel de Munnynk (Zinneke Parade, Brussels) and Margo Cane, Canadian aboriginal artist.

5
Dilemma one: the institution that needs to redefine itself 

Diversity in an existing institutional context – challenging thinking about

change: can partnerships be made that will spread the sense of ownership?

What techniques can be employed to encourage change? What are the critical success (or failure) factors?

Case study

The setting was an anonymous northern town containing two very different

cultural buildings. Building A had been established by the amateur dramatic

movement and had a loyal white audience for its theatre programmes.

Building B was based on the foundations of a Caribbean cultural centre and

its ethos was still rooted in the values of community support. Its loyal

users were black. Taking into account the objective conditions, the

challenge was to create conditions to enable both directors to broaden their programming artistic scope and diversify their audiences. 

Once the different groups had been reassured that the impetus for change had come from the organisations themselves, they went on to dissect the needs, circumstances, potential and opportunities of the two organisations. A generally consistent pattern of debate established itself across the six groups. The following principles were identified as necessary reference points.

Principles

1. Mutual benefit. For co-operation to work, more than mere convenience was needed. Both venues would need to be clear as to what benefits could accrue to each. What shared values could be established? Was there an artistic vision that could inform developments, taking action beyond the simple desire for expanded markets?

2. Clear communication.This identification of mutual benefit led to the steps needed to set up a successful partnership. The initial key was communication. All groups proposed some sort of combined project team consisting of the directors of venues A and B, some board members and representatives of local political bodies. 

Traditional perceptions of how to accommodate cultural diversity should be constantly questioned. The lived nature of cultural diversity is very complex and defies a simplistic approach. Consultation is vital.

3. Consultation with stakeholders.The communities using venues A and B need to be consulted, and their needs and aspirations ascertained. (The use of the ‘Ambassador’ strategy – whereby community members are recruited to act as ‘cultural bridges’ to their own communities and as expert advisors – is useful.) The concept of ‘audiences’ and ‘audience development’ was rejected by some as dead, implying passive bodies to be shaped rather than vital and active human beings with whom venues should be energetically interacting and engaging.

A list of stakeholders should be drawn up. Thought clearly needs to be given to challenging the common practice of community centre programmes so that they appeal to potential as well as current audiences. For example, holding a programme of digital arts might attract a new audience of younger people. 

Lastly, A and B should take on board that they do not operate in isolation. They needed input from other sectors locally – the voluntary sector, other social institutions. Clear communication with the whole list of stakeholders would need developing – staff, artists, boards, communities, institutions. 

4. Shared action. Co-operative work on shared projects increases understanding and the development of shared values. Festival or thematic projects were suggested. Shared action should be built in, with reciprocal board membership and some joint working teams. Programmers from each could be invited to curate/programme for the other venue. There could be a shared website, a common newsletter.

5. Institutional change. Institutional change was not a separate strategy, but a way of working and an attitude of mind. Cultural diversity is an evolving phenomenon and to engage with it is to engage in a broad political approach that makes difference a fundamental principle of institutional organisation and function. There was general agreement that the essence of success would involve critically reflective change throughout the institutions, up to and including the physical appearance and feel of the buildings. For example, how welcoming was each to outsiders?

Success factors

The following success factors were identified:

1. The demonstration of real need for change must arise from the different communities themselves – change shouldn’t be forced or engineered.

2. Shared ownership of the project must be built into the whole process of change.

3. It is necessary to connect with larger community efforts to address diversity, from local government and other sectors, to create a broad axis of understanding and support.

4. Jobs should feature as an outcome, to demonstrate practical benefits.

5. There should be a clear action plan, and a system for measuring success. There must be constant ‘reality checks’, monitoring progress towards the vision in realistic terms.

These factors were reinforced by the revelation of the real nature of the ‘hypothetical’ centres. Main players from the Lawrence Batley Theatre and the Hudawi Centre of Huddersfield confirmed the conclusions the groups had reached, but added their own practical insights and caveats. These were also added to by floor debate to create the following additional list:

· relationships such as those between their two buildings are incremental. It needs to be recognised that the process needs time. 

· sharing physical space – eg rehearsal space – is important in building relationships of trust.

· local political support is crucial.

· low-key starts are more valuable than huge high-profile launches.

· staff training: the expectations of venues’ staff with regard to audience behaviour need challenging.

· marketing should be holistic, not simply niche marketing or developed by a ‘Black arts officer’.

· three elements are fundamental to a good mix – cultural enrichment, economic benefit and respect for each other.

