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CUTS

Consultant Anne Bonnar, choice architect of Creative Scotland, reminded in November 
2010:
"The most important aspect regarding funding for culture in today's budget is that this is a 
one year holding budget from the SNP minority administration before next May's election. 
Another is that we have been spared the public flogging of the Arts Council of England 
because we have already taken the pain of abolishing the Scottish Arts Council in the 
course of establishing the more streamlined agency Creative Scotland. But the overall 
cut to the culture budget is 10% which is higher than the 6.9% John Swinney cited as the 
standard cut applied to non ring-fenced services. So it's the next instalments which will 
shape the story." Also, importantly, that "local authorities in Scotland are facing the same 
challenges as in England with large cuts to absorb and neither a statutory responsibility 
for the arts nor an agreement to support culture."

The "best estimate" of Creative Scotland's "savings" arising from "streamlining of 
processes" is set out in a 2009 Finance Committee Report. From Creative Scotland's 
Corporate Plan we now see it is:
"required to take a 3% efficiency saving on our staffing in each of the three years of the 
plan. Rather than spread this across three years and have to do further restructuring on 
an annual basis we have chosen to make the full three-year savings in 2011/12."

This "streamlining of processes" manifests in [at least] two ways:

1) FRANCHISES

FXOs funding is being cut in two years and a new category will begin; 'Strategic 
Commissioning'.

Up until this point a working assumption has been of a 'replacement' of funding strands 
('business as usual') whereas Creative Scotland's "Board has considered measures for 
how it would deal with cuts of up to 3% a year across our treasury expenditure as a 
whole. This would be reflected in funding levels for all areas of our work." Consider: 
'Creative industries' is the central new feature in the remit for Creative Scotland. This 
remit is substantially expanded on previous roles to now include: "advertising; 
architecture; crafts; design; designer fashion; film; interactive leisure software; music; 
performing arts; publishing; TV and radio; and visual arts".

The funding discrepancy between the FXO and Strategic Commissioning as set out in 
the Corporate Plan is already a cut of £ 959,700.

What is 'Strategic Commissioning'? What is meant by 'Franchises'? Why is the time-worn 
lexicon of regional development thought to suitably reflect the processes of cultural 
production?

It appears Creative Scotland intends to centralise its role through 'commissioning' in 



formally determining what cultural activity is and where it will happen geographically as a 
precondition of 'investment'. It will seek to 'commission' such activity, via one assumes 
'competitive tendering' - begging questions of transparency and accountability. 

2) PARTNERSHIP WORKING

Can be interpreted as Creative Scotland intending to micro-manage smaller 
organisations through a system of prescribed 'partnership' working with Foundation 
organisations in a system of competitive bidding for 'Franchises'. This is a 'lock in' / 
'locked out' system. Creative Scotland is effectively dumping down its previous 
administrative burden onto Foundation organisations - [Creative Scotland having 
centrally 'commissioned' in the first instance]. Even if Foundations pre-possess skills and 
excess capacity to commit to these tasks, there are further implications: 
- It presupposes any such institutional partners exist as well as being capable of 
reciprocating.
- These institutions already dominate over limited public funds and would continue to be 
the dominant partner.
- It would be reliant on your smaller organisation being desirable to such larger 
institutions (being financially/promotionally useful, including to Creative Scotland itself), 
behaving accordingly, something which in itself is highly conditional and conditioning.

Ultimately it is a disciplinary processes of aggregation, where dwindling resources will 
be concentrated through Foundation organisations, which for former-FXOs has the 
implication of heightened competition within an even more hegemonic system.

FREEDOM OF COMMUNICATION

What are the implications for artist-run spaces and support for freedom of association 
and communication (which includes political freedoms) to collectively organise and 'do'?

Reforms of cultural provision may be long overdue, but Creative Scotland has wider-
reaching implications than the supersession of previous funding institutions. It represents 
a fundamental change of a key aspect of democratic society with significant implications 
for the many ways in which knowledge is produced and communicated in Scotland.

