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ABSTRACT

This thesis addresses cultural policy. It proposes that the creative city urban
development paradigm is a useful perspective from which cultural policy can be
analysed in order to reveal the imperatives, pressures, contingencies and deficits within
it and the state, vis-a-vis the market. The thesis, therefore, rests on three analytical
pillars: the general field of cultural policy, the specific construct of the creative city
paradigm, and an investigation of relations between these domains through a study of
policy texts in Scotland, Finland and Ireland. Using Michel Foucault’s discourse
formation theory and Jurgen Habermas’s concepts of lifeworld, system, legitimation and
colonisation, the dissertation demonstrates that instrumental discourses like the creative
city are used to legitimate cultural policies by providing tangible rationales for
investment in culture and by addressing local state issues, though this process ultimately
works to delegitimate cultural policy. The thesis also shows that cultural policies
typically deploy conflicting and dual discourses that appeal to the interests of the state
and the public, as well as obfuscating prevailing state ideologies. It is argued that this
characteristic has developed because of difficulties with defining culture, the weakness
of the policy sector and the state’s interest in sustaining itself. From the case material,
therefore, it is firstly demonstrated that cultural policy does not have a tangible policy
mandate, is not a sui generis area of public policy, and is primarily used to address
central government agendas and other policy sectors. It is further shown that this
understanding of cultural policy is held at the highest political levels and therefore
constitutes the a priori purpose of contemporary cultural policy. Secondly, using Peter
Sloterdijk’s concept of cynical reason, this thesis demonstrates that the dependency and
perpetual case-making of the cultural sector evident in rational instrumental discourses

like the creative city, leads to a cynicism amongst the stakeholders of cultural policy



which impacts on the functioning of their relationships. Thirdly, though instrumentalism
is endemic to all policy, cultural policy’s dependency, weak status and relationship to
the market are reflexively linked and lead to a structural or cyclical instrumentalism in
cultural policy. This cycle of instrumentalism exacerbates difficulties amongst
stakeholder relationships, and can result in a colonisation or imbalance between
political-economic and socio-cultural imperatives in a policy sector that is already in
deficit, with implications for the state. This analysis, therefore, results in a new
consideration of the role and implications of the creative city paradigm in relation to

cultural policy, public policy and the state.
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“These are my principles. If you don’t like them I have others.”

Attributed to Groucho Marx (1890 — 1977)



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1  Introduction

Cultural policy has been described as a “marginal” (Vestheim, 2007, p. 217; Bennett,
2006, p. 118; Raunig, 2005, p. 16) and “marginalised” policy sector (European
Commission, 2006a, p.10) carrying “little [electoral] weight” (Gray and Wingfield
2010, p. 7). Despite this, an investigation of cultural policies via its discourses,
narratives or bodies of meaning, can reveal the wider imperatives and pressures of not
only the politics of culture,? but also the contingencies of governments and the state
itself. This may be surprising to those lacking awareness as to why states have cultural
policies in the first place or in relation to what cultural policies are putatively for.
However, while an investigation of the discourses of cultural policies might struggle to
ascertain the purpose of cultural policies, it can reveal the perpetual search for new and
ever more persuasive stories to tell about the role of culture and the state, to the state

itself and the outside public. These stories embody and expose profound contradictions

and deficits at the heart of cultural policies and liberal democratic governments.®

Discourse is central to this dissertation (see Chapter Two) and can be described in a number of ways: as
a “linguistic practice that puts into play sets of rules and procedures for the formation of objects, speakers,
and themes” (Shapiro, 1990, p. 330); a “single utterance or speech act” as part of a “systematic ordering
of language involving certain rules, terminology and conventions” not limited to any one format such as
text, talk, or image, etc. (Tonkiss, 2004, p. 373), but is more specifically interpreted via Foucault’s
discourse theories. This interpretation comprises discourse as varied systems of power and meaning-
generation, or “statements different in form, and dispersed in time”...which “form a group if they refer to
one and the same object” (Foucault, 1972, p 35). Chapter two contains an extended discussion of
discourse and the rationale for selecting text-based discourses.

ZCulture and Art are associated terms that comprise the relationship between the whole and the part,
whereby the former refers to the wider context in which art is created in terms of a way of life, as well as
a system of judgment, and the latter refers to general expression (Williams, 1965, p. 57). As a result of the
tendency for governments to use the terms art and culture interchangeably, unless otherwise indicated and
for consistency purposes, this research uses the term culture to indicate the narrower model of culture
typically supported by governments (i.e. the arts). See Chapter Four in general and section 4.4.10

® Liberal democracy originated from the 18" century European tradition of Liberalism, and coalesced
around rights, freedoms and obligations vis-a-vis the state, and, in particular, property and the market
(Held, 2006, p. 56). It is based on the view that the “government exists to safeguard the rights and
liberties of citizens who are ultimately the best judges of their own interests” and “must be restricted in
scope and constrained in practice to ensure the maximum possible freedom of each citizen (ibid., pp. 64-
65).



The primary focus of this dissertation, therefore, is an interpretation and analysis of
(explicit)* nominal national cultural policy, via an exploration of its relationship with a
popular urban development discourse and paradigm called the creative city. In order to
consider this question, the research rests on three analytical pillars comprising the
general field of cultural policy, the specific construct of the creative city paradigm
(resting on the strategic use of culture in the growth of cities), and an investigation of
the under-analysed relations between these domains. This analysis takes place through a
survey of the historical and conceptual links between cultural policy and the creative
city, a comparative study of policy environments and texts in Scotland, Finland and

Ireland and an examination of the implications that arise.

The three northern European countries of Scotland, Finland and Ireland are not only
typically neglected in cultural policy scholarship, but offer a number of similarities
(similar economic and political agendas), and differences (socio-political traditions,
languages) with which to consider and locate the specific role and value of the creative
city paradigm within cultural policy. Specifically, the cases will show that the strategic
use of culture represented by the creative city, via its “exchanges, its techniques, its
values” (Foucault, 2002, p. xxii), or its situated claims to knowledge, can shed light on
the discrete political, social and historical contexts of policy making in those countries,
the nature of the cultural policy field itself, and the state. In doing this, the research also

seeks to evaluate if, how and why, strategic discourses like the creative city paradigm

* Explicit cultural policy is “any cultural policy that a government labels as such” (Ahearne, 2009, p. 143)
and is the focus of this research. Implicit cultural policy is “any [effective] political strategy that looks to
work on the culture of the territory over which it presides™ (ibid.). See also Chapter Four (4.4.11).



may be a helpful narrative or legitimation® discourse, within continually advocating

national cultural policies.

This introductory chapter, therefore, aims to link the creative city paradigm to cultural
policy and build a case for their mutual investigation. It will set out the main claims for
the research, as well as key issues within cultural policy. These claims comprise the role
of cultural policy in addressing other government agendas, the impact of this on cultural
policy stakeholder relationships and the balance of interests in cultural policies as
represented through the discourses of cultural policy. The Chapter will contextualise
these claims by referring to the correlation between the complexity, contestation and
richness of culture; the difficult position of culture within governments; the
functionality of culture to ruling elites; and the consequent dualism, conflict and lack of
clarity in cultural policy rationales, in the context of the relationship between the state
and the market. Following this, the chapter will touch on key terminologies relevant to
this research and will then outline the creative city paradigm, its strategic positioning of
culture, its value systems and the powerful discourses on which it depends. This
introductory chapter will conclude by outlining the main rationale for the thesis, the

contributions of the thesis to knowledge, and a summary of the chapters.

® Legitimacy and legitimation are key concepts associated with critical theorist Jurgen Habermas (1973)
and refer to the “mass [electoral] loyalty” or systems of trust and communication on which the survival of
political establishments depend (Habermas, 1973, p. 46). This concept will be fully explored further in
this chapter, Chapter Two and throughout the text.



1.2 Overview

1.2.1 Cultural policy: the problem of case-making

Cultural policy can be defined in various ways, from the “broad field of public
processes involved in formulating, implementing, and contesting governmental
intervention in, and support of, cultural activity” (Cunningham, 2003, p. 14), to
“whatever it is that governments say it is” (Gray, 2010a, p. 222). However, Western
European cultural policies such as those in Scotland, Finland and Ireland, typically use a
range of narratives in various formats that make diverse claims about the complexity,
value and uses of culture in society. These claims effectively comprise what gets
constituted as cultural policy, thereby implicitly offering tangible rationales for

democratically elected state interventions into culture.

Typical cultural policy assertions, therefore, include the role of culture in: “sustainable
economic development”, “health, wellbeing, confidence... quality of life”, (national)
“profile” (Scotland), “multiculturalism, international cooperation ... cultural
exportation” (Finland), and “economic returns and employment” (Ireland).6 These
claims can be summarised into three state uses for culture based around the economic,
symbolic (and identity-based) and social needs of societies (McGuigan, 1996, p. 51-

55).” Accordingly, cultural policy rationales are typologised as market, state, and

b See Scotland, Finland and Ireland’s Cultural/Arts Policy Ministerial websites:
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/ArtsCultureSport/arts;
http://www.minedu.fi/OPM/Kulttuuri/?lang=en; http://www.ahg.gov.ie/en/Arts/ [All Accessed 18'March
2013].

7 Specifically, these cultural uses refer to: job-creation and direct (from cultural events) and indirect (via
spill-over spending in cafes/shops etc.) financial returns to the exchequer via the economy; symbolic
articulation of the collective image of the nation via national identity; and the promotion of strong
communities and social stability via social cohesion.



communicative,® the latter in reference to discourses of the public sphere,’ democracy

and social cohesion (McGuigan, 2004, p. 35).

These material accounts of culture’s uses are particularly necessary in relation to a
policy area whose domain is constantly shifting and often described with reference to
Raymond Williams’ analysis of it as “complicated” and difficult to define (Williams,
1976, p. 87). As such, models of culture can refer to particular ways of living, or the
anthropological model of culture (Williams, 1965, p. 57), hierarchically-defined
expressive activity associated with the arts, or high culture, and finally, a standard of
“perfection”, or the representation of absolute or universal human values (ibid.).
Agreeing on culture, therefore, before any consideration of cultural policy, is value-
laden, political and highly contested. This contestation, a priori, means that culture as
an area of government activity is notoriously difficult to administer (Bennett, 1998, p.
198), is typically condensed to a more manageable (and less political) high culture
interpretation (Belfiore and Bennett, 2006, p. 27) and is “impossible to live up to”

(Mundy, 2000, p. 9).

The consequence and cause of these difficulties, as suggested by the various social,
economic and symbolic applications for culture, are each reflected in definitions of
cultural policy (as above) that appear to lack any identifiable or self-evident purpose for
the sector. Instead, cultural policy serves both “broader and more specific interests and
agendas” (O’Regan, 2001, p. 1) and tends not to be “justified on the grounds that it is a

good-in-itself, but rather that it yields other good results” (Mulcahy, 2006, p. 326). As a

& Communicative is a key Habermasian term concerning the use of free and unforced democratic debate
to resolve differences and engage in the public sphere (Habermas, 1987, p. 32) and will be further
discussed later in this chapter.

® For a discussion of the public sphere, see below (1.2.1.1) and Chapter Two (2.5.1).
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result, cultural policies” “desired [policy] outcomes” or “goal-directed” purposes (Jones,
2009, p. 10) rarely concern culture. As a branch of public policy, therefore, which
typically demands (and depends for its legitimacy on) a discernable “causal story”,
policy problem or public issue which it can be seen to address (Burstein, 1991, p. 331),

cultural policy can be understood as lacking.

Although this deficit can be linked to culture’s inherent complexities, the fragmented
foundation period and structural differences of European cultural policy have also
influenced current models of cultural policy (Quinn, 1998, pp. 97-99), as have changing
policy climates and expectations. From the outset, however, these complexities and
consequent difficulties within cultural policy have created a policy area that is patently
different from other policy sectors, which represent more readily understood or self-
evident areas of public and social need. As such, areas like Health, the Economy, or
even Education (with which cultural policy is often linked both conceptually and
ministerially),” speak to more tangible, and, therefore, public or policy issues. These
factors raise questions as to why states or governments, ab initio, support culture as an

area of administration.

The economic concept of “public good” is often used to answer this question and

describes a good that is “available to all”, “indivisible”, “non-excludable” and

0 There are a number of parallels between culture and education (as demonstrated by the numerous
references to education throughout this dissertation), not least of which is the putatively intangible and
long-term impact of education, and consequently its approach to case-making and legitimacy-seeking.
The Value of the Humanities is one such publication (forthcoming November 2013) by Helen Small,
which “provides a critical account of the principal arguments used to defend the value” of education via
the Humanities. The book makes the following claims:”that the Humanities study the meaning-making
practices of culture, and bring to their work a distinctive understanding of what constitutes knowledge and
understanding; that, though useful to society in many ways, they remain laudably at odds with, or at a
remove from, instrumental use value; that they contribute to human happiness; that they are a force for
democracy; and that they are a good in themselves, to be valued "for their own sake". Available:
http://www.oupcanada.com/catalog/9780199683864.html {Accessed 9 May 2013]. See also Collini
(2012).
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“produced by the state” rather than the market, in contrast with private goods which are
“consumed by choice” and only available to “those who pay for them” (Parsons, 1995,
p- 10). These goods are understood as contributing to “well-being” (Moran et al., 2006,
p. 635), despite there not necessarily being a public demand for those goods (Frey,
2003, p. 102; Pratt, 2005, p. 37). As such, the concept of “market failure” describes the
failure of the market (due to insufficient demand) to supply that public good or
commodity (ibid.). The linking of public good and well-being with culture, therefore,
describes the value of cultural experiences, which can be enjoyed by many without a
diminishment of the experience of others (Galloway and Dunlop, 2006, p. 46).
Consequently, this “endangered species approach” to culture (Lewis and Miller, 2003,
p. 4) typically frames state cultural intervention and is a common rationale for public

policy in general.**

However, the lack of precision around the concept of well-being, together with
contestations around the accuracy of these theories (Parsons, 1995, p. 11), render public
good and market failure rationales for cultural policies, problematic. The description of
public goods in terms of well-being can also be viewed as describing a cultural benefit
rather than a purpose for cultural policy, and may conflict with prescribed outcomes
such as social cohesion and economic return, while simultaneously disavowing
increasingly industrial models of cultural production (and thus its market viability). In
light, therefore, of the role of democratic public policy as representative of the public
(ibid., pp. 3-4), the lack of a meta rationale for cultural policy and public need that it
might be seen to address (consistent with other policy areas), implies a lack of consent

and identifiable public mandate. These discrepancies are deeply problematic for cultural

™ For more on this, see (Frey, 2003, pp. 112- 114).
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policy in relation to its construction and perception by the state and the public, with

implications beyond cultural policy itself.

1.2.1.1 The problem of rationale

As a result of these complexities and the low status of culture ministries in government
(Vestheim, 2007; Gray and Wingfield, 2010; O’Regan, 2001), therefore, cultural policy
is a sector that needs to generate prolific, continuous and renewed accounts of culture’s
prescribed purpose, usefulness and value to societies, leading to a state of perpetual and
often defensive advocacy. However, over the last thirty years or so, European advocacy
campaigns and research projects have led to the development of a highly sophisticated
range of narratives that resemble cultural policy causal stories (and consultancies to
deliver these stories). These stories detail a wide range of uses for culture on that basis
that for some at least, culture is “everybody’s business—a matter for the whole of
government” (O’Regan, 2001, p. 28) and, further, that cultural policy is the “mother of

democratic policies” (Vestheim, 2007, p. 217).

The pressure on cultural policy narratives to perform for the whole of government, be it
cognitive development, well-being, social cohesion or economic output, has intensified
following the latest global recession and consequent retrenchment of world-wide
government budgets. A notable outcome of this difficult financial climate has been the
development of policy handbooks designed to arm culture ministers with “arguments”
or rationales to use specifically with “Finance and Prime ministers”, in order to situate

culture as central to “combating the effects of recession” and “leading the way back to
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prosperity” (Mundy, 2009, n.p.).*? In this climate, cultural policy as understood by
politicians, has leaned heavily on the arts’ benign symbolic properties and led to claims
that are designed to interest both fellow politicians and any electorate seeking tangible
uses for culture. This is demonstrated in recent political statements concerning culture’s
ability to offer national "relationship marketing" which helps "attract investment” ... and
“drive[s] jobs and opportunities here at home” (Higgins, 2013a, n.p.); claims that
culture helps us be “robust in our advocacy of who we are, what we are, where we have
come from and where we are going to” (Johnson, 2009, n.p.); and media reports
claiming that a “reputation for cultural creativity is attractive to businesses considering

investing” (Fanning, 2011, n.p.).