Finally, the three Huddersfield protagonists named their own criteria. ‘It’s

not a perfect model, but it is about commitment and having a good network.’

(George Matheson, Hudawi). ‘It is about constant reclarification – which can be traumatic!’ (Rose Culbertson, Lawrence Batley). ‘...a vision developed out of understanding.’ (Cheryl Roberts, Hudawi).

6
Dilemma two: The institution that starts from the ground up

A new institution – building in cultural diversity: How can cultural policy

achieve truly representative and diverse shared public spaces, building in equity from the very start? Can specific principles be elaborated which would provide a framework model for new institutions? What conditions need to be established? Can a range of stakeholders be satisfied, or do choices need to be made?

Case study

This hypothetical situation involved a new, state-of-the-art building – an

art gallery with an internationally respected contemporary collection that was housed in a struggling small town where 40% of the population had left school at 16. The director is adamant that his building should be relevant to the lives of locals, including the 10% Asian community, as well as having an impact on the national and international scene. In theory, starting a new facility from scratch offers him the opportunity to get it right from day one. He wants to establish a genuine ‘shared space’ from the very start.

But the mix of agendas and values (and sometimes paymasters) is proving

problematic. The director senses that local accountability and community

access are being identified by arts pundits (including the press) with

compromise on quality. Can he continue to ride two horses? If so, what tactics and strategies could he employ not only to keep on top, but to steer his mounts in the desired direction?

The groups’ first reaction was to consider the case had been overstated –

that there was no automatic contradiction between a venue being both a centre of national excellence and a locally relevant resource. However, people believed that the art world was less at ease with the community end of its practice, than, for instance, the theatre world is with similar developments. Art school training was also, they said, more eurocentric, and dependent on a linear historical perspective; there was a shortage of critical debate that put a counter view. 

Gallery X, it was argued more positively, would benefit tourism, job creation and local economic regeneration. It would provide a boost to local self-esteem. Newness was a gift. Given a clean slate, the gallery could work across art forms and challenge accepted ways of doing things. Being a regional gallery, it could, they argued, by-pass the national style setters and have more artistic freedom. And the presence of its Asian community meant access to diaspora links that could feed into the gallery’s own perspectives. All these were liberating factors.

Success factors

The groups were unanimous in considering the following principles as

essential in developing the new institution:

· a unified cultural vision for the institution, from its physical conception to its management structure. 

· receptive institutional culture. The look and feel of the place must carry the message – ‘from the smell of the coffee to the paper in the toilets’ – of informality, approachability and welcome. This did not mean blandness or multicultural ‘mush’: each element should be allowed its own identity – tensions between cultures (‘danger in a safe space’) might even produce creative sparks

· a harmonious ‘fit’ between the concept of the institution and the values and wishes of the community with which it interacts, based in fundamental respect for difference in the broadest sense.

· co-operative governance. Local people and young people should be represented on the Board.

· artistic excellence, which would produce its own supporters. It should encourage local artists to stay in the area rather than move to London, and should develop new artists.

· responsiveness to youth – a strong focus on the 13-30 age group, exploring techniques like digital technology. Focusing on youth means that cultural difference could be dealt with more naturally, rather than focusing on cultural diversity which could be artificial. 

· creativity as a leading goal. A rejection of the institution as institution. One group went even further and recommended the director should ‘blow up the building’ – metaphorically. He should return to the process of communicating creativity and eliciting it.

After the session, it was revealed that Dilemma Two was in fact Walsall Art Gallery, in the West Midlands. The delegates’ thinking turned out to follow the priorities of its first director who described the process and his passionate commitment to the right of everyone to cultural engagement.

The debate from the floor picked up themes of conflicting values, and audiences or constituencies that might not be able to co-exist. It touched on the problem of indicators that were at variance with the values of an arts activity, and the need to build an additional canon in which other sorts of good practice were recorded. The combined expertise in the room alone suggested that a network of information could form. 

The nature of the work and the question of ‘hybridity’ came up. Different countries put different interpretations on it: from Belgium’s Zinneke Parade with its insistence on new forms – on ‘active’ inter-culturalism, as opposed to ‘passive’ multiculturalism – to Canada’s aboriginal communities eager to maintain their own cultures with a sense of root unity. Finally delegates reasserted the importance of the principle of a ‘shared space’ while recognising that the different agendas and voices of new participants must mean that different structures of communication and organisation will need exploring.