Creative Scotland is an entrepreneurial re-orientation of public acts of communication 
formed from a triangulation of policy geared towards “single purpose government” (the 
Scottish government's own description) including economic growth.

An unabashed entrepreneurial rigidity has been allowed to supplant what little 
institutional autonomy could be clung to in Scotland – with little mentionable academic, 
institutional, union nor artistic defence. Creative Scotland is set to erode key principles 
such as the distinction between culture and commerce, under the banner of "adding 
value".

The Hollyrood governments that proposed its creation have sought to reconcile 
economic instrumentalism and pure artistic freedoms (or “arts for arts sake”). However, 
this distinction, which Creative Scotland has been said to transcend, is part of a complex 
history that has still not been fairly debated and assessed.

The discursive isolation of Creative Scotland from broader-based debates about cultural 
policy has impoverished discussion of its functions – a policy process noted for its 



"academic absenteeism" (Philip Schlesinger, Professor of Cultural Policy and Academic 
Director of the Centre for Cultural Policy Research). Rather than merely focusing on 
freedom of artistic self-expression, we need a broader intellectual and political debate 
over cultural rights. These are not reducible to artistic freedom. The latter, however, has 
been implied time-and-again by politicians in support of Creative Scotland. The threats to 
intellectual autonomy already upon us reflect the underlying logic of “single purpose 
government” rather than democratic values in cultural policy. The lack of parliamentary 
discussion about how to best pursue UNESCO treaty commitments towards a diversity of 
cultural expression (which include the diversity of political expression) has shown how 
far removed Scotlandʼs civic discourse on culture as democratic right remains.

There is little or no evidence that an avowedly entrepreneurial organisation more directly 
geared to economic policy is needed. The development of Creative Scotlandʼs mission, 
or ʻcore scriptʼ, appears to be more about ideological engineering than economic 
necessity, improved service levels, or the public good. Moreover, the unintended 
consequences of the shift towards an entrepreneurial ideology in the public provision of 
culture have not been publicly evaluated. Marketplace “truths” require far greater 
scrutiny, as has been amply demonstrated by the financial crisis. This is even more 
pressing given the wide-ranging changes proposed in the creation of Creative Scotland 
to restrict public discourse along narrow ideological lines.

A MANAGED NATIONAL IDENTITY

As culture is being instrumentalised through political adaptation to market forces and the 
narrow set of economic analyses and policy arguments to which that term now refers - 
via a seperatist populism, the distilling of a common threat or challenge ( e.g. 'non-
competitiveness') supported by an assumedly neutral scientific technocracy 
(Swyngedouw) - conceal basic questions of ownership and control over communication, 
expression and process, the key defining aspects of culture.

A widening distinction is being drawn between 'innovation' and 'tradition', where the so-
called innovative is narrowly defined in entrepreneurial terms. A factor of Traditional Arts' 
inability to compete with other cultural forms for public funding under the criteria of 
'innovation' has been excused as the reason for Traditional Arts' privileging as a specific 
set of expressions. Closer to the truth I suspect is a conflict of government increasingly 
expecting supposed arms-length bodies to more closely and additionally support 
government policy in the round. This points to a creeping assault on what autonomy 
remains of public funding; both in what cultural expressions are politically desirable and 
therefore what is then being prioritised to receive support. It is apparent that Tradition is 
not being defined as the traditions of the peoples actually living in the country but as 
tradition of the Nation as 'Scottish' – "public funding for Scottishness", as it has been 
dubbed by opposition MSPs. What we appear to be getting is not a coherent Cultural 
Policy at all, but a construction of selective support for cultural artifact based primarily on 
ministerial taste and political expediency - the nationalist independence project.

It should be determined if an essentialist categorisation of an official cultural cannon, the 
Traditional Arts, is indeed, on the basis of UNESCO, "at risk of extinction, under serious 
threat, or otherwise in need of urgent safeguarding" from "single-purpose" government's 
own economic policy.