Similar claims for culture are made through the policies of Scotland, Finland and

3

Ireland, who respectively claim that culture is the nation’s “‘r and d’ department”

(Matarasso, 1998, p. 4); makes regions “dynamic” (Matarasso, 1998, n.p.); contributes
to “sustainable economic development”;13 “arouse[s] interest” in nations (Finnish
Ministry of Education, 2008a, p 14.); and (again) attracts international investment
(Department of Tourism, Culture and Sport, 2011a). Social claims for culture are also
made in reports of culture as “essential to societal welfare” (Finnish Ministry of
Education, 2010a, p. 6), the “prevention of social marginalisation” (ibid., p. 9) and a
“key component in defining human identity at individual, community and national

level” (Scottish Executive, 1999, n.p.). In addition, though media accounts of culture are

generally mixed, tangible accounts of culture’s uses have bled into reports of culture as

2 The following outcomes of cultural activities typically comprise the argument for culture within
government: confidence, rebranding, long-term revenue, transforming spaces, social support, employment
and worker flexibility, community expression, personal empowerment, and value for money (Mundy,
2009, n.p.). See footnote # 9above.

%3 Available: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/ArtsCultureSport/ArtsCulture/CulturalPolicy [Accessed
5 June 2013].
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at the “heart” of “prosperity” (Daily Record, 2008, n.p.), giving a “significant” boost to
a country’s economy (McDonald, 2011, n.p.), and “linked to economic productivity
and the growth of jobs” (Ward, 2002, n.p.). Given the putatively marginal importance of
cultural ministries and their lack of clear mandate or (cultural) policy problem, these
discourses provide visible legitimacy, explication, rationales or causal stories for

cultural policies.

Nevertheless, although these stories seem to be useful, offer persuasive rationales for
publically funded culture and may appear to address or refer to a policy problem (i.e.
the economy, or social cohesion), they do not represent a specifically cultural policy
problem in the same way as other policies (who represent identifiable problems
suggested by their domain). In addition, by attaching cultural policy objectives to “other
[non-cultural] policy objectives” (Gray, 2002, p. 88), this practice raises questions as to
whether these agendas might be better served by other dedicated policy portfolios (e.g.
economic development or environment) and in relation to the eponymous role of the
culture ministry. As such, the process of cultural attachment reflects a confusion
underpinning cultural policies and has led to claims that cultural policy may a “victim of

its own success” (O’Regan, 2001, p.1).

Equally, while policy arguments for culture are primarily directed at central government
to assure the status or budget of the culture ministry, these arguments also target
agencies funded by government (i.e. Arts Councils who are accountable to central
government), the public (by way of an explanation for cultural policy) and the cultural
sector seeking funding. These discourses, therefore, can result in implicit pressures on

cultural agencies and practitioners to either deliver the economic and social benefits
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referred to in those policies, or to appear to, via arguments made in funding
applications, reports and evaluations, and thus can generate a cynicism. This dissertation
will argue that these pressures have implications for the relationships between the

stakeholders of cultural policy.

1.2.1.2 Culture, use value, rationalism and legitimacy

Nevertheless, accounts of culture’s uses can also be linked to a number of other factors,
both historic and contemporary. Historically, culture has always been used strategically
(and thus politically) by ruling elites, from ancient religious and monarchical
administrations, to later emerging nation-states (McGuigan, 1996; Yudice, n.d.). This
was explicitly demonstrated after the founding of European cultural policies post-World
War 1l, in the attempt to rebuild the democratic concept of Europe through the
ideological™use of abstract art as a symbolic “bulwark against totalitarian leanings”
(Rosler, 2010, p. 10) associated with the Cold War (McGuigan, 1996, p. 51). More
recently, narratives of culture’s usefulness takes place in the context of increasing
pressures and demands for policy accountability that followed the European recessions
of the 1970s and 1980s (Bianchini, 1993; Quinn, 1998), as well as a general increase in

the professionalisation and articulacy of the cultural sector.™

4 Karl Marx has described ideology as based on the relations of production in society, where the “ideas
of the ruling class [which] are in every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e. the class which is the ruling material
force of society, is at the same time its ruling intellectual force” (Marx and Engels, 1970, p. 64).
Ideologists, therefore, have control over both material and “mental production” (ibid.) and express their
“dominant idea” as “an ‘eternal law’” (ibid., p. 65). For Antonio Gramsci, ideology was “everything
which influences or is able to influence public opinion, directly or indirectly” (Gramsci, 1985, p. 389) and
always concerns the production of relations of domination and subordination. Ideology is strongly
associated with hegemonies of various kinds and in capitalism, typically denotes liberalism, social
democracy and neoliberalism.

5 Though there are potentially many definitions of the cultural sector, it has been described as a “rich,
mixed economy, of large [culture-based] organisations with international horizons and commercial aims,
through to amateur institutions with a more local focus” (Department for Culture Media and Sport, 2010,

p. 5).
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The narrative of culture’s use in society, however, takes place in the context of a
historical continuum of moralising discourses on whether culture is good (“tonic”) or
bad (“poison”) for us (Belfiore and Bennett, 2006, p. 33).*° More specifically, these
accounts comprise a hierarchical and territorial “struggle” between competing
discourses (Foucault, 1980, p. 83) that has been taking place since the 17" and 18"
centuries and concerns whether culture should have a use in the first place (Belfiore and
Bennett, 2006).The essential imperative behind these discourses was the forging of
hierarchical, economic and social distinctions between different types of cultural
producers (namely artists and artisans) and was led by both cultural producers (artists)
seeking increased status and remuneration (Stapleton, 2002, p. 145) and by those
consuming their products (i.e. critics and the wealthy) (Belfiore and Bennett, 2006, pp.

118 — 120).

The result of these dialectical debates is a binary discourse or dualism®’ around culture,
particularly encapsulated in 18" century social and cultural movements. These
movements have had a lasting effect on the discourses of cultural policy and consist of
representations of culture as either the soul of the nation (and thus not for sale),
rejecting the notion of it having any particular function (Arendt, 1961, p. 200; Moylan,
2010, n.p.), and associated with the moral and aesthetic values of the Romantic

movement, or a useful and adaptable commodity, concerned with its various uses

18 Belfiore and Bennett have identified nine historic improving and disimproving instrumental discourses
in cultural policy (though some can represent both). Disimproving discourses include: corruption,
distraction and political instrument. Improving discourses include: catharsis, personal well-being,
education (and self-development), and moral improvement (and civilisation) (Belfiore and Bennett,
2006).

" Dualism is a theory based on two opposing or distinct concepts or principles which represent a binary
opposition. It is closely associated with 17" century philosopher René Descartes, whose Cartesian
Dualism, represented a theory of the mind and body as one entity that is radically divided, such that a
person is a “thing which thinks” (Descartes, 1960, p. 84) and bodies are “not properly known by the
senses nor by the faculty of the imagination, but by the understanding alone” (ibid.,, pp. 90 — 91).
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(Finnish Ministry of Education, 2010b; Moylan, 2010) associated with the Utilitarian

tradition.

The central tension or dualism enshrined by historic and contemporary valuations of
culture in cultural policy discourses, therefore, is the question of how culture should be
valued. This tension translates as the proposition that culture should be valued and
therefore funded on its own cultural merits (or intrinsically) and counter propositions
based around the need for the funding of culture to be based on the usefulness of culture
(or extrinsically) in relation to its non-cultural merits. This latter proposal, though
charged in relation to interpretations of non-cultural, is fundamentally based on the view
that publicly-funded culture should be useful or instrumental to societies in a way that is
accountable, identifiable and putatively reasonable to the taxpayer. The dichotomy and
delicate balance of interests within cultural policy, therefore, has serious implications
for how it generates trust, and can be described as comprising cultural value (Holden,
2006). The concept of cultural value essentially describes the reconciling of needs
between “everyone involved” in cultural policy, including the public who pays for it,
the government who administers it (and seeks quantifiable accountability), and the
cultural sector, or the stakeholders of cultural policy (ibid., p. 59). The permutations of

these dichotomies will be further discussed in Chapter Four.

As the citations above have shown, in recent decades, the appeal of use-based or
utilitarian models of cultural policy (as demonstrated above), where culture is used as an
“instrument to achieve certain goals” (Vuyk, 2010, p. 178) in typically “non-arts [non
cultural] areas” (McCarthy, Ondaatje and Zakaras, 2005, p. 3), has become known as

cultural instrumentalism. Although this term has been critiqued as redundant in policy
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terms — as it is claimed that all policy seeks an outcome (Gray, 2007, p 205), it remains
a key concept in European cultural policy analysis and originates from these resistant
and historical use/non-use discourses, and as such, attempts to describe the values of
culture. By offering a tangible use or reason for culture, cultural instrumentalism can be
seen as responding to culture’s apparent uselessness as a policy sector and thus its
potential policy vacuum. Nevertheless, cultural instrumentalism is also a response to
wider policy rationalisms, or modes of public policy efficiencies which involve the
application of reason and technique (such as culture) to address societal problems,
which, its critics claim (Peck and Tickell, 2002, p. 397), obfuscates the root cause of
those problems (such as urban development). Rationalism, therefore, is a key

component of instrumentalism.

Rationality can be understood as “purposive” actions “directed at realising the goals of
expressed values” (Parsons, 1995, p. 278), and thus focuses on outcomes rather than
processes. The concept of rationalism has also been linked to the conflation of public
and private interests associated with liberal democracies (represented by many EU
countries), and a view of the market as a self-evident “public [rather than private] good”
(Held, 2006, p. 76). As a result, rationalism is also associated with utilitarianism and
capitalism’s attempt to “control ... nature” through “technical rules” (Habermas, 1973,
p- 9) and has “less to do with the possession of knowledge than with how speaking and
acting subjects acquire and use knowledge” (ibid., 1984, p. 8). This particular theory of
rationality is held by philosopher, sociologist and critical theorist Jurgen Habermas,
whose work essentially concerns the use of reason and what makes laws or governing
systems legitimate, rather than simply legally or coercively enforced. In Habermas’s

view, means-end rationalism constitutes a form of “instrumental reason” (ibid, p. 366)
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and leads to problems of administration and social trust, as well as problems with

legitimacy (Habermas, 1973, p. 46).

However, Habermas sees reason as double-edged, having the potential to be technical
(instrumental) and destructive, but also democratic and offering the possibility of
“reconciliation and freedom” through “communicative action” (ibid., 1987, p. 1). As
such, in contrast with means-end/instrumental reason, “communicative rationality” is
geared towards “unconstrained mutual understanding among individuals” (ibid., p. 2)
and is borne out of socio-cultural systems that enable the necessary “cultural
reproduction of life” and make claims to “truth” on which healthy societies depend
(ibid., 1973, p. 5). The positive basis for communicative reason comprises an ideal
theory of how we should act based on a rational debate designed to generate a “ritually
secured, basic normative agreement” in society (ibid., 1987, p. 2). The imperatives
driving both instrumental and communicative reason in general (and in policy) are
known as the political-economic system or steering media (representing the economy
and electoral system) and the socio-cultural lifeworld (representing society and culture)

(ibid., p. 113) and will be further discussed in Chapter Two.

Habermas’s concept of the public sphere (that arises out of civil society)™ is also linked
to policy and discourse. The public sphere is where communicative action and discourse

ethics are practiced through the process of deliberative democracy,’® and represents the

%8 Though considered “an almost purely Western concept” (Spurk, 2010, p. 8), civil society can be
described as “a sphere of voluntary action that is distinct from the state, political, private, and economic
spheres”, despite permeable boundaries (ibid.,, p. 7), giving rise to the public sphere. It is generally
understood to refer to voluntary associations and normative ideas of the “good society”, as well as
legitimacy, as much as describing a social process of coming together (ibid., pp 20-21). In cultural policy
discourse, as Chapter Five will demonstrate, in addition to the public sphere, it is associated with
democracy and citizenship.

9 Deliberative democracy is concerned with “enhancing the nature and form of political participation, not
just increasing it for its own sake” (Held, 2006, p. 232).
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point at which the “sphere of private people come together as a public” (Habermas,
1989, p. 27) without the pressures of the state or the economy. While Chapter Two (2.5)
will outline the idealised and thus contested nature of the public sphere (Fraser, 1990, p.
58), concepts such as the lifeworld, system and public sphere help to analyse the driving
forces, competition and impact of cultural policy discourses on legitimacy or trust in the

state.

As such, Habermas’s concept of legitimacy (Habermas, 1973) has become increasingly
important in policy studies (Parsons, 1995, pp. 53 — 54) and government stability (Held,
2006, pp. 191 — 195), and is central to thinking through the function of discourse and
reason in policy. Of critical importance in considering legitimacy in cultural policy, is
Habermas’s view that the a priori need for legitimacy (and why crises are endemic to
modern states) arises out of the dependence of the modern state on the (private)
economy, which does not necessarily work in the public interest (Habermas, 1973, p.
13). Further, Habermas views the “goal values” of the state and the economy as
essentially “irreconcilable” and therefore in need of legitimation to the public (ibid.). To
Habermas, trust is generated through the lifeworld and activities such as policy-making,
which symbolically communicates the reason of the state (relationship to the economy

or to society) to the electorate (Parsons, 1995, p. 178).

This theory of legitimacy suggests that cultural policy both generates trust for
(legitimates) the state and depends on trust for its own longevity in government. Since
this theory also depends on reason, cultural policy’s claims for legitimacy are embodied
in its use of reason or through its various discourses, which (as suggested), are typically

social, economic, and symbolic. To generate legitimacy, therefore, these discourses
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must reflect, or appear to reflect the value systems of the electorate. For this reason,
cultural policy discourses deserve particular attention if cultural policy and the state are
to be held to account or made “subject to public validation” (Shapiro, 1990, p. 336).
Consequently, the theory of legitimacy is central to considering what is at stake where
there are competing claims and reasonings in policy discourses. Equally, given the
crisis-driven nature of the capitalist state (Habermas, 1973) and the low status of
cultural policy, legitimacy is a basis on which to evaluate the core goals of all policy
discourse. However, this competition between claims in policy discourses can lead to
the domination of socio-cultural or lifeworld values by political-economic or system

values and can take the form of a colonisation (Habermas, 1987, p. 318).

In light of the close relationship between the state and the market (on whom it depends
for taxes), and consequently discourses of culture’s usefulness (to the economy and/or
social cohesion), the importance of rationality, reason, knowledge and cultural
instrumentalism in policy, can be linked to the prospect of colonisation. This situation
suggests negative consequences for both cultural policy and the state and will be
expanded on in Chapter Seven. There are other concepts, however, with which to
consider discourse and claims to legitimacy, and in particular, the work of philosopher

Michel Foucault.

Though Foucault’s philosophical position differs to Habermas’s and will be dealt with
in Chapter Two (2.5), his theory of discourse formation has become central to policy
analysis. Foucault’s theory of “discourse formation” is essentially concerned with
identifying the sources and contingencies of political power (and thus legitimacy) in

discourse (Foucault, 1972, p. 34). Since cultural policy is concerned with legitimacy-
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creation or claims upon the “truth” (Foucault, 1980, p. 93) as much as communicating
plans for government action (Parsons, 1995, p. 178) or practising the use of reason (as
above), Foucault’s interest in discourse and the history of ideas helps interpret the

imperatives, pressures and particularly, dependencies of policy discourse.

Discourse formation theory also helps to consider the use of discourse to assert who has
the right to speak (Foucault, 1972, p. 55) and thus posits discourse as an inherently
political and non-consensual activity that is dominating, self-sustaining and legitimates
power-systems (Foucault, 1980, p. 81). Crucially, however, and in contrast with
Habermas, Foucault presents discourse as data to be analysed rather than judged and

“avoid[s]” being involved in arguments about whether discourse is “true”, or even

whether “statements make sense” (Drefus and Rabinow, 1983, p. xxiv).

In that sense, Foucault’s work offers an “interpretation” of data (ibid., p. xxvi) rather
than a Habermasian judgment on either the process (of discourse ethics) or the
implications of different positions. From the point of view of both Foucault and
Habermas, therefore, policy legitimation is inescapable and domineering (Foucault,
1972), but necessary (Habermas, 1973) and thus a complex property of discourse. In
this respect, Foucault’s work is used to identify and interpret the object of the research
(i.e. discourse), rather than evaluate the impacts of discourse via the balancing of
political/economic (system) and socio-cultural (lifeworld) mandates, as Chapter Two
(2.5) will outline. One of the most useful and legitimising cultural strategies and uses of
reason in public policy over the last four decades, and one that offers both social and
economic benefits, are paradigms based on culture, urban development and

regeneration.
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1.2.2  The creative city: key principles and modes of justification

Though originating within urban and industrial policies, the last thirty years have seen
urban development discourses become a central cultural policy narrative, rationality or
claim in relation to culture’s usefulness and legitimacy within society. Specifically,
these discourses have highlighted urban development, social and economic regeneration
and increased private sector investment as linked to cities’ investments into culture. One
of the most successful of these paradigms is the creative city movement (hereafter
called the creative city), an international discourse of development and regeneration
based on research findings from the 1980s (IFACCA, 2006, p. 7; Mulcahy, 2006, p.
326). Though primarily an urban paradigm, the creative city model of urban
development operates across local, regional and national levels and has an international
reach that spans Europe, North America and Asia where it has been benignly interpreted
by city authorities and municipalities, as well as by cultural policymakers (Rayseng,

2008, p. 3).