7
Themes and recommendations

The final session returned to the broad parameters of the work of the Arts Council and the Council of Europe. The discussions were rich and informative about new approaches to cultural policy and institutional change. The themes that re-emerged concerned the nature of partnership, and the character of entitlement.

The Council of Europe representative identified two arguments that she saw as offering new conceptual tools. The first concerned the nature of access to public shared space as an aspect of cultural citizenship. The second established the principle of difference as a cultural right.

Shared public space and citizenship
The ‘shared public space’ explicitly raises questions about rights to cultural access and participation. What is the public space today? How is it defined and managed and what rights do we have to participate in its definition and management? Which principles should we be able to call on to justify exclusion? 

The growing recognition of culture and access to cultural expression as elements in identity – personal and national – has implications for the concept of citizenship. There is a case for framing a right to participation in the public cultural domain as part of cultural citizenship, as argued by Greg Baeker in his pre-seminar paper (see Appendix A). 

Partnerships can significantly open out participation and access. Seminar participants consistently emphasised new forms of partnerships that could play a part in managing the public space. Representation at every level – from governance to outreach – is clearly also crucial. Crude definitions of ethnicity or over-simplistic interpretations of representation are an obvious hazard. These were countered by a parallel argument regarding the true role of diversity, as outlined below. 

Difference
At the start of the seminar, the focus was firmly on ‘diversity’, in terms of the relationship between ethnic minorities and the mainstream. However, this emphasis changed as it became clear that the object was ultimately not to make ‘more places within the mainstream’ for diverse populations but to change the working of the mainstream itself. 

Participants increasingly saw themselves as dealing with broad cultural policy principles. Consequently, they began to discuss diversity less as a quantifiable condition that could be defined by mere physical representation but more as a fundamental principle of institutional operation. Cultural diversity was, in short, a principle of equity in management of the public cultural space. Every aspect of the way that an institution functions should be governed by a respect for difference. 

This shift means that difference is not contained within ethnic boundaries, but affects the very ways in which an institution is constructed, the clarity with which it recognises its own innate tendencies and ways of working, the freedom it can develop to commit itself to principled but sometimes uncomfortable change. 

The ability to accommodate diversity, in short, was seen as a core item in the health check of every organisation, indicating a broader ability to deal flexibly and creatively with change and to achieve a state of equity. The mainstream cannot be used as a measure against which one attempts to equalise opportunity; a mainstream that is not based on the principle of diversity is essentially inequitable.

8
Proposals for action

The consensus stated strongly that networking and an information flow were badly needed. The following steps were recommended:

· follow up seminar by establishing a working network of arts managers. This could use email groups, a website or other devices, but should facilitate the exchange of information and strategies around diversity. There was much that these individuals could learn from each other and much that they have to offer in terms of cultural policy strategies.

· a manual containing strategies for implementing the principle of diversity in institutional organisation and management. 

· the development of a regular broad-based international conference that will pull together different areas of expertise and debate and strengthen networking. The effective, annual Metropolis conference on international migration issues has just introduced culture as a theme – this could be expanded.

· a strategy for encouraging broad-based vocational arts training courses to be more inclusive and reflect the important role played by wider cultural movements.

· more opportunities for training Black, Asian and Chinese curators and programmers and for monitoring progress.

The group said that the Arts Council itself should focus on:

· the improvement of representation on boards of cultural bodies, recruitment of their staff members, staffing, training and general area of governance.

· encourage its ‘clients’ to re-examine their own working through the eyes of diversity, looking at the features covered in this seminar – ie physical appearance and ambiance of the shared space, communication, guest programming/curating; the possible shared use of facilities, common working groups, reciprocal board membership, etc. The Arts Council should ask its funded ‘clients’ to formulate how they will factor in the need for greater inclusivity.

Appendix A

Seminar background paper

Greg Baeker, Arts and Cultural Planning (Toronto)

1
Key Questions

Key questions to be addressed by The Shared Space seminar:

· How can we measure the extent to which space is shared? 

· What are the primary barriers to change?

· What have been the characteristics of successful attempts to achieve ‘shared space’?

· What lessons can we learn from each other? 

2 
The Seminar Context 

The Shared Space – Cultural Diversity and the Public Domain forms one part of the Council of Europe’s project Cultural Policy and Cultural Diversity. This major transversal project in its first phase drew on the experience of seven different countries – Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Luxembourg, Switzerland and the United Kingdom – in order to understand and support the development of democratic cultural policy in the context of culturally diverse societies. 