In doing so, we need to accept the impossibility – indeed, the undesirability – of imposing 
a static notion of 'Cultural Heritage' on what is in fact a contingent process. We need to 



be critically aware "of inherited understandings of the autonomy of cultural artifacts and 
of aesthetic judgment" (Clive Barnett). And of the supposedly 'authentic'; that defined 
cultural and ethnic boundaries are actually politically determined boundaries.

Culture was conjoined in a parliamentary portfolio with Constitutional Change, part of 
which pivots on promoting an emergent national consciousness where key sites are 
enlisted to unify Scotlandʼs national narrative, intended to cohere to an ideological 
understanding of the Nation as a positive, uniform, competitive culture. Robin Baillie of 
the National Galleries has written : “Modernity imposes itself through its power to 
construct the history of a nation. History is formed in the collecting, classification and 
streamlining of objects, images and memories into a pedagogic form. ʻThe origin of the 
nationʼs visual presence is the effect of a narrative struggleʼ..."

The problem remains with the consolidation of a national cultural identity in an official 
cultural cannon that “one personʼs inclusionary republicanism is another personʼs 
ethnocentric monoculturalism” (Bryan Fanning). That if we are to address issues of 
cultural diversity and communication's vulnerability to neoliberalism then we must do so 
by connecting them to the idea of wider social democracy – not simplistically to the 
subjective and partial artifacts of "the best that has been done and said", but to all that 
entails freedom of communication in the mediated spaces of public communication. For 
this we need a coherent cultural policy drawn-up not for rentier systems of commerce but 
a cultural policy that fundamentally supports communicative acts; one written by those 
who in the public interest can and do critically account for the way "power is exercised 
upon and through practices of mediated public communication" (Clive Barnett).

BASIC BANALITIES: NEOLIBERALISM

"What is the precise nature, then, of neo-liberalism? Of course, the obvious objection to 
the ʻanti-stateʼ vision of neo-liberalism is that neo-liberalism itself is a continual form of 
state intervention ... Foucault notes that neo-liberalism concedes this: ʻneo-liberal 
government intervention is no less dense, frequent, active, and continuous than in any 
other system.ʼ The difference, however, is the point of application. It intervenes on society 
ʻso that competitive mechanisms can play a regulatory role at every moment and every 
point in society and by intervening in this way its objective will become possible, that is to 
say, a general regulation of society by the market.ʼ Therefore, we miss the point if we 
simply leave a critique of neo-liberalism at the point of saying ʻneo-liberalism is as statist 
as other governmental formsʼ. Instead, the necessity is to analyse how neo-liberalism 
creates a new form of governmentality in which the state performs a different function: 
permeating society to subject it to the economic." (Benjamin Noys, Workshop at 
Goldsmiths, 2010)

"…part of the role of finance is to discipline and restructure the so-called real economy. 
It's been fundamental to that, imposing discipline on every factory to be more competitive 
or finance will go somewhere else, to reallocate capital across several sectors, venture 
capital, but much more generally. So finance has been fundamental to that. ...you've 
seen a powerful commodification of things that used to be seen as part the Commons. 
Part of what government provides has been privatized as sources of accumulation. The 
real problem we have is that all this restructuring has gone on and workers have 
basically been pretty passive victims. They've accepted this. They haven't in any way 
been acting as a barrier in terms of putting other social goals or social values on the 
agenda. And that's allowed capitalism to restructure at will."



ARTISTIC LABOUR

An abstract rhetoric of creativity has become increasingly important to the fuelling of 
labour markets marked by irregular, insecure and unprotected work; this argument in turn 
has had much wider implications in that it has pushed education policy much more 
strongly in the direction of a discourse of skills, on the basis that future national prosperity 
depends upon making-up for a supposed lack of creative, innovative workers.