While there is no one model, the creative city is essentially concerned with a theory of
creativity as “the principal driving force in the growth and development of cities,
regions and nations” (Florida, 2005, p. 1) on the basis that “place has become the central
organising unit of our time” (ibid., 2002, p. 6). Through place-development, the core
aim of the paradigm is to “pursue a collective vision of a better and more prosperous
future for all” (ibid., p. xxx). By linking the attraction of creative workers (and therefore
work) and business to the importance and individuality of place and development, using
creative and cultural (amenities and regeneration) strategies (Landry, 2000; Florida,
2002), the creative city places culture and individuality of place as pivotal to

(economically) successful cities.
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The discourse of the creative city, essentially inverts an “older corporate-centred
system” focusing on attracting businesses to cities in pursuit of jobs, to a “people-driven
one” focusing on workers (Florida, 2002, p. 6). Specifically, the creative city proposes
that by attracting and nurturing flexible, highly skilled and mobile creative workers with
high levels of human capital,20 known as the creative classes (Florida, 2002; 2005),
which can be done through developing cultural and recreational amenities and an open
and diverse environment, cities can attract major international companies and
investment (Landry, 2000, p. 31; Florida, 2005, p. 99). Instead of attracting investment
as a starting point therefore, creative workers must be attracted (through the right kind
of cultural amenities), following which investment, community development and
economic and social regeneration will take place (Comedia, 1991, p. 31; Florida, 2002,
pp. 281- 282). The creative city, therefore, involves a claim about culture and creativity
(attracting workers and businesses), and a claim about the economy (the result of

businesses investing in cities).

As a result of the confluence of cultural and economic imperatives, the paradigm has
become “entangled” (Oakley, 2009a, p. 1) within a range of dominant and powerful
political, economic, social, urban and cultural discourses, dominated by capitalism, as
well as cultural sociology and post-industrial theory® (McGuigan, 2009, p. 292). The
authority conferred on the creative city through these discourses rests on the bridging of

hard (and therefore rational or economic), and soft characteristics or the “soft power”

®Human capital is the “knowledge, attitudes, and skills that are developed and valued primarily for their
economically productive potential” (Baptiste, 2001, p. 184).

1 The term post-industrial has passed into “common currency” (Bell, 1999, p. ix), and was coined by
Daniel Bell in his seminal publication The Coming of the Post-Industrial Society. It describes the change
from manufacturing to service industries, the dominance of professional employment, the decline of
skilled and semi-skilled workers, the rise of meritocracies, the importance of financial and human capital,
technology and “intellectual technology”, predicated on the “codification of theoretical knowledge and
the new relation of science to technology” (ibid., p. Xiv).
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associated with culture (Higgins, 2013a, n.p.), legitimating and satisfying various
constituencies in the process. Of paramount importance in the success of the paradigm
is the meta or organising principle of capitalism and the market, central to many
European economic policies. These capitalist/market discourses comprise narratives of:
post-industrialism and the knowledge economy,” or the “shift in class power from
owners of capital to possessors of knowledge” (Garnham, 2001, n.p.); subsets of the
knowledge economy such as the digital, weightless, new, and in particular, the creative
economy “drawing together the spheres of innovation [technological creativity],
business [economic creativity] and culture [artistic and cultural creativity]” (Florida,
2002, p. 201). Other discourses embedded throughout the creative city have achieved a
significant degree of currency (and thus power) in contemporary policy, including:
entrepreneurialism, one of the “fantasies of economic discourse” (Spicer and Jones,
2005, p. 19); innovation, a “watchword for post-industrial economies” (Cunningham,
2010, p. 20); and, in particular, the “rising cult” of creativity (Hesmondhalgh, 2007, p.

558).

In addition to capitalism, these discourses are situated within the master framework of
neoliberalism, a key concept in contemporary cultural policy scholarship. Neoliberalism
is defined as a “theory of political economic practices that proposes that human well-
being can best be advanced by liberating individual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills
within an institutional framework characterized by strong private property rights, free

markets and free trade” (Harvey, 2005, p. 2). The concept or ideology of neoliberalism

%2 The term knowledge worker was coined by management consultant Peter Drucker in the 1960s
(Atkinson and Easthope, 2009, p. 66). The knowledge economy describes knowledge-intensive industries
predicated on the transfer and trade of intangibles such as information and knowledge, and is dependent
on sophisticated societies (usually bigger cities) with high levels of education or human capital. Creative
cities are claimed to be “cities of the knowledge economy”. Available:
http://creativecities.britishcouncil.org/ [Accessed 15 January 2013].
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has been linked to a number of phenomena and discourses of the advanced or late
capitalism® of the West, including: the flexible and transient organisation of
production, labour and accumulation in capitalist societies (Harvey, 1989); competition;
low taxation; place-promotion; consumer choice; entrepreneurialism; a casual labour
market; and, crucially, a self-justifying, legitimising, and self-perpetuating “ethic”

(Thompson, 2005, p. 23).

As a result of being positioned within this ideological framework, the creative city is as
critiqued as it is successful, and as such has been described as: a neoliberal model of
development (Peck, 2005) which uses flawed methodologies (Glaeser, 2005); an urban
paradigm that reinforces social inequalities by privileging the professional classes
(Peck, 2005); and that it is more concerned with understanding the “indicative
conditions favourable to the creation of urban economic growth than it is in providing a
critical appreciation of them” (Miles and Paddison, 2005, p. 835). In addition, artists are
divided in their opinion on the creative city, with some viewing it as a supportive and
benign rationale for culture and creativity (Markusen, 2006, p. 1935), and others
protesting against its inequitable and private urban development focus, paid for by
publicly-funded cities (Not In Our Name and the Creative Class Struggle)®* as will be

detailed in Chapter Three (3.11).

2 |_ate or advanced capitalism is the subject of much of Habermas’s work and concerns “an organized or
state-regulated capitalism” attributed to the “advanced stage of the accumulation process” (Habermas,
1973, p. 33). It involves the “process of economic concentration” or national and multinational
corporations and the “organization of markets for goods, capital and labor”, the state intervening in the
market as “functional gaps develop” and the “partial replacement of the market mechanism by state
intervention” (ibid.).

2 The Hamburg-based artists group, Not in Our Name, aimed to counteract gentrification and other
creative class policies in Hamburg. Available: nionhh.wordpress.com/about [Accessed 1 March 2013]
and http://www.signandsight.com/features/1961.html [Accessed 21 November 2012]. Similarly, the
Toronto-based group, Creative Class Struggle, describe themselves as a “collective who are organizing a
campaign challenging the presence of Richard Florida and the Martin Prosperity Institute at the
University of Toronto, as well as the wider policies and practices they represent.” Available:
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The question of the beneficiaries and imperatives of tax-sponsored urban development
initiatives (like the creative city) is another key source of unease (Harvey, 1989; Rosler,
2011a). Specifically, over the last thirty years in Europe, the close relationship between
democratic municipalities (or the state), the private sector and large-scale urban
development and investment, has largely been fostered by liberal democratic (and
neoliberal) regimes of public/private partnerships. Given the careful balancing of
private with public interests as a founding principle of policy (Parsons, 1995, p. 8 - 12)
and a core characteristic (if often unrealised) of democracy (Held, 2006, p. 275), the
prevalent role and contingency of the creative city on the private sector, is a major
source of criticism. Links between cultural policies and urban development narratives,
therefore, have implications beyond artists and culture, potentially highlighting
underlying issues within the state and models of democracy. These issues will be further

discussed in Chapters Three and, in relation to their implications, Chapter Seven.

Nevertheless, after three decades, the paradigm of the creative city remains a hugely
successful and influential discourse of urban development that is “deeply embedded”
(Atkinson and Easthope, 2009, p. 75) and has had a “significant” impact on
policymakers (Miles and Paddison, 2005, p. 835). In its bridging of different concerns,
the paradigm can be viewed as operating between industrial policy, and, through its
positioning of culture and creativity, implicit cultural policy (e.g. cultural planning),
with whom, it has been claimed, it shares “much the same logic” (Dowler, 2004, p. 26).
Similarities between the strategic nature of the creative city paradigm and of cultural

policy have also been highlighted in claims of confusion between cultural and creative

http://creativeclassstruggle.wordpress.com [Accessed 25 January 2010]. See also Chapter 5 (section 5.4)
for reference to a similar Finnish group.

% Cultural planning has been defined as “the strategic use of cultural resources for the integrated
development of cities, regions and countries” (DMU, cited in Evans, 2001, p. 7).
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city strategies (Atkinson and Easthope, 2009, p. 68). As a result, notwithstanding
opposition from certain artists’ groups (cited above), the creative city has been
welcomed by many cultural practitioners “because they feel it makes them visible”
(Lloyd, cited in Oakley, 2009a, p. 4) by appearing to place culture at the heart of

influential debates about society and development.

The creative city, therefore, can be viewed as a significant source of reason and
legitimation in cultural discourses, increasing the profile of culture, and suggesting
tangible economic outputs and outcomes, indicative of democratic, accountable and
efficient public returns. Similarly, the creative city provides a counterpoint to
potentially obscure debates about culture’s innate or intrinsic values (via discourses of
the arts) and thus rebuffs potential accusations of elitism. Further, the creative city fits
the meta economic rationale of democratic capitalism and the market-justifying ethic of
liberal democracies, giving it political legitimation and making it a persuasive cultural
story that addresses a policy sector which does not meet an identifiable or visible public
need. For that reason, although primarily situated within urban policy, the creative city
appears to embody a constructive and useful rationale for not only local or urban

cultural policies, but national cultural policies in general.

1.3  Rationale for thesis

Considering the similarities (claims to truth and strategic uses for culture), shared
contingencies (the economy and state) and thus the legitimating role for the creative city
within cultural policy, there has been little attempt to comprehensively analyse the two
concepts in respect of each other to date. This neglect is surprising given the potential

for rich exploration that the creative city affords cultural policy in relation to the role of
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narrative, strategy, advocacy and obfuscation in policy discourses, and the tension
between legitimacy and discourses of culture and utility. Although there has been a
broad (and short) critique of the creative city in respect of cultural policy (McGuigan,
2009), creativity, the creative economy (Oakley, 2004; O’Connor, 2007; Holden, 2007;
Cooke and Lazeretti, 2008; Oakley, 2009a; Creative Metropoles, 2010; etc.), culture-led
regeneration, cultural policy and economics (Rosler, 2010; 2011a; 2011b), various
accounts of the creative city in respect of culture (Hesmondhalgh, 2007; Oudenampsen,
2008; McGuigan, 2009; Oakley, 2009a; Vickery, 2011) and from a social
science/geography perspective,?® there is a dearth of research that focuses in detail on

the wider implications of the creative city for cultural policy specifically.

More specifically, interpreting the literatures, conceptual dependencies, trajectories and
rationales of both cultural policy and the creative city, through discourse, can shed light
on key questions for cultural policy, including: difficulties with establishing its meta
rationale; the pressures on cultural policy in relation to the arguments and cases it makes
for culture; the dualism or contested nature of culture; and the role and potential of
utilitarian and private sector discourses to boost or legitimate cultural policy, as well as
to potentially undermine it and the state. In short, the stakes at play in this research
comprise: clarity over the role of cultural policy and the status of culture ministries, the
relationship between cultural policy stakeholders who generate and are impacted by
discourses, the impact of value systems embedded in certain models of culture (as
proposed through discourse) and the balance of public/private interests in liberal

democratic states.

% Some of the most influential social sciences texts are generated by British geographer Jamie Peck. See
Peck (2007; 2005; 2009; Peck, and Tickell, 2002).
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Equally, though the consideration of discourse as a methodology in public policy is an
established influence on the policy sciences (Parsons, 1995, p. 151), and a scholarly
area of interest in public policy generally (Shapiro, 1990; Cataldi, 2004; Jones, 2009),
the use of discourse as a tool to create understanding around cultural policy in
particular, is an emerging field of endeavour (Barbieri, 2012). The creative city and
discourse theories, therefore, respectively offer a useful perspective from which to
analyse cultural policy and contribute to a growing area of cultural policy enquiry.
Having outlined the conceptual relationship between cultural policy and the creative
city and what might be gained from exploring both in relation to the other in terms of
discourse, it remains necessary to outline the core contributions of this thesis to cultural

policy studies.

1.4  Contributions of this thesis to the field of study

This dissertation aims to create knowledge in cultural policy by creating new
understandings of an under-theorised relationship between it and the creative city
paradigm, using an emerging method of investigation in cultural policy, specifically that
of discourse theory. In order to do this, the research will apply these under-used
(Foucauldian) methods with new (Peter Sloterdijk’s concept of cynical reason) and
established (Habermasian) concepts, which will allow for an original comparison and
analysis of cultural policy and the creative city. The research will move beyond a broad
analysis of key culture and cultural policy histories as outlined in this introduction,
drawing on discourse as a shared source of meaning-production and legitimacy-creation

within the two paradigms.
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Specifically, this research will use the creative city paradigm to build an argument that
there is a relative lack of clarity around cultural policy as an area of public policy
despite a plethora of stories of culture’s uses; that instrumental discourses such as the
creative city seem to reflect the pragmatic and often involuntary nature of policy
making and may impact on cultural policy stakeholder relationships; that
instrumentalism is endemic to cultural policy and can reveal its deficits; and that the
consequences of instrumentalism may be problematic, not only for cultural policy, but
also the state. In order to analyse these paradigms and what they can reveal about
policy, the state and the market, therefore, the thesis will first draw on Foucault’s
discourse formation theory (Foucault, 1972) and then call on discrete applications of
Habermas’s concepts of lifeworld, system, colonisation and legitimacy (Habermas,

1973, 1984, 1987) and Sloterdijk’s theory of cynical reason (1987).

1.5  Summary of chapters

Following this introduction, Chapter Two will consider the methodological framework
used to approach the research question, and outline why the research is located within
cultural policy studies, and is conducted using key concepts and methods from Foucault
(establishing the object of investigation: discourse) and Habermas (analysing the impact
of the investigation). This chapter will also detail the selection of text-based national
cultural policies in Scotland, Finland and Ireland as situated cases, as well as looking at
reflexive issues bearing on the research. Chapter Three offers a more detailed overview
of the creative city paradigm, including its models, perceptions, applications, authors,
key concepts and discursive histories. This chapter also outlines the emergence of the

creative city as a major urban development discourse of the 21% century, its flexibility
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of interpretation, and the particular role of persuasion within it, including the implicit

and explicit presence of the private sector.

Chapter Four locates the research in the context of the key literatures and discourses of
culture, creativity and cultural policy, looking at contested concepts, value-systems,
rationalisms, histories, definitions, applications (including policy studies and
governance) and critically, their intersections and links. This chapter will take a detailed
look at how the contested and complex nature of culture creates difficulties for cultural
policies and their definitions, and leads to instrumentalism and legitimation narratives,
which manifest in multiple cultural rationales. Following this, the chapter will also
outline the relatively recent economic discourse of creativity, posited as part of the
discursive success of the creative city, and which, it is claimed, acts as a bridging
discourse between the economic and industrial creative city and the putatively cultural
concerns of cultural policy. The chapter will conclude with a detailed overview of

policy in general and cultural policy in particular.

Chapter Five describes the national cultural policies of Scotland, Finland and Ireland
through the policy frame of the creative city, in order to ground the research in specific
contexts and locations. Specifically, this Chapter involves an overview of urban
development and marketing initiatives in Scotland, showing how creative city discourse
occurs there as part of wider creative economy and nationalist legitimising
(championing uniqueness) discourses, focusing on place-development, success,
triumphalism and competition. Similarly, the creative city concept in Finland is posited
as supporting Finland’s need to bridge its social democratic legacies with its newer

industrial and neoliberal policies, focusing on internationalism, cosmopolitanism,
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diversity, tolerance, talent and the creative industries. The chapter concludes by
demonstrating that Ireland, despite geo-political similarities to Scotland and Finland,
does not show the same level of creative city discursive transfer, though it does position

culture as a competitive branding and re-branding tool for the country.