Five priorities were identified for more in-depth examination. One of these – the subject of the seminar – concerned the relationship between efforts made by ‘mainstream’ cultural venues to change and the need for ‘alternative’ structures serving ‘new’ communities. 

The themes being addressed by The Shared Space equally reflect the priorities of the Arts Council of England (ACE) as reflected in its consultative policy proposals, ‘A Framework for Change’. An important part of ACE plans is the Diversity Project, a major initiative starting in September 2002 that aims to focus on diversity in the UK and contribute to long-term change. 

‘Framework’ proposals focus on a targeted three-prong approach that will enable:

· arts institutions to open out (via diversity training, training schemes, placements, special funding, etc.);

· Black, Asian and Chinese artists and arts groups to enhance their skills (via commissions, mentoring, provision of information via databases, directories and web sites); 

· support for new infrastructure for Black, Asian and Chinese arts (‘hard infrastructure’ or buildings, equipment etc. as well as ‘soft infrastructure’ or advisory and support schemes, development agencies, partnerships, etc.).

Among current developments one of the most notable has been the New Audiences Programme. Starting in 1998 with the brief of identifying innovative strategies that would open out the arts, it has so far resulted in 2.6million new attendances, on the basis of 75% of the projects so far completed.

Its second phase has been structured so that its first ‘Gateway’ or strand concentrates specifically on cultural diversity. In partnership with regional arts boards, it has allocated £1.8million to twenty-two case studies that address a clear structural gap. They focus on the role of community-based Black, Asian and Chinese organisations in developing audiences, and they support ‘mainstream’ arts organisations to connect better with target communities and to develop wider audiences for culturally diverse work. 

Details of the case studies and the Programme itself will be available at the seminar.

The focus of the seminar is a decidedly practical one. Significant time will be given over to small working groups that will work through short case study scenarios. This structure will ensure the event is able to draw on the substantial body of knowledge and experience of participants. A key goal will be to arrive at a set of guiding principles and critical success factors that can be debated by other countries. It is hoped the seminar will also identify possible new research initiatives and propose ideas for further collaboration among countries. 

The number of participants is small, approximately 45, to ensure maximum interaction and engagement. Approximately half the participants will be from Britain and half from other countries. They will represent senior arts managers and artistic directors who have the ability to initiate and monitor change. 

3
What is at stake?

Public spaces in cities – cultural institutions, public squares, the streets themselves – have powerful iconic value as well as important citizenship implications in increasingly pluralist societies. The degree to which the diversity of society is reflected in these spaces is an important indicator of inclusion. Jane Jensen, a Canadian scholar and analyst of citizenship, argues that the access to public institutions and the capacity to participate in them is one of three fundamental dimensions of citizenship and the boundaries of citizenship that must constantly be renegotiated in pluralist societies.
 She also believes that the legitimacy of virtually all Canada’s public institutions is at risk due to their failure to reflect and serve pluralist interests. 

Cultural institutions are thus not alone in confronting the challenge of responding to unprecedented levels of cultural diversity. Historically, cultural policies have been dominated by a ‘two-tier’ cultural model. On the one hand exist the state-subsidised, largely eurocentric ‘high’ arts and cultural industries. The policy discourse here has been driven by lofty arguments of national identity, civic engagement and the ‘civilising’ role of these activities. 
On the other hand there have been ‘community’ (‘ethnic’) or more ‘commercial’ forms of cultural production. These operate either on a volunteer basis or in the marketplace; the expectation has been that they be sustained by demand. Cultural policy addressing the subsidised system, in contrast, has operated from a suppliers’ perspective – ‘if we build it (or create it), they will come’ – set of assumptions. The result was that the needs of a specific group of historically advantaged art forms and cultural institutions assumed control of the cultural policy agenda – including the bulk of available public funding, over the interests of less established cultural groups and the needs of an increasingly diverse public. 

Efforts to respond to these policy and funding inequities have taken two forms. The first is supporting and facilitating change in ‘mainstream’ institutions to serve a broader set of constituencies and range of interests. The second is providing funding and support to ‘alternative’ institutions and structures serving diverse ‘new’ communities. The tensions in cultural policy in this regard are real and solutions are not straightforward. 
Choosing the first route – integration with ‘mainstream’ institutions and cultural policies – can carry with it charges of compromising the integrity of diversity and cultural appropriation. If separate or alternative institutions and policies are chosen, the accompanying risk may be the perception these interests have been relegated to the margins or ‘ghettos.’ 