Creative Industries' policy, while seeming to offer a certain freedom of creative autonomy 
and self-realisation for workers, is in fact explicitly bound up in finding new articulations 
of existing power relations – the way in which notions of passion for, and pleasure in, 
work serve as disciplinary devices, enabling very high levels of (self-) exploitation, noting 
the extremely low levels of union organisation in most cultural industries.

Anthony Davies sets out how a focus that contrasts a “nightmare vision of neoliberal 
cultural lockdown with a wet dream of agile, socially responsible and responsive 
transnational infrastructures … elides any significant debate on class power within art 
institutions themselves and across the commercial sectors with which they interact.”

Davies – along with Stephan Dillemuth and Jakob Jakobsen (formerly of Copenhagen 
Free University) – makes it clear: self-organisation “should not be confused with self-
enterprise or self-help, it is not an alternative conduit into the market [for ʻcareer 
collectivesʼ]. It isnʼt a label, logo, brand or flag under which to sail in the waters of neo-
liberalism…”

ALTERNATIVES

"Before we move to the commissioning model, there will be a rolling programme of 
reviews, with the sectors involved playing a key role, to inform our needs for different 
sectors." (Andrew Dixon)

Creative Scotland is set to end Flexible Funding in 2 years time. What are the 
implications for stability / continuity / relative autonomy of artist-run spaces?

Is there a tactical need to identify (and identify with) the degree of differing forms of public 
subsidy of 'visual arts' to counter practioner denials of the scale of public sector 
involvement in Scotland?

Somewhere will be the distillation of this "rolling programme of reviews" into broad 
industry-ish categories that, notionally, 'emerged' as priorities. Who has determined this 
new cultural list of priorities?

Do we accept the vagaries of this "rolling programme of reviews"? Do we wish to 
intercede now with our own demands, our own sets of cultural priorities?

Where, how, and with whom do 'we' intercede - doesn't this in itself presuppose a degree 
of transparency that we are struggling to locate?

How will any review process seek to reduce the overall demand (complaint) of a 
particular group to just that demand?

Having cut FXOs, Dixon has alluded to processes of identifying 'gaps'. What does this 



actually mean on the ground? What is the evaluation framework? Where is the risk 
assessment? How many more consultants' cheques?

Will there be any evidence-led policy discussions, or, as with loans, will it be a case of 
commissioning the 'evidence' to match the policy? A post-democratic configuration 
where consensus has been built around the inevitability of a neo-liberal economic 
system.

What are these new formal and informal institutional configurations? A governance 
arrangement that prefigures a particular form of cultural taste? ('Leadership' agendas in 
practice...)

What do you do when 'your' own statements, when represented to you, end up seeming 
inimical to the basic tenets of your practice?

We are, then, caught in the midst of various forms of neoliberal enclosure and 
restructuring, which is seen by competing individuals, networks and agencies to offer 
openings for a range of agendas seeking to gain purchase on institutional structures/
bureaucracies. It is precisely this meshing of market interests that effaces any significant 
debate of the underlying economic antagonisms in Scotland.

Management statements become grander, but usually more vague, as the desire for 
significant change increases. How effective is this senior management rhetoric in 
allaying concerns? Is it safe to assume that the senior managers understand their own 
rhetoric? Most change initiatives fall short of expectations or fail all together. Senior 
management generally has difficulty comprehending the totality of the changes that they 
seek to implement, including both gross and subtle dependencies. In practice, the 
ordinary outcome is widespread confusion, frustration, and dissatisfaction. These are 
forms of waste that management often ignores, preferring instead to force results in order 
to meet prior commitments. Senior managers often utter the phrase 'what gets measured 
gets managed'. It implies pushing accountability to lower levels and more active 
management of new or existing business measurements, in order to achieve the desired 
goals. This phrase is stated as an axiom, a self-evident or universally recognised truth, 
and is accepted without formal proof.

We need to be realistic and conscious of heightened and exaggerated claims for 
marketisation, and in addition the impact of welfare withdrawal in parallel when 
discussing potential alternatives to public funding. What does 'withdrawal' actually 
entail?

What are the rallying points for self knowledge?