Chapter Six analyses the discourses of the three cases with reference to discourse
formation theory, looking at how and why this transfer has occurred. This chapter
specifically constructs a series of conclusions about the trajectory of the discourse
transfer that has occurred between the creative city and cultural policy and offers
suggestions as to the sustainability of the creative city within cultural policy, touching
on the role of cynicism in policy relationships. Following this, the chapter considers
why the creative city has become embedded within the particular context of the three
cases and more generally within cultural policy. This chapter concludes with a
discussion of the role and appeal of an instrumental discourse such as the creative city

in respect of policymakers more widely.

Chapter Seven addresses the impact and implications of the creative city for cultural
policy and what it reveals about the state, using Habermas’s concepts of lifeworld,
system, colonisation and legitimacy. Specifically, this chapter reveals the state of
contemporary cultural policies by considering the longer-term issues of instrumentalism
in the context of problematics and tensions already within cultural policy, and, in
particular, a lack of clarity over what it is designed to achieve. This leads to a discussion
of the potential for cultural policy to be perpetually dominated or colonised by
instrumental discourses, implications for legitimacy and the various ironies and

paradoxes this represents. The chapter further shows how colonisation embodies and
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underlines key criticisms of liberal democratic policies, as well as core democratic
principles. The research reaches its conclusion in Chapter Eight, with a summary of the
main outcomes, reiterating the contributions to knowledge, and including a
consideration of future directions arising from the research. The dissertation finishes
with a short reflection on the research experience and points to remaining questions

suggested by the dissertation.

1.6  Conclusions

This introduction has identified difficulties and pressures within, as well as various uses
for cultural policy resulting from the complex and political nature of culture. As a result
of these difficulties (within cultural policy and in respect of culture), this chapter has
posited that there are problems identifying the purpose of cultural policy, and thus that
there is an enduring role for advocacy, persuasion and narrative within it, raising the
prospect of issues around trust in relation to argumentation and advocacy amongst its
key stakeholders. This chapter has also established the imperatives and contingencies of
legitimising discourses in cultural policy such as the urban policy paradigm of the
creative city, which can operate as an identifiable rationale and strategy for cultural
investment. Finally, the case was made that research needs to look more closely at
cultural policy discourses, rationales and instrumentalism in general, in order to
understand the function of culture within the state, but also the nature of wider state
activity. In order to consider the relationship between the creative city paradigm as a
justification and legitimation of investment in culture and cultural policy, the next
chapter will consider how this question will be interpreted, approached and designed,
the theoretical framework drawn upon to deepen the analysis of the thesis, and in

particular, the basis for claims to knowledge about this issue.
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CHAPTER TWO: METHODOLOGY

2.1 Introduction

Chapter One has outlined that this research concerns an analysis of the relationship
between the general field of explicit cultural policy and the specific mode of urban
development known as the creative city, through a comparative study of national policy
texts and environments. It has proposed that an investigation of the discourses of
cultural policy, via the discourses of the creative city, can help investigate the
operations, political imperatives, pressures and constituencies of cultural policy and the
state itself. In order to consider this relationship, the research proposes to look at the
historical and familial links between cultural policy and the creative city in general,
followed by an analysis of situated cultural policies in particular, and finish with an

investigation of what this means for cultural policy and the state.

To contextualise the research question, the thesis has posited a reflexive relationship
between the richness and malleability of culture, historic ruling-class uses for culture
(and latterly explicit cultural ‘policies’), and confusion over the greater purpose or a
priori aims of cultural policy as an arm of government. The stakes at play in this
investigation, therefore, rest on: the pressures at work in determining and clarifying or
obfuscating what cultural policy is for (the transparency of cultural policy); the impact
of these pressures on the legitimacy, possibilities and status of cultural policy and its
ministries; the effect of this on the communication and transparency of relationships
between stakeholders of cultural policy; the impact of this on the diversity of cultural
forms supported by the state (in particular the support of experimental cultural forms),

and the stability, legitimacy and transparency of the state itself.
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Having established the context and stakes in relation to the research question, this
chapter will address the research’s methodological foundation, ontological approach and
epistemology. In order to do this, the chapter will outline the main method of enquiry,
the academic context in which the research is conducted and specifically, the approach
to establishing the object (via Foucault’s discourse theories), analysis and implications
(via Habermasian concepts) of the enquiry. In doing this, the chapter will describe and
evaluate the broader conceptual framework of the research, outlining the discrete uses
of Foucault and Habermas in the research and the rationale for that use. The chapter will
conclude by detailing the research design and reasons behind selecting the cultural
policies of Scotland, Finland and Ireland and address key issues of reflexivity in the

research.

2.2 Qualitative approach and interpretivism

The ontological approach of this dissertation, concerning the a priori research
assumptions around the “nature [and constitution] of the social world” (Seale, 2004, p.
294), or “what can be said to exist” (ibid., p. 508), is determined by its emphasis on the
interpretation and construction of cultural policy texts and discourses rather than the
building of empirical and measurable evidence or facts. The decision to analyse cultural
policy words and actions in this work, therefore, disavows a positivist, “scientific” and
testable objective reality with measurable properties (ibid, p. 80) “which we can know”
and are “free of value” (Parsons, 1995, p. 71). As a result, the epistemology of the
research is based on a qualitative approach which aims to reveal insights on “culture,
society and behaviour” (Hogan and Doyle, 2009, p. 3), helping to consider how cultural
policy discourses “came to take the form they ultimately did” given that they could

always be otherwise (ibid.). The research, therefore, takes a “multifaceted” approach
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(ibid.), drawing on the policy sciences, economic theory, cultural studies and
philosophy, lending itself to “thick™ or rich description and analysis (Geertz, 1973, cited
in Flick, 2002, p. 18). Within this approach, an “interpretivist” method is used,
concerned with notions of reality or truths as socially (and never neutrally) constructed
through language and shared meanings (Seale, 2004, p. 75), as will be evident in
references throughout the policy texts consulted. The research, therefore, fundamentally
aims to promote “insight, understanding or dialogue” (Seale, 2004, p. 72) in relation to
cultural policy, by generating “theoretical” as opposed to “empirical” knowledges (ibid.,

p. 76).

2.3 Locating the research: cultural studies and cultural policy studies

Given the interdisciplinary questions of culture, governance (and power), legitimacy,
and urban development in determining the relationship between cultural policy and the
creative city, the dissertation is situated within cultural studies. Cultural studies is
concerned with the “production, circulation, deployment” and “effects” of cultural
forms and activities (Bennett, 1998, p. 60) and has claimed for itself a key emancipatory
role in academia (McGuigan, 2004, p. 7) in terms of its commitment to “social change”
(Threadgold, 2003, n.p.). The key premise of cultural studies and one that is central to
policy texts, is that “realities and subjectivities” as well as “power relations” are
constructed and contested in and through language, the social and culture and that this
activity is characterised by narrativity and thus could always be constructed differently
(ibid.). Within the relatively new discipline of cultural studies (Hall, 1980, p. 58), this
research is further specified as sitting within the newer interdisciplinary sub-domain of

cultural policy studies (Belfiore, 2008, p. 24).
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The critical intellectual study of cultural policy as an academic domain, or cultural
policy studies, is an equally eclectic discipline to cultural studies (Gray, 2003, p. 1) and

is “characterised by a diversity of subjects and research methods”?’

which are chiefly
framed by the humanities and social sciences. Specifically, cultural policy studies aims
to investigate the “underlying theoretical assumptions and ideologies behind cultural
policy and management”, eschewing predominantly descriptive, empirical, evidence-
based or instrumental approaches (ibid.) Like cultural studies, however, in spite of
significant work undertaken over the last thirty years,?® cultural policy studies remains
an under-established object of academia (Belfiore, 2008), a factor also indicated by its

omission from general policy handbooks consulted throughout this research (e.g.

Burstein, 1991; Parsons, 1995; Compston, 2004; Dye, 2008).

A key tension in the study of cultural policy, and thus cultural policy studies, is how
cultural policy is constituted as both an academic area of enquiry and as a professional
and applied government sector. This gives it an “incorrigibly plural” (Gray, 2010a, p.
226) number of analytical approaches, imperatives and disciplinary identities, which
includes: those who research and critique it (scholars); those who explicitly plan,
implement and evaluate it (policymakers and politicians under the rubric of the state);

those who implicitly make it (expert cultural agencies and other government

27 See The Centre for Cultural Policy Studies at Warwick University. Available:
http://www?2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/arts/theatre_s/cp/study/phd/ [Accessed 3 October 2012].

% See Wiesand (2002) for a discussion on UNESCO’s role in commissioning cultural policy research
from the 1970s. See also the International Conference on Cultural Policy Research (ICCPR), the
International Journal of Cultural Policy, available: http://www.tandf.co.uk/journals/titles/10286632.asp
[Accessed 14 September 2011], Cultural Trends, available:
http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/ccut20/current#.UIqGFIBJOSo [Accessed 11 October 2013], both
published by Routledge and think tanks such as the European Institute for Comparative Cultural
Research/ EricARTS. Available:www.ericarts.org/ [Accessed 9 September 2013] and the European
Institute for Progressive Cultural Policies/ EIPCP. Available:www.eipcp.net [Accessed 9 September
2013], amongst others.
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departments); those who shape it and are directly impacted by it (cultural practitioners),

and critically, those in whose name it is made (the public).

This tension is underlined by criticisms of cultural policy studies as “compromised” by
its proximity to the action of government and ungrounded in both history and theory
(Miller and Yudice, 2002, p. 29). Academic legitimacy within (cultural) policy studies,
therefore, is prone to ideological contest and “normative” views of the degree to which
academics should be involved in such work (Schlesinger, 2009, p. 9). “Disinterest”, or
“whether or not benefits [typically financial] are sought from advice [or research]” ... or
are a “prime motivating force”, in this case, choosing to conduct research (ibid.), is
central to the debate over academic objectivity or independence. In contrast to artistic
disinterest, concerned with apparently politically and commercially independent culture
associated with contemplating art “for its own sake” (Woodmansee, 1984, p. 46),
disinterest does not suggest a lack of interest, but rather a critical distance from state

imperatives.

This desire for objectivity is particularly resonant in the increasingly “competitive” and
“complex” shaping of policy (Schlesinger, 2009a, p. 8), leading to assertions that the
“single most crucial quality that any critical cultural policy researcher ought to possess

995

is ‘a built-in, shock-proof crap detector’” (Ernest Hemingway paraphrased in Belfiore,
2008, p. 1). The concept of disinterest is also deployed to distance cultural policy
studies from cultural policy research, an approach to cultural policy analysis that is

viewed as less critically independent, more indebted to the social sciences, more

concerned with “evidence” (Scullion and Garcia, 2005, p. 120), and thus more closely
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tied to government agendas (ibid., pp. 122-125).* However, while a disinterested
approach is the academic ideal, it can lead to the “crowding out” and down-grading of
academics by non-academics perceived as working on more pertinent, policy-focused or
“interested” government research (Schlesinger, 2009a, p. 9), a critical issue in a
“climate where policy influence is considered a relevant, or even a privileged, criterion

for the allocation of research funds™ (Belfiore, 2008, p. 25).

In addition, the difficulty with disinterestedness in terms of perceptions of research that
is relevant, together with the poor status and funding of cultural policies, is that there is
a problem with the concept of independence or objectivity in general, even within
academia. This problem involves the tension between advocacy (which cannot claim to
be neutral) and research (Selwood, 2002, n.p.) which originates from those seeking and
dependent on funding from (interested) central culture ministries. Policy-based evidence
(or research), which is concerned with shoe-horning evidence to existing policies, is
perceived and decried in academic cultural policy circles as the opposite of disinterested
research, and is often indistinguishable from advocacy (in terms of advocating for
something). This approach to policy is supported by claims that “cultural statistics
largely follow the sphere and focus of operations [as well as finances] of cultural
policy” (Finnish Ministry of Education, 2009a, p. 9) and that “evidence was [is] far
more likely to be used if it fitted [fits] with the story that was [is] already being told”

(Stevens, 2011a, n.p.).

In contrast, evidence-based policy is typically posited as the ideal with a stronger claim

to independence or disinterestedness, through its putative adherence to objectivity.

2 A cultural policy research approach is consistent with much of the policy work done in Europe
(European Commission, 2006a, 2009; Arts Council of Ireland, 2009; Scottish Executive, 2004b; Ministry
of Education, 2009c).
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However, evidence-based policy is also problematic and ideological on the basis that
someone, limited by their own perspective and context, considers particular areas
worthy of research or funding and not others. Further, the volume and type of data
produced as evidence has been viewed as unwieldy and “unsuitable for answering
policy questions” (Stevens, 2011a, n.p.). Evidence-based research, therefore, is both
suggestive of empirical and scientific measurement, has difficulty with intrinsic (and
intangible benefit) cultural discourses and is difficult for policymakers to use. As such,
the key issue for this dissertation (situated within cultural policy studies), is to be
critical and relevant to “current policy and management practice, but to remain detached
from institutional imperatives”,* characterised as balancing “dissidence” with
institutional “dialogue” (Sterne, 2002, p. 72). These issues also illustrate the apparent
lack of academic legitimacy attached to cultural policy studies and the contested and

case-making or legitimating nature of cultural research, arising out of the complexities,

dependencies and proximity of culture to government (funding).

2.4  Establishing the object of enquiry: discourse approaches

Having established the approach and domain of the research, it is necessary to outline
the object of the enquiry, as determined by the work of Michel Foucault. As Chapter
One has indicated, though discourse is an important aspect of policy analysis, and
though there are exceptions (Barbieri, 2012), discourse formation theory is a relatively
under-developed method of investigating cultural policy in particular. This is despite the
necessarily political (justifying, persuading, shaping), strategic and contingent character

of cultural policy discourses (as posited in Chapter One), and the potential of

%0 See The Centre for Cultural Policy Studies at Warwick University [online]. Available:
http://www?2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/arts/theatre_s/cp/study/phd/ [Accessed 3 October 2012].
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“discursive formation” theory (Foucault, 1972, p. 34) to add to deeper understandings of

the politics of culture.

This theory of discourse draws on Foucault’s interest in the history of ideas, or the
“history of the order imposed on things” (Foucault, 2002, p xxvi), specifically, how
knowledge (through discourse) comes to be formed and accepted, and how “new
propositions were [are] produced, new facts isolated, or new concepts built up” (ibid., p.
xiii). The aim of Foucault’s broad approach is to expose the “fundamental codes of a
culture”... “the hierarchy of its practices” and explore “on what basis knowledge and
theory became possible” (ibid., p xxii) in the first instance. Foucault, therefore, is
interested in revealing what he calls the “positive unconscious of knowledge” that
would otherwise “elude” consciousness (ibid., p. xi) and in creating understanding about
the “rules” for making discourses appear “coherent and true in general” (ibid., p. iv). In
respect of this research, this refers to the emergence of certain policy discourses (i.e.

economic) over others (social or cultural).

This theory of discourse is separate to but builds on older forms of linguistic analysis
such as structuralism and post-structuralism, concerned with the “role of language in
shaping social life” (Filmer et al, 2004, p. 41). Post-structuralism, with which Foucault
has sometimes been associated, is specifically interested in the formation of identity
and realities through language, but stresses the basis for this as understanding life “not
as something composed of identities, objects and subjects, but of difference, complex
relations, and instability” (ibid., p. 42). However, Foucault disavows that his work is
structuralist or post-structuralist (Drefus and Rabinow, 1983, p. xxiv) and wrote of

wishing to “free” himself from what he felt was an “inaccurate” label (Foucault, 2002,
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p. xv). This disassociation from structuralism arises out of the sealed or internal nature
of its form of analysis, in contrast with the wider discursive connections made through
Foucault’s discourse formation theory, which are never “exclusively linguistic” (Filmer
et al., 2004, p. 41). Unlike post-structuralism, therefore, discourse formation is more
concerned with the institutions, regulations and relations around discourse formations

as much as the discourse itself (ibid., p. 41).

2.4.1 Discourse formation theory

Drawing on Foucault’s general theory of knowledge, discourse formation theory
specifically concerns “statements” (Foucault, 1972, p. 35) or “great uninterrupted
text[s]” (ibid., p. 41) which establish the “right” to “claim a field” of knowledge (ibid.,
p. 29) and comprise and operate from an “enunciative” power (ibid., p. 55). Foucault’s
view is that words and ideas are caught up in a “system of references to other books,
other texts, other sentences” (ibid., p. 25) and the a priori , assumed or “already-said”
(ibid., p. 27). Discursive statements, therefore, operate through and depend on an
“interplay of relations within it and outside it” (ibid., p. 32), though these knowledges
may be “different in form, and dispersed in time” (ibid., p.35). In this way, discourse
formation theory questions the discourse’s “mode of existence, [and] what it means to

them to have come into existence” (ibid., p. 123).