A useful middle position is the insistence that there must be support for new institutions and for cultural production serving specific communities, but that ‘mainstream’ cultural and media institutions must be held more accountable on the basic requirements of equity expected of any public institutions. These include strengthened representation in staffing and on boards or governance structures, and increased allocation of programming or production budgets, among others. 

But how are these changes to be realised? This is the central question for The Shared Space seminar. 

4
Framing strategies for change

The true debate – it has only slowly come to be realised – is not in fact about inclusion or of different cultural traditions, but about the ability of old structures to change. Can the ‘contours’ – programming, employment, marketing and the way institutions are run – change in response? Can the mainstream arts centres and the management structures take on the implications of demographic change? Can they attract more audiences? Can they themselves appoint top managers that are not virtually all white (and male and middle-class)?

Naseem Khan (1999). United Kingdom National Report. Prepared for the Council of Europe Study on Cultural Policy and Cultural Diversity.

One useful frame of reference is to view change strategies in three categories: 

i. change through ‘one-off’ programming – the most commonly employed approach in cultural institutions;

ii. change through building knowledge and relationships – a perspective that acknowledges cultural institutions generally have weak connections to communities they serve, and that meaningful relationships will only develop over time; and

iii. systemic change – a process for change guided by staff at all levels and playing out in all aspects of institutional reform – from mission and values definition, to programmes and functions, to hiring and training practices, etc. 

Other public sectors can be looked to for their experience related to strategies seeking overall ‘systemic change’. In fields such as health, education and the criminal justice system, ‘cultural audits’ have evolved to assess the degree to which institutions, and the broader sector, are achieving real outcomes in advancing inclusion and representativeness. Central to such audits is a set of indicators to provide a concrete means of assessing progress. 

However, here we are confronted with a paradox. While cultural audits and indicators are necessary and important, they cannot carry the full weight of reform. A new area of research known as Complexity Theory examines change in complex human systems. Here it is acknowledged that change is rarely linear, rational and predictable, but fragmented, adaptive and organic. Recognizing this, Complexity Theory argues that radically different assumptions and principles are needed, in contrast to the positivist assumptions that led us to believe we could ‘engineer’ social change. Significant work has taken place in applying Complexity Theory to the health and education sectors in order to achieve all-round systemic change. 

A leading researcher in the field, Michael Fullan, has written extensively about Complexity Theory in the education system. He argues that while there are many powerful benefits to be derived from taking a comprehensive view of problems, there are also traps. The danger is that a focus on systemic change alone can encourage the belief coherent, clear development will result, as a result of adjusting target areas. We must, he counsels, 

avoid becoming preoccupied with orchestrating the coherence of the system… Greater clarity of purpose and system coherence can only be achieved when greater clarity and coherence is achieved in the minds of the majority of practitioners. The central question then is what combination of strategies has the best chance of (achieving this end).

Fullan identifies two underlying strategies. The first is what is broadly referred to as ‘networking and relationship building’. This is the more action-oriented, immediate set of strategies, and he describes a range of approaches used in the education field. The second, longer-term strategy is what he calls ‘reculturing and restructuring.’ These strategies involve developing new values, beliefs and norms to guide the fundamental activity of the system. 
Central to the latter is a radical overhaul of professional training and ongoing professional development strategies. This reflects the fundamental – but elusive – point that institutions will not change until the people in them change. Human resource strategies must address the needs of young professionals entering the field through entry-level training or education programmes. Here the essential preparation is not so much the acquisition of technical skills as the cultivation of self-awareness with regard to oneself and ones place in the world. Future leaders in our institutions must come to see ‘the baggage’ each brings with them in terms of values and belief systems, and learn to critique these assumptions. This reflective self-awareness is essential to functioning in an environment where these assumptions will not be universally shared. 

Human resource strategies must also address the need for ongoing professional learning opportunities. These are not traditional ‘training’ programmes or workshops, but professional learning networks capable of sustaining continuous reflection and discussion. Again examples exist of these learning ‘systems’ in the education field that can serve as a source of insight for the cultural sector.

Finally, Fullan writes eloquently about the role of emotion and hope in the change process, and of the need for strategies that link ‘head and heart.’ The changes that must occur to advance inclusion in cultural institutions require sustained and often painful reflection by individuals and organisations. Books on change offer, he says, a consistent message:

Have good ideas, but listen with empathy; create time and mechanisms for personal and group reflection; allow intuition and emotion a respected role; work on improving relationships; (most of all) realise that hope, especially in the face of frustration is the last healthy virtue.
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