The term “dispersion” is used to describe the trajectory of statements within discourse
(ibid., p. 41) and is especially important for cultural policy in terms of the series of
“uninterrupted” (ibid., p. 41) statements that it hosts (i.e. social cohesion, well-being,
the economy) on behalf of broader government policies. The “field of concomitance” is

another term within discourse formation and refers to the range of domains or “wider
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fields” surrounding its systems of knowledge (ibid., p. 64). Equally, the concept of
resistance, or “rupture” in discourse formation, which can be seen in conflicting and
dichotomous policy discourses, helps to clarify the meaning of the “interstices” between
sentences and demonstrates the transformation between one discourse and another

(ibid., p. 36), on the basis that all discourses are always in competition with others.

As such, Foucault’s work centres on the correlative or reflexive construction of
knowledge in discourse, given that knowledge cannot exist without discursive practice
and that “discursive practice may be defined by the knowledge that it forms” (Foucault,
1972, p. 201). Using discourse formation theory, policy can be viewed as a linguistic
form of discrete knowledge, whereby “things said say more than themselves” (ibid., p.
123) and meaning and power exist in the “relations between statements” (ibid., p. 34)
and thus beyond the statements themselves. In considering cultural policy and the
creative city through the framework of discourse formation theory, therefore, it can be
inferred that the core discourses of culture, creativity and the economy depend for their
authority and existence (and thus legitimacy) on a range of framing or meta discourses,
which, it will be demonstrated, depend heavily on utilitarianism, romanticism,
neoliberalism and capitalism. This network of relationships can be viewed as
strengthening the discourse formation or authority of both cultural policy and the
creative city, lending them a universal and assumed character, which comes to resemble

“monuments” (ibid., p. 8).

These processes can be described in terms of “archaeology”, the “archive” (Foucault,

1972, p. 148) and “genealogy” (ibid., 1980, p. 83). Archaeology as a linguistic practice

concerns an “abandonment of the history of ideas” and an “attempt to create a quite
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different history of what men have said” (Foucault, 1972, p 154), rather than why and
how they have said it. The process of archaeology, therefore, views “discourses as
practices specified in the element of the archive” (ibid.,, p. 148) and speaks of
“monuments” (ibid., p. 155) in reference to the process of sifting through the archive to
reveal the gathering of discourse formations and knowledges over time. Archaeology is
therefore not “interpretative” (ibid.), but is a “rewriting” of what has already been
written (ibid., p 156) and therefore represents a general “methodology” (ibid., 1980, p.

85) and procedure for working through discourses, artefacts and data.

In contrast, Foucault’s later concept of “genealogy” (ibid., p. 83), represents the specific
“tactics” (ibid., p.85) used within the methodology to comparatively understand the
relation between discourses over time and how and why they are the way they are. This
is done by “emancipate[ing] historical knowledges” from “subjection” to the
“hierarchical order of power” (ibid., p. 85), leading to a better understanding of
knowledge, truth and power. Genealogy, therefore, describes the “origins of a theory
and a knowledge” (ibid., p. 78) and helps account for the “struggles” within discourses
(or ruptures) and the processes of dispersion and union between “erudite knowledge and

local memories™ (ibid., p. 83).

However, subsequent discourse theorists have argued that the “causal power” attributed
to Foucault’s archaeological method is “unintelligible” in terms of understanding the
influence of the social institutions central to Foucault’s’ theory (Drefus and Rabinow,
1983, p. xxiv), and that it “did not allow Foucault to pursue the range of problems and
concerns which informed his work” (ibid., p. xxv). For this reason, genealogy is viewed

as an improvement of Foucault’s theory and allows discourse to “thematize the
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relationship between truth, theory, and values and the social institutions and practices in
which they emerge” (ibid., p. xxv). As such, a broad archaeological approach is taken in
this research, but it is Foucault’s genealogy in particular, that provides a way to think
through the discourses of cultural policy and the creative city, as Chapter Four will

demonstrate.

In summation, by seeking to address the relationship between cultural policy, as a meta
body of meaning or discourse, and the creative city, discourse formation theory
addresses their wider ecologies, conceptual dependencies, political imperatives and
contexts, along with their governmentalities, or rational uses of knowledge and power in
shaping behaviours (Foucault, 1994, pp. 201-207). Essentially, therefore, discourse
formation theory helps consider “how is it that one particular statement appeared in a
discourse rather than another?” (Foucault, 1972, p. 30), the origin of the “silent births”
in discourse and why a particular theme might “emigrate” from one discipline to
another (ibid., p. 154). In addition, discourse formation theory helps analyse the impact
of discourse on “idea formation and, ultimately, on policy formulation” (Cataldi, 2004,

p. 67).

2.4.2 Power and discourse

Though the role of knowledge in discourse formation and competing claims for
dominance and justification are key to establishing power, Foucault is interested in
understanding power, rather than transforming it (Kelly, 1994, p. 373). This is because
Foucault views power as a “relation of force”, which is contingent, reflexive, “neither
given, nor exchanged” and “only exists in action” (Foucault, 1980, p. 89). For Foucault,

therefore, power has productive as well as oppressive potential (in being able to move
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from one group to another) and works from the bottom up (Kelly, 1994, p. 374). This
view of discourse/power as neither destructive nor constructive, opens up the space to
consider cultural policy discourse as harbouring both the potential to do good, and to
sustain or legitimate systems of power. There are other aspects of power, however,
which Foucault brings to light and which help theorise both cultural policy and the

creative city.

These exercises comprise “sovereign” or juridical power (based on an ancient form of
power) and ‘“non-sovereign” or disciplinary power, which assures and secures the
“cohesion” of the sovereign or the juridical (Foucault, 1980, p. 106). Disciplinary power
is both coercive and discipline-forming (ibid., p. 105), takes many forms, is a central
feature of legitimating systems such as public policy, and as above, works from the
bottom up (Kelly, 1994, p. 374). Cultural policy, conceived as the “management of
populations through suggested behaviour” (Miller and Yudice, 2002, p. 14), is typically
understood as a disciplinary power by representing a “collective public subjectivity”
(ibid., p. 15). This refers to the incremental shaping of cultural attitudes, opinions and
practices through various implicit and explicit government policies and underlines one
of the key powers of policy in general and the creative city paradigm in particular and

will be expanded on in Chapter Four (4.4.7).

However, though cultural policy and the creative city are disciplinary powers, they also
constitute juridical powers in terms of their legal and administrative positions within
government, which will be further explored in Chapters Five and Six. As a result, given
the correlative relationship between knowledge and power in discourse, both cultural

policy and the creative city can be viewed as an “instrument[s]” and “effect[s]” of
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power (Richardson, 1996, n.p.), without which the “production, accumulation,
circulation and functioning” of “relations of power” or legitimacy-creation in societies

could not arise, survive or sustain themselves (Foucault, 1980, p. 93).

The knowledges leveraged by cultural policy and the creative city (post-industrialism,
entrepreneurialism, neoliberalism etc.) can also be viewed as “regimes of thought”
(ibid., p. 81) and deliberately “positioned truths” (Gray, 2003, p. 183) which confer
legitimation on the paradigms. The problem with regimes which are ideological and
situated, is that they fossilise and come to “stand for and function as the truth”
(Schirato, Danaher and Webb, 2012, p. 17), and as before, become universal
“monuments” (Foucault, 1972, p. 8) resistant to change. This resistance leads to “rules
of right” which legitimate sovereignty and the consent of people to be governed
(Foucault, 1980, p. 93). In Foucault’s view, this results in a highly effective and
impervious triangle of power, right and truth (Foucault, 1980, p. 93) whose main

interest is legitimacy and hegemony.

In addition to the influence of Foucault on policy analysis (Parsons, 1995, p. 178), other
discourse theorists have developed Foucault’s work and include Paul Rabinow (Drefus
and Rabinow, 1983) and Michael Shapiro (Shapiro, 1990), as referred to in this chapter
and Chapter One. Shapiro has been particularly astute in relation to articulating the
management and purpose of conflicting discourses, which he describes as “strategic
containment” (Shapiro, 1990, p.332), concerned with controlling and thus managing
“anomalies and contradictions” within ideologies (ibid., p. 333). Shapiro also stresses
the ontological position of Foucault in opening up space “for the political analysis of

statements” and providing a “strategic view of discourse within a metaphor of political
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economy rather than epistemology” (ibid., p. 331). This view of discourse formation
theory underlines the usefulness of Foucault to policy analysis in particular. However,
the influence of Foucault can also be seen in media discourses, including a recent
defence of criticality versus social action (a key point of difference between Foucault
and Habermas) in claims that “you need to bring the buried argument out into the open

in order to defeat it” (Poole, 2013, n.p.).

2.4.3 Discourse analysis

Discourse analysis offers another approach to critically evaluate cultural policy texts
and can be used flexibly alongside discourse formation theory. The origins of discourse
analysis lie in analytical philosophy (concerned with ridding language of rhetoric to get
to the “truth”) and “speech act theory” (concerned with the nature of spoken language),
as well as psychoanalysis (O’Rourke, 2009, p. 211) and it has come to be associated
with a number of authors (Van Dijk, 1985; Fairclough, 2003; Rose, 2007). As such,
like discourse formation theory, discourse analysis treats “language as an object of
enquiry” rather than a “neutral medium for communicating information” (Tonkiss,
2004, p. 373), is broadly concerned with “cognition, interaction, society, and culture”
(Van Dijk, 1985, p. 10), and posits that language “produces the world as it understands
it> (Rose, 2007, p. 143).* In this way, discourse analysis constructs an “interpretation

rather than revealing the truth” (ibid., p. 168).

The role of “expert language” is key to discourse analysis (Tonkiss, 2004, p. 375), and
creates self-evident “justificatory regime[s]” (Boltanski and Chiapello, 2002, p. 7)

through conveying a “principle of justice” (ibid.) within the discourse. The

® Scotland’s New Labour discourses of enterprise/competition (representative of neoliberalism)
alongside partnership/cooperation discourses from the 1990s (representative of social cohesion) are a
good example of this (Fairclough, 2003, p. 128; Hewitt, 2011, p. 33).
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identification and analysis of conflicting regimes of thought is another key feature of
this policy analysis. These conflicting regimes concern the co-existence of potentially
irreconcilable concepts within the same discourse, and again, point to Shapiro’s
“strategic containment” (Shapiro, 1990, p.332). This practice which is designed to
obfuscate conflict, leads to a “covert semantic relation” between potentially
oppositional views, with the “performative” power “to generate particular visions of the
world” in order to “sustain or remake the world in their [a particular] image”
(Fairclough, 2003, p. 130). This feature can be seen in the various narratives of culture’s
uses as described in Chapter One, whereby intrinsic (romantic) value discourses appear
to reconcile but operate in tension with extrinsic (utilitarian) value discourses, appealing
to two distinct mandates. As indicated in Chapter One, these juxtaposed discourses can
also be viewed as a policy dualism (or binary paradigm), and again, reflect the struggles

within discourses.

The concept of “nominalising”, or the linguistic process that represents situated
ideological concepts, often verbs, as distanciated, abstract, neutral and passive nouns
(typically globalisation, enterprise, investment), without origin, agency or actors (ibid.,
p. 12), is also linked to the impact of expert language. This practice is used to disguise
and disable accountability and obscure ideology in discourse (ibid.) and has come to be
particularly associated with neoliberalism (Peck and Tickell, 2002). Neoliberalism
embodies nominalisation by typically denying its political character and presenting
itself as an economic rather than political (and therefore active rather than passive) or
ideological model, and frames itself as a “metaregulation” while defining itself as a
form of “antiregulation” (ibid., p. 400). Nominalisation is also linked to (Marxist)

commodification, and the concept of “reification”’, which transforms the social relations
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involved in production into quantifiable things (such as money), hiding the nature of

those relations in the market in the process (Lukacs, 1923, p. 1).%

The key nominalisation process used in cultural policy and the creative city, however,
as will be demonstrated in Chapter Five, is the neutralisation, or disavowal of origin and
abjuration of human agency that results from the co-presentation of particular words and
concepts associated with capitalism (the economy, enterprise, competition, globalisation
etc.), rather than the transformation of verbs into nouns (also associated with the term).
This is demonstrated in (neoliberal) references to “market realities” (Arts Council of
Ireland, 2009, p. iii), the “new entrepreneurial culture” (European Commission, 2010b,
p. 2), the “knowledge-driven labour market” (Nordic Innovation Centre, 2007, p. 10)
and the “creativity labour market demand” (ibid., p. 11). These discourses suggest the
passive existence of inanimate, de-politicised forces (the market and entrepreneurialism)
beyond the control of government, and omit reference to any particular origin, or
beneficiary. These discourses also personify the market, distancing it from the state and

obscuring its contingent nature and ideologies behind it.

The use and aggregation of passive nouns is also common within the policy texts and
typically comprises the juxtaposition of concepts or the co-occurrence or collocation
between words (Fairclough, 2003, pp. 3- 6). Chapter Five demonstrates the three cases
emphases on culture as an attractor for international investment and discourses of
globalised competition and investment, linking culture, the creative economy (and
creativity/innovation) and competition. Additionally, throughout the cultural policies,

culture is posited as a commodity (cultural policy) and is used to promote the movement

%2 See Chapter Four (4.2.3.2).
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of flexible workers and investment in cities (the creative city) as self-evidently
desirable. Again, these juxtapositions nominalise and contain the political character of

capitalism and the choices continually being made to support and uphold it.

While discourse analysis is designed to reveal the underlying assumptions and
ideologies, as well as power and social relations in discourse (Fairclough, 2003, p. 2),
for the purposes of this research, it is particularly useful for categorising the dualisms
and nominalisations, as well as structuring the identification and coding of key
concepts, vocabularies and patterns within both discursive paradigms (i.e. uses of the
term creative, creativity, creative classes etc.). In addition, since interpretations of
discourse analysis are “contested” (O’Rourke, 2009, p. 209) and it has no “hard and fast
rules” (Tonkiss, 2004, p. 378), models of discourse analysis can be built to suit various

research approaches.

Having selected discourse analysis to accompany discourse formation theory as the key
modes of analysis, therefore, it may be necessary to explain why other discourse and
analytical approaches were not utilised. One of these is content analysis. This form of
discourse analysis is from the empiricist and positivist tradition, posing the neutral
position of the researcher, and concerned what is said in the text, rather than its
relationships outside of the texts, and how it is said, or who says it, or how it is
received, aiming to be generalisable and quantitative (Tonkiss, 2004, pp. 368-373).
Equally, critical discourse analysis is another approach which aims to be
“transformational” in intention or motivation (Fairclough, 1995, p. 9) and has an overtly
political agenda (Threadgold, 2003 n.p.) as well as being normative (Fairclough, 1995,

p. 11).
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Since this research requires an understanding of the network of relationships and
histories that cultural policy has built on, and because this research aims to illuminate
areas of enquiry rather than transform the political landscape, neither of these
approaches was suitable for this dissertation. Similarly, despite the key concept of the
economy and a concern with the creative classes in this research, and despite
Habermas’s debt to Marx as a student of the Frankfurt school (Thomassen, 2010, pp.
16-18), the research does not draw on Marxist class analysis, concerned with the
“dominant” mode of “those who can gain control of the means of production” (Held,
2006, p. 98). This approach, it was felt, would restrict the variety of perspectives
possible through cultural studies. However, in weighing up the benefits and weaknesses
of particular approaches, the role of individual preference in choosing one approach

over another is central.

To conclude, the selection of discourse analysis and discourse formation theory offers
two approaches out of many, but allows the texts to be broken down into their
components on the one hand, while creating understanding around the emergence,
contingencies, constituencies and subjectivities of the discourses, on the other hand.
Discourse analysis specifically helps typologise various discourses within the creative
city and cultural policy, identifying its core themes, vocabularies, metaphors, turns of
phrase, repetitions and obfuscations, to create a base line of information (i.e., attraction,
talent, harnessing etc.) as section 2.6 will demonstrate. This provides the material for,
and a counterpoint to, the broader approach of discourse formation which follows, both
archaeologically and genealogically. This approach helps to map the environment or

context of cultural policy and the creative city and exposes their tensions, pressures, and
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interdependencies. In summation, discourse formation theory and discourse analysis are
utilised as broad interpretative guides rather than comprehensively applied analytical
tools within the cases, working to “uncover [both] the facts” and the “larger political

forces at work” (Cataldi, 2004, p. 65) in the discourses.

2.5  Theoretical perspective and conceptual framework

Having established the Foucauldian approach to determining the method of enquiry, it is
necessary to outline the theoretical perspectives used to analyse the discourse material
and return to the Habermasian concepts introduced in Chapter One. Habermas’s
understanding of effective communication centres on his theory of discourse ethics,
which are conducted through what he describes as competing “validity” claims within
society, and concern an idealised claim based on the “truth”, “sincerity” and
“legitimacy” of what is being said (Habermas, 1987, p. 26).To Habermas, therefore, the
basis for discourse is not predicated on status, identity or power (ibid., 1989, p. xii), or
the hegemonies that Foucault would posit as central to any discourse formation. Given
Foucault’s conception of discourse as sui generis strategic and the role of strategy in
cultural policy as it is, Habermas’s understanding of discourse as it might be, does not
produce the insights needed for this research. The disavowal of discourse ethics,
however, does not reject the potential for greater openness and communication in
policy, however flawed the basis on which that discussion might take place, and
consequently proposes a potentially positive (as well as negative) role for policy, as the

later chapters will argue.

Nevertheless, Chapter One outlined other Habermasian concepts which allow the

research to consider additional features of the relationship between cultural policy and

55



the creative city. These concepts are: the role and function of cultural policy as a
particular expression of instrumental reason (beyond routine policy rationality
concerned with outcome), power and the economy via the state (as representative of the
system) and as a space of communication (via the lifeworld), which lends it a
legitimacy and allows the state to function (rather than a wholly coercive imperative);
the role of culture in creating spaces for debate (via a public sphere, though one that is
not necessarily based on consensus); the tendency of cultural policy to be dominated by
stronger policy areas and government agendas (colonisation); the blurring of public and
private interests in cultural discourses (colonisation); and again, the impact of these on
the authority of, and trust in the state (legitimacy). The concepts of the public sphere,
the system, lifeworld, colonisation and legitimacy, are, therefore, central to the analysis

of the cases.

2.5.1 The public sphere, system, lifeworld, colonisation and legitimacy

Though critiqued (Fraser, 1990; Mouffe; 2007), the public sphere remains a central
concept in critical theory and is key to discourses of culture’s role in providing spaces
for debate and democratic participation that are ostensibly outside of the influence of
the state and the market, as the cases in Chapter Four will show. As Chapter One has
outlined, Habermas’s public sphere generates “communicative action” on which
cohesive societies depend (Habermas, 1987, p. 126), and is a space where people can
represent themselves, free of coercion, to the state. As a result, given the problematic
attribution of equal conditions for participation in communicative action and discourse
ethics (Spurk, 2010, p. 5), the public sphere is widely critiqued for its unrealistic
“bracketing” of status as a precondition for open debate (Fraser, 1990, p. 58); its

disavowal of the “hegemonic nature of every form of consensus” (Mouffe, 2007, p.
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153); and its abjuration of the fact that the “origin of antagonistic conflicts” lies in the

pursuit of different interests by different publics (ibid.).

Other critiques of the public sphere concern the structure of the public sphere itself and
comprise: Habermas’s focus on the bourgeois public sphere (ibid., p. 5); the male
hegemony of the historical public sphere (Fraser, 1990, p. 58); and the underestimation
of counter-publics and subsidiary public spheres (Calhoun, 1992, pp. 36-37) resulting in
the suggestion of a singular, rather than subsidiary public spheres (ibid., p. 34).
Habermas is also criticised for overestimating both the importance and the
disintegration of the public sphere and the impact of the media on the public sphere
(ibid., p. 33), the preclusion of private representation in the public sphere (Fraser, 1990,
pp. 61 - 62) and thus the short-circuiting of important debate on the private sector,

leading to an indirect defence of “classical liberalism” (ibid., p. 73).

However, while the public sphere is a normative and a problematic construct, it can be
viewed as a “valuable” legacy of modernity (Calhoun, 1992, p. 40) by offering a useful
vehicle for thinking about the values of and potential for culture (via public
deliberation) in society. In this way, the public sphere can be interpreted in a wide sense
and links culture, cultural policy (via the role of culture) and legitimating discourses of

democracy and civil society.

Other Habermasian concepts with which to consider the relationship between cultural
policy and the creative city, specifically, the relationship between the state, policy and
capitalism (1973; 1987), are the political-economic system and the socio-cultural

lifeworld. As Chapter One has indicated, the concepts of the system and lifeworld that
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emerge from Habermas’s theory of society concern two organising and interdependent
(but discrete) structures that need to be kept in balance (Habermas, 1987). The “system”
represents the economic and political systems in society, or the “dominant steering
mechanism[s]” (ibid., 1973, p. 21) representing the quantifiable interests and strategic
imperatives of money and power (or votes), while the “lifeworld”, represents the socio-
cultural system or “horizon-forming context of processes of reaching understanding”
(ibid., 1987, p. 135) which “defines the pattern of the social system as a whole” (ibid., p
154). These concepts can be considered as interdependent hard (strategic) and soft
(communicative) power systems similar to Foucault’s theory of juridical and sovereign

powers, as embodied by the creative city and cultural policy respectively.

As the system represents “capitalism and the apparatus of the modern state” (ibid., p.
318), or economics and politics (Habermas, 1973, p. 36), it can be aligned with the
industrial, economic and political (via neoliberalism) imperatives of the creative city. In
contrast, as the lifeworld is the “stock of knowledge” (culture) through which
“legitimate orders” are mediated in order to secure “solidarity” (society) through the
“competences that make a subject capable of speaking and acting”....“to take part in
processes of reaching understanding” (personality) (Habermas, 1987, p. 138), it can be

aligned with culture and cultural policy.

Before leaving the lifeworld, however, it is important to note the sociological use of this
term, as a construction based on communication, rather than a phenomenological
conception of the lifeworld (lebenswelt) based on subjective lived experience, as
determined by German philosopher Edmund Husserl (Husserl, 1970). Husserl’s concept

of lifeworld focuses on the “field of perception” and “field of consciousness” which we
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experience “through our living body” (Husserl, 1970, p. 108), prioritising the perceiving
subject. This “subjective” consciousness is our “actually experienceable” perceived and
lived world, which acts as foundation for all our experience (ibid., p. 127) rather than
the broader communicative and deliberative frame in which trust is built (Habermas,

1987).

As Chapter One has indicated, the key research relevance of Habermas’s system and
lifeworld concepts lies in how the terms illuminate both the hard and soft imperatives of
and pressures on cultural policy and the creative city. The pressure of system
imperatives on cultural policies, via quantitative and instrumental reasoning (as
demonstrated in economic discourses), can result in an imbalance between the system
and lifeworld (Habermas, 1987, p. 318). This rupture can erode cultural discourses of
communication (ibid., p. 149), threatening the lifeworld and thus social and state
stability through a “colonization” (Habermas, 1987, p. 318) which results in legitimacy

loss for the state (ibid., 1973).

An excess of instrumental reason through colonisation, as referred to in Chapter One, is
consistent with advanced capitalism and can lead to a Habermasian “crisis of
legitimacy” which is determined by the withdrawal of “mass [electoral] loyalty” needed
by the political system to govern (Habermas, 1973, p. 46).® A legitimation crisis
specifically arises from the failure of existing institutions, the political order and other
legitimising systems (such as policy) to meet the ethical (i.e., that they are just,

benevolent and effective) rather than administrative criteria of the electorate (Habermas,

* There are two theories of the 1970s crises, that of the loss of authority based on the failure of output,
instanced by perceptions of an “overloaded [welfare] state” (Held, 2006, pp 190-191) and the loss of
legitimacy based on the failure of input (as demonstrated by Habermas), or the continuous erosion of the
existing order’s capacity to be reproduced (ibid., p. 196).
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1973, p. 11). These ethical criteria (rightly or wrongly) depend on the lifeworld and
concern the “truth and norms that require justification (ibid.). Since trust and consent
are needed for government and policies to be enacted (regardless of whether it is
generated by discourse ethics or whether those policies are good or bad), and competing
socio-cultural and political-economic claims need to be balanced, cultural policy actors
(such as politicians, the public and cultural professionals) need to reach a common

understanding, or a communicative action (Habermas, 1987).

However, Chapter One has shown that generating collective understanding in relation to
cultural policy is highly problematic in light of extrinsic state imperatives and different
expectations for culture from cultural policy stakeholders (the government, practitioners
and the public ) (Holden, 2006), and in terms of the tendency towards hegemony posed
by Foucault’s discourse formation theory. Nevertheless, given that the necessity for
legitimation arises ab initio from the too close alignment of the economic to the political
system (Habermas, 1973, p. 13), whereby governments intervene in market and private
sector regulation (typically seen in liberal democracies), policy, and thus cultural policy,
needs to have a balance of lifeworld and system imperatives, if trust is to be generated

and politicians re-elected (Habermas, 1973, p. 36).

Before leaving the concept of legitimation, it should be noted that this research posits
two sources of legitimation in cultural policies, external and internal. While all policy
requires legitimation from the public, given the obscure role of culture in government
(Vestheim, 2007; Gray and Wingfield, 2010), cultural policy ministries or departments
particularly depend on intergovernmental support, as demonstrated by policy and media

reports cited in Chapter One (Mundy, 2009; Higgins, 2013a). The concept of
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legitimation, therefore, though primarily referring to the input of external public trust in
policies and the state, also refers to internal state legitimation, though this is ultimately
linked to securing external public legitimation. The particular implications of these

concepts will be explored in Chapters Five and Seven.

The benefits of concepts like the public sphere, system, lifeworld, legitimacy and
colonisation, are that they allow this research to consider particular characteristics of
both the creative city (money and power) and cultural policy (society and culture).
These concepts also help the research to derive implications from these relationships,
highlighting potential difficulties, as well as similarities (interdependencies) between
them. Though legitimacy can be understood as a necessary requirement of government
(in Habermas’s view), or a self-sustaining way of maintaining power (in Foucault’s
view), for the purposes of this research, it is understood as having multiple rather than
singular mandates and represents a way of securing trust or longevity in a policy,
whether good or bad. This research, therefore, posits the potential for legitimacy and
understanding to be reached outside of consensus-based communicative action or
discourse ethics and focuses on the balance of competing claims or mandates within
society as evidenced through cultural policies, rather than communicative action or

discourse ethics.

2.5.2 Specifying the terms of the discussion

As such, while Foucault’s discourse formation theory has helped identify the object of
study (discourse), through a broad understanding of the genealogy of power in discourse
and its role in legitimating knowledge systems (such as cultural policy and the creative

city), Habermas’s concepts help consider the impact of discourse on cultural policy (and
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the creative city) and the state. Consequently, these philosophers’ approaches are
interpreted and applied in discrete ways and given their different ontologies and

philosophical traditions, clarification is required here.

As suggested, the chief difference between the work of Habermas and Foucault
concerns the ontological nature of discourse, reason, power and legitimation (Kelly,
1994, p. 391) and centres on the following views: that discourse can provide a space for
rational democratic debate, which can secure legitimacy through consensual
communicative action and discourse ethics on the one hand (Habermas, 1987), and that
discourse represents struggle and maintains and legitimates power systems, on the other
(Foucault, 1972). As a result, the central dispute of Habermas and Foucault through the
framework of critical theory, concerns how theory or critique, in which they are both
engaged, can dissolve and negotiate illegitimate power through dominance-free debate
(Habermas), and how critique can create understandings of systems of legitimation,
which are self-sustaining and dominating (Foucault) (Kelly, 1994). This speaks to the

role of critique in universalisability and transcendentalism.

Specifically, for Foucault, since there is no “free use of reason” and reason cannot “take
the public form that it requires” (Foucault, 1984, n.p.), there is no power-free discourse
or critique (as discourse). Discourse, therefore, cannot be used by Habermas to criticise
and overcome power (Kelly, 1994., p. 5). As a result, Foucault views Habermas’s work
on discourse ethics and the public sphere as based on a flawed (Enlightenment) ideal of
reason and the inevitability of progress (affirming his normative position on discourse)
(Kelly, 1994; Richardson, 1996). Equally, Habermas criticises Foucault’s work in

terms of: using discourse to transcend his own critique (Simon, 1994, p. 959); its
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“cryptonormative” approach to theories of power (Daniels, 2002, n.p.); its nebulousness
(ibid.); its lack of transformative capacity (Richardson, 1996, n.p.); its conflation of
knowledge with power, its mobile power structures (i.e., not belonging to any one
person or structure) and assertion that power is a productive as well as repressive force

(Daniels, 2002, n.p.).

The debate between Foucault and Habermas, therefore, can partly be characterised as
ontological in terms of their different understandings of what constitutes discourse in
the first instance, embodying both power systems and the possibility of emancipation.
More specifically, disparities between the two thinkers can also be described as the
difference between a universal (Habermas) and a particular (Foucault) critique;
contexts free from power (Habermas) and contexts of power (Foucault) (Daniels, 2002,
n.p.); a “reforming modernist” (Habermas) and (for some) a post-structuralist (Foucault)
(Richardson, 1996, n.p.); and, fundamentally, the “normative explication of the validity
and acceptability of discourses” in contrast with an “investigation of the influence of

power and bodily discipline on historical discourses” (Stahl, 2004, p. 4331).

In summation, therefore, by considering Foucault and Habermas together, this research
takes the view that power and legitimacy can be good or bad depending on how they are
used (Foucault), but that discourse is not solely based on consensus (contrary to
Habermas). Similarly, the thesis views legitimacy as not necessarily concerned with
maintaining power alone (contrary to Foucault), but that it also has the potential to open
up a space of communication (contrary to Foucault) as part of its role in the public
sphere (Habermas). In this way, the research disavows Habermas’s discourse ethics for

Foucault’ discourse formation theory and takes a broad view of Habermas’s concept of
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legitimacy and the public sphere, acknowledging the centrality of debate and dialogue
as central to culture and discourse and the potential for policy to improve the

relationship between the state and electorate.

2.6 Interpreting discourse theories via the creative city paradigm

Having described the overall approach to this research, the academic domain in which it
is located, and the conceptual basis and contingencies in relation to the work of
Foucault and Habermas, it is necessary to look at the interpretation and modelling of
these particular methods in respect of analysing cultural policy through the discourse of
the creative city (see Appendix). Though genealogically embedded in the historical
discourse of urban regeneration (within cultural and urban policies), the creative city
primary texts (i.e. those by authors like Landry and Florida) have a number of
identifiable themes and lexicons that can be said to constitute a discrete discursive
formation, as well as highly branded concepts specifically associated with Richard

Florida’s model (these discourses will be more fully explored in Chapter Three).

These discourses promote a number of discrete ideas and ideologies and can be
summarised into three broad themes based on the premise that culture, creativity and
creative workers are reflexively important for driving economies and competition,
place-development, and attracting investment and flexible skilled workers (all of which
are desirable situations). If these discourses can be traced through various cultural
policies, important questions can be raised about policy development, policy priorities
and policy assumptions. As a result, given the persuasive dependence of the creative
city on particular discourse formations and the simplicity of its themes, the paradigm

offers the potential to be categorised and thus to yield material for tracking and later
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analysis. The analytical framework constructed for this research, therefore, results in the
tracking of cultural policy texts via explicit citations of creative cities and creative city
authors (Appendix # 1), alongside the mapping of individual discursive strands

(Appendix # 2—4) and lexicons (Appendix # 5-9).

In addition to explicit citations of the creative city such as direct references to the
‘creative city’ or ‘creative cities’, (primary thematic # one), therefore, the main
discursive strands comprise the following discursive truths: creative workers and
creative environments drive economies and make them more competitive (ibid. # two);
culture and creativity make places unique and symbolically communicate that those
places are interesting and vibrant, as well as tolerant (ibid. # three); and that skilled
creative workers with high human capital are attracted to cultural and tolerant places
and in turn attract businesses and investment who drive economies and competition
(ibid. # four). In addition, creatives are both the source and object of attraction (Florida).
In terms of specific lexicons and vocabularies, Florida’s branded acronym and heurism,
the 3 Ts (talent, technology and tolerance) model of urban development (cited in
Chapter Two) is also central, and allows for discrete keyword identification. However,
attention is also paid to the broad vocabulary and repetition of creativity, creative class,
attraction, harnessing, retaining and/or nurturing, talent and/or human capital,
openness/diversity and/or tolerance (or synonyms such as diversity/openness),
technology, place and competition/competitive (ibid. # 5-9). The use of metaphor in
discourse, as a “trope of resemblance” and “displacement “ as much as an extension of
the “meaning of words” (Ricoeur, 1975, p. 3), is particularly interesting in this regard,

in respect of the concept of harnessing.
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This term has military connotations and suggests both taking control and ring-fencing
(and thus owning) an unwieldy talent/creativity that already exists (in tandem with
attracting and nurturing talent/creativity, see 5.3.1, 5.4.5.2 and 5.5.6). This interpretation
is further enriched by the view of metaphor as “grounded in a theory of substitution”
(ibid.), and representing a “strategy of discourse” which “preserves and develops the
heuristic power wielded by fiction” (ibid., p. 6). The use of concepts such as
displacement, substitution, fiction and strategy in this interpretation of metaphor,
therefore, like discourse, indicates its use in persuasion and ideology, as well as its

potential to obscure other underlying meanings such as those suggested above.

However, though there are interdependencies between these core creative city ideas,
they occur in three broad ways throughout the texts, mobilised around economies and
competition, regeneration and place-development (and uniqueness) and attraction of
skilled creative workers and investment (Landry, 2000; Florida, 2002; 2005; 2007).
These ideas are evaluated in respect of each case (see Chapters Five and Six), seeking
both the occurrence of the thematic across different documents, and particular variations
of it. Secondary thematics concern concomitant concepts and discourses, including:
creativity and innovation (knowledge economy, entrepreneurialism etc.), the creative
industries (as a central model) and finally, culture. Analysing the texts against these
thematics and lexicons anchors the research to a wider consideration of cultural policy

discourse, and is not an end in itself.

2.7 Research design, text-based discourses and cases

The research design for this dissertation centres on desk-based work that includes the

collection and analysis of primary textual data (policy documents, memos, press releases,
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media reports — see Appendix), as well as secondary analytical literature. The selection of
discourse analysis and discourse formation theory as modes of analysis, together with the
public availability of the texts, rendered the prospect of fieldwork within the “everyday”
situation of a given cultural policy context (Seale, 2004, p. 75), redundant. Equally, given
the difficulties posed by the proximity of cultural policy studies to governance and the
previous location of the researcher within the field of arts policy, an ethnographic
approach may have compromised the distance needed to conduct the research. Despite
this, in the early stages of the research, interviews were conducted with senior
policymakers in Scotland, Finland and Ireland designed to ascertain senior policy views
on the creative city phenomenon. While interesting, problems with attribution and the

broad and anecdotal nature of the interview material led to the decision not to include it.

Cultural policy texts and statements, which were explicit, traceable and publicly
available, were selected as offering the most prevalent source of official policy
assertions of the state’s role in culture. These texts were selected on the following basis:
while discourse concerns a wide range of communication formats (including image),
explicit cultural policies typically (though not exclusively) occur textually and provided
sufficient material for the deep analysis needed (ibid.); published cultural policy texts
were publicly identifiable, more formal, more-government sanctioned, more permanent
and more indicative of the formal construction and reflection of ideology than the
statements of government committees and debates. National policy texts also allowed
the research to track and interpret the creative city’s influence beyond localised or urban

policies, which had been the locus for other research.
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The research also selected a number of texts to allow for comparison within each case and
to gather sufficient data for analysis, but a limited number to allow for sufficiently deep
interpretation (Hogan and Doyle, 2009, p. 5). Texts selected were produced between 2000
and 2010,* a period which represented the sedimentation of the creative city paradigm
(which emerged in the late 1980s and was in use by the 1990s), spanning the publication
of Landry’s key handbook on the Creative City (2000) through to the launch of the
European Union’s Lisbon Agenda (which had a span of ten years to 2010). This period

also offered a substantial timeframe in which to trace creative city discourses.

In selecting three Northern European countries as the basis for this research: Scotland,
Finland and Ireland, this dissertation addresses a number of issues. These issues are: a
response to calls for more information on European cultural policy in general (Cliché et
al., 1999-2001); the potential for inter-case comparison; and the creation of a new base of
knowledge on under-researched cultural policies when compared with the “cultural
hegemony” (McGuigan, 2004, p. 66) and scholarship surrounding other countries (such as
Britain, France and Germany).*® The role of Austria as a potential case was given
particular consideration due to its active creative economy (suggesting a creative city)
agenda;36 however, its documents were exclusively available in German, which would
have necessitated a particularly expert language facility, as well as prohibitive financial

resources in terms of translating the large numbers of documents.

% In certain cases (Scotland), documents up to 2011 were consulted in order to include Creative
Scotland’s first policy statement.

% An overview of entries for the International Journal of Cultural Policy Research on 10" September,
2013 produces 144 and 28 articles for the UK and France respectively. This compares with 7 entries for
Scotland, 12 for Finland and 4 for the Republic of Ireland. Though the journal is produced in the UK,
given Britain’s early development of explicit cultural policy post-World War I1, it has been a prolific
producer of research.

* The Compendium of Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe states that in Austria, “since 2000, the
field of Creative Industries has acquired increased importance in the cultural policy debate” [online].
Available: http://www.culturalpolicies.net/web/index.php [Accessed 25 September 2013].
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Additionally, these countries had tangible creative city or city-marketing activity,
suggesting the potential for discursive transfer between the creative city and cultural
policy. Finally, these countries have both similarities (political systems, economies,
nationalism etc.) and contrasts (language, culture, histories) which offer a good basis for
considering the local contexts of discourse formation and thus provided material for
individual and broader analysis of specific national contexts. Chapters Five and Six will
demonstrate how this approach has delivered interesting historical and social insights that
suggest the usefulness and flexibility of the creative city paradigm to particular countries

with particular concerns.

Though there were sufficient explicit cultural policy texts to yield information in all three
countries (though far less in Ireland), certain implicit texts (usually Arts Council or
industrial policy) were included to flesh out particular themes or to provide a background
context to the analysis. These texts illuminated the discursive context around the cultural
policy documents and helped to ascertain the thinking and discourse at a senior national
level. Finland also provided challenges, mostly relating to those documents that did not
have English translations, although the high number of translations available for other
documents minimised this issue. Also, the term sample case rather than case study is
deliberately used in the research to indicate a more interpretive approach, offering
“puzzles and clues” for further inquiry and interpretation, rather than “accomplished

facts” or universal truths (McGuigan, 1997, p. 182).

2.8 Policy nomenclature

One of the initial observations made by the research in relation to cultural policy

discourses was the array of formats and functions comprising and addressed by policy
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documents. These cultural policy vehicles represented plans, strategies, briefings,
information, research, literature reviews, operations and annual reports. Regardless of
names and functions, as publicly available documents, and policy communications, these
documents were collectively interpreted as policy per se. However, given the approach to
this research, the omission of the term policy from most of the documents’ titles was
notable. Other than one Scottish text (Scottish Executive, 2004a) and the websites, few
documents bore the nomenclature of policy or even used the term policy within the texts.
Rather, policy was inferred in formats such as business plans, strategies (particularly in
Ireland) and statements (Scotland) which were clearly informed by policy, rather than
representing the principal policies themselves (which were equally hard to discern on the
websites). Ireland had no designated policy documents but a lot of business plans.®’
Similarly, Finland had strategies for cultural policy (Finnish Ministry of Education,
2009b), and discrete cultural policies in relation to specific agendas such as development
or innovation (Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture 2010a; Finnish Ministry of
Education, 2010b), but no explicit designated expression of its cultural policy, other than

the statement on its website.

The lack of policy nomenclature in the documents in general and the unevenness of the
website formats, may indicate that the status of the documents as policy is implicit on
the understanding that the documents emanate from central government (policy);
however, the fact that these documents were described in other terms (e.g., strategy,

plan, etc.) erroneously suggests that a policy might be located elsewhere. The exception

¥ There was no link to policy or visible policy heading on the Irish Department of Arts, Heritage and the
Gaeltacht website (www.ahg.gov.ie/) on 10 October 2013. Instead policy was listed under publications.
This contrasts with other policy areas such as the Department of Health (and Children), the Department of
Foreign Affairs and the Department of Finance, whose policy sections are on their homepages and highly
visible. Available: http://www.dohc.ie/; http://www.dfa.ie/lhome/index.aspx and
http://www.finance.gov.ie/ [All Accessed 10 October 2013].
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of Scotland in this regard in 2004 (Scottish Executive, 2004a) may relate to the self-
determination of the newly elected Scottish National Party (at this time), setting out its

first independent cultural policies.

This reluctance to use the term policy more generally, or conversely, the willingness to
use other terms such as plans or strategies, may represent a managerialist® concern with
projecting dynamism and efficiency (as opposed to the more passive policy), but may
also be a simple lack of willingness to pin point the state’s intentions in relation to the
difficult portfolio of culture. Whatever the reason for this omission, the lack of policy
nomenclature nominalises policy itself and disables accountability in the covert process
of presenting policy, as a more distant and transient plan or strategy. This makes it
difficult for the public to identify the political through policy, in terms of monitoring the
work of elected governments. In addition, the omission of policy from cultural policy
texts, may point to the “interstices” or gaps between texts (Foucault, 1972, p. 36),
suggesting the defeat of the term policy at the hands of the more powerful plan or

strategy.

2.9  Locating the researcher: issues of reflexivity

The “relationship between the knowledge and the knower” (Parsons, 1995, p. 71) and
the transcendence of discourse, are central to the epistemology of the research, and have
respectively arisen already in relation to both disinterest (2.3) and the debate between
Habermas and Foucault (see 2.5.2). Reflexivity, or positionality, aims to avoid the trap
of imagining the researcher “immune to the effects of their own analyses” (Bennett,

1998, p. 6), and situates the ideological values of the researcher as central to all choices

* Managerialism is “the improvement of the efficiency, effectiveness and economy of the public sector
by the utilisation of techniques which were once regarded as purely appropriate for the private/for profit
sector” (Parsons, 1995, p. 38).
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made within the research. This is particularly important in the context of the small
policy sector and practice of culture. Reflexivity can also be described as deliberate
“falsification” in the hope of producing “paradigm shifts” (Schirato et al., 2012, p. 17),
through problematising (and thus helping to clarify) particular processes (such as
research), as well as by revealing the personal biases and imperatives of the author.
While there is a need to bracket this reflexivity in order to avoid immobility, there is

also a need to reflect on how these influences may have affected the final research.

As such and firstly, taking into account the use of discourse analysis and discourse
theory in relation to constructions of reality and power (as outlined by both Habermas
and Foucault), this research necessarily adds to the body of discourse and power
relations it seeks to investigate (Rose, 2007, p. 167). The research therefore seeks to
analyse discourse and language, through discourse and language. For this reason, the
research avoids claims of objectivity or truth and does not aim to transcend the problem
of its own inescapable discourse, instead offering a located view, which is simply one,
out of many possible views. Additionally, given that nominalisation is a key focus of
discourse analysis, the prevailing academic style of passive sentence construction in the
research risks being interpreted as disengagement. However, the use of passive rather
than active language in this text is necessary to address the body of work and opinions

preceding and outside of this particular research.

Secondly, this study is produced from the perspective of someone operating within the
artworld, and the cultural sector more broadly, with a background in the development,
application and evaluation of art and arts policy (the Arts Council of Ireland). The

challenge of the research, therefore, is to recognise the personal assumptions, biases and
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power relations built up during a time of immense change in arts policy in Ireland (in
the 1990s and 2000s), and in particular the turn to managerialism that characterised
those changes. Equally, there is a need to challenge previously taken-for-granted value
systems and assumptions at play in understandings of culture and the arts, primarily:
culture and the arts being inherently and unquestioningly of value, and particular

insights and experiences of how culture is produced and how the culture sector operates.

Thirdly, the researcher’s professional background needs to be considered in relation to
criticality, independence and career sustainability. Future ambitions to re-enter the
professional culture sector in order to potentially “legislate” rather than simply interpret
culture (Schlesinger, 2009a, p. 11), in the context of the precariousness of making a
living and the clientelist nature of the culture sector in general, are a consideration in
relation to the independence of critique within the research. This is particularly relevant
in relation to certain implicit criticisms of both policymakers and cultural practitioners
(including the researcher), in terms of prevalent cultural sector practices (such as
cynical reason), despite an outline of the coercive imperatives driving these practices,
and, it is argued, their endemic and inescapable nature, as will be discussed in Chapters
Five and Six. Nevertheless, though the pursuit of objectivity was neither possible nor a
goal for this research, this level of criticality indicates the distance created between the
researcher and the research. Ultimately, by drawing these issues to attention (the
creation of a new discourse, the position of the researcher within the artworld, the
impact of this and career imperatives on the critical distance of the research), it was
hoped to question and interrogate problem areas and enter in the research with as open a

mind as was possible.
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2.10 Conclusions

This chapter established a way of approaching and interpreting the question of the
relationship between cultural policy and the creative city, the implications of that
relationship and the basis on which claims to knowledge will be made, both from the
perspective of the academic domain and philosophically. In particular, the chapter
addressed the use of Foucault’s discourse theories and Habermas’s key analytical
concepts, separating out the object of the enquiry (discourse) from the implications of
the enquiry (the philosophical framework). The next chapter will expand on the
narrative constructed around and ideologies embedded in the creative city, in terms of
the genealogies and strategic uses of culture and creativity. This detailed outline and
analysis of the creative city will illuminate its compelling rationale for cultural
investment and development, and will provide the grounds for considering its place
within cultural policy meta discourses, particularly in terms of its positioning of culture,

the economy and the market (private sector).
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CHAPTER THREE: THE CREATIVE CITY PARADIGM

3.1  Introduction

Having established the methodology for this research, this chapter sets out the
background to and genealogy of the creative city urban paradigm vis-a-vis the role of
culture (in the narrow arts sense) in cities. This will locate the individual cultural policy
cases of Scotland, Finland and Ireland in the context of urban development models in
general and the creative city in particular, allowing the relationship of the creative city
to the cases to be clearly and critically determined and to provide a basis for the detailed
analysis in the following chapters. Specifically, this chapter will look at the various
typologies, manifestations and “fundamental codes” (Foucault, 2002, p. xxii) of the
creative city which underline its flexible nature and thus wide range of interpretations
and applications. Common perceptions of the model will also be considered in order to
highlight the successful branding and dissemination capacities of the creative city,
alongside a genealogy of urban development discourses within the context of culture
and cultural policy, and a description and analysis of the key discourses, linguistic

references and legitimation principles of the paradigm.

This chapter will also bring together the significant body of critique that has developed
in response to the creative city, highlighting the role of the private sector within it
(particularly as it relates to the state), and argue for a new and critical consideration of
the role played by culture and cultural practitioners within the paradigm. It will be
argued that key to the appeal and legitimation of the creative city, is the juxtaposition of
hard (economic) and soft (creative/cultural) power, suggested and embodied by the

flexible and productive creative worker. It will also be argued that the paradigm is the
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latest international urban regeneration discourse to “migrate” (Foucault, 1972, p. 154) to
cultural policy, and indicate issues raised by this, most particularly the question of who

benefits from such a publicly funded paradigm within a putatively democratic context.

3.2 The creative city: core principles

Historically, the role of cities as the locus for the cultural, political and, in particular,
economic life of nations has ensured continued interest in the concept of the city. In
particular, the interest in the city as a symbolic and organising concept has been
increasing since the 18" century and the later industrial revolutions. However, the
history of city development in general," and, critically, the marketing of cities as
successful and competitive drivers of economies, has been of central interest to national
policymakers, political economists, and urban strategists. More recently, the creative
city paradigm of urban development, and in particular, Richard Florida’s paradigm
(2002; 2005; 2007), has put an emphasis on applied creativity in cities, profoundly
impacting policymakers (Miles and Paddison, 2005, p. 835) and reputing to ameliorate
the recession throughout the advanced capitalist world.? In particular, this model has
impacted the Anglophone countries of the UK, Canada, Australia, the US, and
Australasia, becoming an international brand of successful post-industrial cities that
trade on the benign tropes of creativity and culture (e.g. Creative Helsinki, Creative

Birmingham, etc.).® Such is the success of the model (and Florida’s model in particular),

! Bavaria is reported to have used culture for branding as one of the “first conscious long-term” regional
marketing initiatives in the 19" century (Lind, 2007, p. 56).

2 In January 2009, Richard Florida discussed the creative city in respect of the global financial recession,
stating that: “regions with high scores on my creativity index, a measure of long-term economic potential
based on the 3 Ts — technology, talent and tolerance — are much more resilient than others on average.”
From his Creative Class Blog[online]. Available: www.creativeclass.com [Accessed 21January 2009].

® For more on Creative Helsinki, see Mustonen (2010). Creative Birmingham was announced in May,
2012 and has commissioned KEA consultants to create the project Creative Spin, Creative Spillovers for
Innovation. This is a “3- year URBACT project aimed at setting up tools and methods to trigger
innovation and creativity in businesses and other kinds of public and private organisations” [online].
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and the attention it has generated from the academic, enterprise and cultural sector, that
local authorities have been described as “Floridazed” (Malanga, 2004, n.p.), few places
lack a “creativity campaign” (Knell and Fleming, 2008, p. 25), and a vast industry of

creative city consultants has arisen.*

Originating within the social and political sciences, and combining a number of
domains including urban studies and geography, the creative city is essentially an urban
and industrial economic strategy, concerned with the growth and development of cities
in a competitive global environment, working on the premise that the city is a key driver
of national and international economies (Florida, 2002), and that creativity is a
“fundamental source of economic growth” (ibid., p. 317). As outlined in Chapter One,
to Florida, creative workers are needed by cities, and attracting these workers rather
than attracting businesses, is how to achieve success in the creative economy. This
factor locates the paradigm within a late-capitalist model concerned with flexible
paradigms of mobile labour or talent. Attracting the creative classes, Florida’s name for
these workers, can be done by developing cultural and recreational amenities, as well as
by encouraging open and tolerant atmospheres (which also involve the presence of those
workers), securing knowledge-intensive, high-yielding businesses (ibid.). Florida
positions these classes as the fastest-growing economic group in the world, a saviour of
the post-industrial age and an exemplary economic model for emergent nations that are
overly dependent on the service economy and that have few natural resources (ibid.

2007, p. 35).

Available: http://urbact.eu/en/header-main/integrated-urban-development/exploring-our-thematic-
clusters/innovation-and-creativity/#other [Accessed 2 July 2012].

* There are countless international agencies and companies offering creative city work, these include:
BOP consulting (bop.co.uk), Noema Research and Planning (noema.org.uk), Creative Cities
Consulting/llluminomics (www.creativecitiesconsulting.com), Creative Class (creativeclass.com),
Creative Clusters (creativeclusters.com), (the former) Creative Partnerships (creative-partnerships.com),
amongst others [Accessed 5 June 2013].

77


http://urbact.eu/en/header-main/integrated-urban-development/exploring-our-thematic-clusters/innovation-and-creativity/#other
http://urbact.eu/en/header-main/integrated-urban-development/exploring-our-thematic-clusters/innovation-and-creativity/#other
http://www.creativecitiesconsulting.com/

3.3 Identifying the creative city model

Despite claims that the creative city resembles a “metaphor, [with] many
interpretations” (Landry et al, 1996, p. 5) and that there are “many ways to be a creative
city” (Landry, 2000, p. 66), the aims of the creative city are clear: to make a city a
“better place to live, work and play in” and crucially, to make a “better and more
prosperous future for all” (Florida, 2002, p. xxx). The creative city is posited as a
“society that taps and rewards [its] our full creative potential” (ibid., p. xiii); is a
“learning organism” responding to change (Landry, 2000, p. vi); and a city that
embraces success, creativity, and cultural, economic and social development (British
Council and UNESCO).® These broad descriptions, as indicated by the various models
of the creative city, illustrate a highly malleable paradigm. Typical categorisations and
models therefore comprise: place-marketing (synonymous with signature buildings and
identity creation), emphasising general market development and local events directed at
inward investment - associated with Richard Florida (Knell and Fleming, 2008, p. 25);
policy-making, embedding creativity and culture in city decisions - identified with
Charles Landry; and a focus on the cultural and creative industries, promoting and
developing cultural quarters and clusters (concerning agglomerated cultural businesses)
as both commercial enterprises and attractive place-making initiatives (Pratt, 2008;

Creative Metropoles, 2010).

3.4 Marketing, boosterism, creative branding and urban entrepreneurialism
Marketing, therefore, is central to the creative city, and campaigns designating
particular cities as creative, vibrant, hip, lively and innovative places to live and work,

are widely used to present attractive images to workers, tourists, and to a secondary

® Available: http:/creativecities.britishcouncil.org/ [Accessed 27 June 2012] and
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/culture/themes/creativity/creative-cities-network/who-are-the-members/
[Accessed 11 March 2013].
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extent, citizens. These campaigns are particularly aimed at encouraging investors and
companies (through the creative workers) to move to, recruit and spend in particular
places. As such, the lineage of the creative city reaches back to the 19™ century tradition
of civic boosterism,’ exemplified in the |1 Love New York campaign of the 1970s
(appealing to pride and community, using stimulating visuals, etc.) which was credited
with transforming negative perceptions of New York at the time. The success of this
campaign underlines the role of branding in the “displacement” (Ricoeur, 1975, p. 3) of
undesirable city perceptions and is enshrined in the current branding and metaphorical
capacity of the “creative” prefix in cities names’ (i.e. Creative Birmingham, Creative
Bradford, and Creative Helsinki)’. Creative (city) branding, therefore, connotes up-and-

coming places to invest in and visit and suggests success and industrial dynamism.

Consequently, in addition to the various models of the creative city, the creative
trademark is used in a number of ways, including: urban development/branding (above);
national branding (e.g., Creative Britain);® creative industries’ and arts’ supports
(Creative Berlin,® Creative Edinburgh,’® Melbourne Creative,"* Creative Dundee,*

Creativity Australia,"® Creative Choices,** European Creative Industries Alliance™);

® Boosterism is a concept associated with giving something a boost or talking it up’, usually in relation to
a town or city and with the aim of attracting investment or residents. Civic boosterism is particularly
associated with the expansion of the American West in the 19" century and consequently has “long been
a major feature of [US] urban systems”, as well as latterly associated with an entrepreneurial approach to
city development, postmodern festival and spectacle directed at the professional-managerial classes
(Harvey, 1989, p. 4).

" See footnote # 3 as above and Creative Bradford, Available: http:/Awww.creativebradford.co.uk/
[Accessed 12 March 2013].

® Creative Britain was New Labour’s cultural manifesto from 2008 and centred on the use of creativity to
improve social and economic issues. Available:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http:/www.culture.gov.uk/images/publications/CEPFeb2008.
pdf [Accessed 30 July 2013].

®Available: http://www.creative-city-berlin.de/en/ [Accessed 11 March, 2013].

10 Available: http://www.creative-edinburgh.com/ [Accessed 28 June 2012].

** Available: http://melbournecreative.com.au/ [Accessed 15 March 2013].

2 Available: http://www.creativedundee.com/ [Accessed 28 June 2012].

'3 Available: http://www.creativityaustralia.org.au/choirs/melbourne [Accessed 15 March 2013].
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creative industries and regeneration companies (Creative Europe,’® Creative Scotland,’
Creative London,'® Creative Metropoles,'® Creative Partnerships);?® networks, events
and competitive designations (European Year of Creativity and Innovation,?* Creative
Sydney,? British Council Creative Cities;”> UNESCO’s Creative Cities,?* Districts of
Creativity?®) and competitive creativity indices” measuring various interpretations of
creativity in cities and countries. As such, the use of the term creative (or concomitant

terms)?’ in the nomenclature of cities’ indicates a bewilderingly wide range of activities

4 Creative Choices aims to “provide knowledge, tools and support” for creative careers. Available:
http://www.creative-choices.co.uk/ [Accessed 11 March 2013].

!5 The European Creative Industries Alliance produces “better policies and business supports for creative
industries”. Available: www.howtogrow.eu [Accessed 25 April 2013].

18 «“Europe needs to invest more in its cultural and creative sectors because they significantly contribute to
economic growth, employment, innovation and social cohesion”. Available:
http://ec.europa.eu/culture/creative-europe/ [Accessed 30 August 2012].

7 Available: www.creativescotland.com [Accessed 11March 2013].See Chapter Five (3) for a
comprehensive discussion on Creative Scotland.

'8 Creative London was a “mini-agency” within the London Development Authority that emerged out of
the Mayor’s Commission on the Creative Industries from 2003 — 2006, with a “strong focus on
“regeneration, clusters and place making”. Available: http://directionalthinking.net/creative-
london/[Accessed 11 March 2013].

19 See Creative Metropoles (2011).

 Creative Partnerships was the UK’s “flagship creative learning programme running throughout
England from 2002 until 30 September 201, when funding was withdrawn by Arts Council

England.” Available: www.creative-partnerships.com [Accessed 5 June 2013].

2! See The European Year of Creativity and Innovation (2009).

22 Available: http://creativesydney.tumblr.com [Accessed 15 March 2013].

2 Available: http://creativecities.britishcouncil.org [Accessed 25 June 2012].

2 Available: http://www.unesco.org/new/en/culture/themes/creativity/creative-cities-network/who-are-
the-members/ [Accessed 11 March 2013].

% Districts of Creativity is an international network that “unites 12 of the most creative and innovative
regions around the world”, putting “creativity and innovation high on our agendas as multiply factor for
sustainable growth and development” (sic) in order to “advance a creative and entrepreneurial culture,
http://www.districtsofcreativity.org/view/nl/49999430-Districts+Of+Creativity.html [Accessed 7
February 2012].

% See Florida’s Creativity Index measuring the overall creativity’ of a city or region and positively
correlating it with the overall economic performance of the city/region. Available:
http://www.creativeclass.com/rfcgdb/articles/Creativity%20Index%20Rankings%20for%20U.S.%20State
s.pdf. See also the City and Nations Brand Index, demonstrating a city’s success or brand rather than its
creativity. Available: www.simonanholt.com/Research/cities-index.aspx); the City Brand Barometer,
devised by London-based Saffron Consultants, which reveals how cities rank competitively from a
branding point of view and how their assets match their brand. Available:
http://www.macrame.tv/storage/Saff_CityBrandBarom.pdf, and The Country Brand Index (CBI), created
by Futurebrand, which measures a country’s overall brand. Available:
http://www.futurebrand.com/foresight/cbi [all Accessed 17 May 2013].

%7 The broad marketing appeal of what might loosely be called creativity discourses (suggesting
knowledge economy interests) has also spread to related concepts including talent, a term closely
associated with the high human capital workers of Florida’s creative city (Hamburg, City of Talent), cool
(Michigan’s Cool cities initiative of 2003; New Labour’s Cool Britannia of the 1990s) and culture
(Culture Montreal promoting “the central role of the arts and culture in all areas of Montreal’s
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which collectively draw on the currency and appeal of the wider discourse of creativity.

The genealogy of this discourse will be further discussed in Chapter Four (4.3).

Nevertheless, the trademark of the creative city presents a number of problems: these
are that the moniker is typically self-designated and aspirational, rather than descriptive
or awarded, and city campaigns noted as always in the process of becoming (but never
quite reaching) the state of being a « ‘true’ metropolitan [or creative] city” (Palonen,
2012, p. 11). In addition, the packaging of “too many” cities and regions as creative, not
only “cancels each out but confuses and annoys the intended recipients” (Power, 2009,
p. 456). The interest in the cultural marketing of cities has also resulted in tourist
agencies (rather than cultural organisations) being the most visible champions of the
culture of cities (Garcia, 2004, p. 316), with potential implications for the type of
culture championed, and endorsements of the joint endeavour of place-making and

place-marketing (Musterd et al., 2010, p. 12).

This competitive marketing of cities as “exciting, creative, and [importantly] safe
place[s] to live or to visit, to play and consume” (Harvey, 1989, p. 9) has also become
synonymous with “urban entrepreneurialism”, an activity typically pursued by city
authorities in late capitalist societies who treat cities as businesses offering a series of
opportunities to be maximised (ibid., p. 4). The success of “urban entrepreneurialism”
depends on the leveraging of “monopoly rents” or reputational income from the sale of
the city’s “unique and non-replicable” assets (in this case, attractive cultural and
recreational amenities) in the form of increased property rates, as well as land and

property values (Harvey, 2006, n.p.). Since culture reinforces and helps create

development: economy, business, politics, land-use planning, education, and social and community life”).
Available: http://www.culturemontreal.ca/en/. [Accessed 3March 2013).
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marketable place identities, notions of authenticity and uniqueness embodied by culture
exact this monopoly rent “so as to better ground their claims to uniqueness™ (Harvey,
2006, n.p.). In a reference to Ireland, Florida has described this process as a “clever and
forward-looking strategy™... that leverages “authentic cultural assets” (Florida, 2002, p.
302). This activity is particularly attractive to municipalities through its promise of
generating income for cities and thus theoretically the public (purse), but is equally of
interest to private developers and speculators assessing the potential financial return on
one city developments or land purchase when compared with another. As a result, the
investment of a city in cultural and recreational amenities and the marketing strategies
tied to this (as demonstrated in creative cities) can indirectly result in greater incomes
for private developers (as will be demonstrated in Chapter Five, section 5.3.1 in relation

to Glasgow’s developments).

Nevertheless, the pursuit of a “good local business climate” (ibid., 1989, p. 11) under
the rubric of urban entrepreneurialism, ironically engages in the “serial reproduction”
(ibid., p. 10) of types of cultural and recreational amenities that make cities “uniquely
different by much the same techniques” (Eagleton, 2000, p. 73). This unsurprisingly
results in a loss of the sought-for uniqueness and competition in those cities (Harvey,
2006, n.p.), demonstrating the blindness of policy in recognising the way “sameness is
reconstituted” (Dowler, 2004, p. 27). This replication of cities can be seen in the re-
creation of visual tropes of success, including commissioning landmark and large-scale
visual projects that suggest cultural, dynamic places (such as the success of Anthony
Gormley’s Angel of the North sculpture in Newcastle), infrastructures (e.g., Santiago
Calatrava’s bridges) and the widespread engagement of Starchitects (the term used to

describe the work of celebrated architects) in the mould of Daniel Libeskind, Richard
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Rogers, Zaha Hadid and Frank Gehry.?® As such, an ironic outcome of the widespread
use of the creative brand, engaging the same designers and monumental scales in city
development, is a conflation of cities and their erstwhile individuality. In order to
further understand and identify the discrete influence of the creative city paradigm, its

discourses, thematics and lexicons need analysis.

3.5 Identifying creative city discourses

Though there are a number of versions (and many authors) of the creative city, Richard
Florida and the founder of the think tank Comedia, Charles Landry (formerly working
with urbanist Franco Bianchini) have come to dominate much of its discourses, offering
two similar, though differently emphasised typologies, to which policymakers “have
particularly turned” (Atkinson and Easthope, 2009, p. 65). These typologies comprise
an economic development focus in Florida’s case (place marketing and inward
investment), and an economic, social and cultural development focus (policy-making) in
Landry’s (Bianchini and Landry, 1994; Landry, 2000; Florida, 2002; 2005; 2007),
though both paradigms ultimately pursue prosperity. While Landry’s work precedes
Florida’s by at least ten years (via Comedia), Florida’s model, which reads economic

history “as a succession of new and better ways to harness creativity” (Florida, 2002, p.

% Antony Gormley’s Angel of the North (1998) sculpture, though not the first large-scale monumental
sculpture to brand a place, was widely perceived as placing Gateshead (Tyne and Wear, England) on the
map. Subsequent sculptural installations have attempted to replicate Gormley’s effect and become brand
identifiers. As such, in 2007, Dublin’s Docklands Authority received planning permission for a 48-metre
high sculpture by Gormley before the recession resulted in these plans being abandoned (Hegarty, 2007).
More recently, two large-scale attention-grabbing sculptures have pointed to similar spectacular
ambitions: Damien Hirst’s giant sculpture Verity (2012) at Ilfracombe in the south of England (BBC,
2012) and Anish Kapoor’s Olympic Tower in London (See Higgins, 2012d). Bridge builder Santiago
Calatrava has also created numerous, city-defining and monumental bridges around the world, including
Newcastle, Manchester, Dublin (two), Spain, Toronto, Dallas, etc. (See www.calatrava.com). The work
of “starchitect” and designer Daniel Libeskind, like Frank Gehry (responsible for the Bilbao
Guggenheim), is also common in international cities. Available: http://daniel-
libeskind.com/search/node/buildings [Accessed 12 November 2012].
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56) has particularly captured the attention of academics,®® municipal authorities and

think tanks and, this research will show, cultural policymakers.

The Florida model of the creative city is chiefly distinguished by his 3 Ts correlation
(ibid., 2007, p. 37). This is a simple moniker and acronym that represents a three-
pronged strategy for attracting mobile and skilled creative workers as well as major
corporations, in order to develop “creative capital” in cities (ibid., pp. 37-39). The 3 Ts
comprise: technology as a function of innovation in cities to drive industry and generate
innovation and skills; talent (you need an educated, knowledge-based and skilled
creative workforce); and tolerance (you need an open-minded society capable of

accepting diverse social groups and ideas).

Meanwhile, Landry’s vision of the creative city holds that culture is central to urban
planning for quality-of-life reasons, but also business, competition (Landry, 2000, p. 14)
and, again, attracting flexible and mobile creative workers (ibid., p. 33). For Landry in
particular, creative cities must have an “appreciation of cultural issues” which express
the “values and identity” of a place (Landry, 2000 p. 3) and therefore need to be
“culturally rich” (ibid., p. 75) with a “critical mass of cultural activity” (ibid.). These
creative cities must have creativity at their “core” and “identity, distinctiveness and
confidence” (ibid.), in order to create a “greater chance of discovering the uniqueness
and specialness of a place” (ibid., p. 71). This creative city must be led by “visionary

individuals, creative organisations and a political culture sharing [a] clarity of purpose”,

2 The breadth of issues comprising the creative city paradigm has given rise to a sizeable body of
literature, mostly dominated by geographers, sociologists, urban planners and cultural economists
including seminal work by Gunnar Torngvist (1983) and Ake Andersson (1985), Klaus Kunzmann,
urbanists Michael Parkinson and Peter Hall, Richard Sennett, Terry Clarke, Philip Cooke, David 