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INTRODUCTION 
 
The Warsaw Forum was a conversation about audiences, the arts and democracy hosted by 
the City of Warsaw in September 2018. An invitation-only event, The Warsaw Forum gath-
ered together researchers, cultural practitioners, activists, policy-makers, and decision makers 
representing different cultural disciplines from across the EU and further afield. The event 
was the result of collaboration on a number of European projects by different organisations, 
which now form the Steering Committee, and which collectively brought time, energy and 
experience to bear in bringing this event to fruition.  
 
This is the right moment to talk about culture, values and democracy. The global socio-po-
litical context challenges us to reflect on how social change relates to our thinking on ena-
bling cultural practice and policy which promotes change towards a more democratic sector, 
and a more inclusive society. Our ambition was both to have a conversation and to begin a 
process. The idea of the Forum is to set in motion a collaborative and evolving partnership 
which will give rise to further debate and writings on key policy issues facing the cultural sec-
tor. We consider engaging cultural audiences a priority in thinking about cultural policy that 
addresses social and political issues.  
 
The inaugural event began a process of dialogue which will continue with future Forums 
currently being planned across Europe. Each forum will guide and provide material for the 
next, in the hope that conversations will develop and ideas grow along the journey. All par-
ticipants at The Warsaw Forum were invited to recommend someone to join the next event, 
and will be asked to make a personal approach where appropriate/relevant. 
We aim to open a debate, put forward questions and to plan steps and activities that will be 
worked on in partnership across many countries over the coming months and years. This is 
an invitation to embark on a long-term adventure. I do hope you are able to join us. 
 
Steven Hadley 
Forum Convenor 
 
 
 
With thanks to the Forum Steering Committee: 
Alessandra Gariboldi, Fitzcarraldo (Italy) 
Amaia Makua, Universidad de Deusto (Spain) 
Niels Righolt, Danish Centre for Arts & Interculture (Denmark) 
Joanna Szwajcowska, Warsaw Culture Dept. (Poland) 
Anne Torreggiani, The Audience Agency (UK) 
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READING GUIDE 
 
The present report represents an extract of the conversations had at the Warsaw Forum in September 
2018. The report is structured in 4 chapters, corresponding to the four themes of the forum: ‘Is the 
role of culture in society changing?’, ‘How do we understand the politics of cultural authority when 
thinking about audiences and public engagement?’, ‘What will cultural democracy mean in the 
C21st/next 10 years?’ and ‘What is the role of cultural policymakers in widening participation and 
promoting cultural democracy?’. 
 
The discussions in Warsaw were introduced by 10-minute talks from speakers and followed by  
discussion groups. The talks are presented verbatim as they were given on the day and represent all 
the many idiosyncrasies and discrepancies which naturally arise when people from over fifteen differ-
ent countries attempt to communicate complex ideas in a single language. 
 
The presentations along with summaries of the discussions are presented in the following four  
chapters, which act as jumping-off points for further debate and reflection on audience development. 
The report is introduced by a position paper by Dr. Steven Hadley and ends with biographies of the 
speakers from the event.  
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FOREWORD 
 
We say that the world we have known has gone bankrupt. In a crisis which seems to embrace most 
of the democratic world, we are witnesses to the growth of populistic discourses and right-wing  
extremism, including easily detectable fascism. We are hoping somebody will draw conclusions and 
will offer to us a new vision, a new vocabulary, a new phronesis; the kind of practical wisdom which 
enables us not only to see the aims, but also the right means to achieve them.  
 
Cities face huge challenges. Demographic shift, the forces of global corporations and developers, 
data administration, a lack of agency and the exclusion of entire social groups are problems we are 
aware of and, for most of the time can feel on a daily basis. Cities wrestle with migration crises and 
high prices in the housing market, which in turn render us hostages of jobs and loans amidst raging 
social and economic inequalities. It is in the metropolis that we feel most the hatred flooding the 
virtual and the real world. We begin to understand that if we do not radically change our lifestyle on 
a massive scale we will be suffocated in the smog and will vanquish all life on Earth. Are we ready for 
these challenges? How to get ourselves ready to answer these questions? 
 
We believe that culture, understood as a paradigm of values, attitudes and behaviours is an answer 
to this plentitude of issues. Culture understood as a form of realization of the rights of individuals and 
communities, as an open, non-violent discourse and sometimes as an artistic practice articulating our 
nostalgia for a better world. Culture that is diverse, free and inclusive practice. Culture that is  
responsive not only to the ambitions of artists, but open to the diverse needs of all citizens, but  
perhaps most of all of those excluded from mainstream society.  
 
Culture should gain more and more significance in the public space of cities and in public urban 
policies. It should permeate many different public spheres, confronting issues of social, educational, 
urban, ecological, health and digital significance. It is not the next elections that are at stake but the 
next generations.  
 
The Culture Department of the City of Warsaw makes every effort to ensure that our cultural policy is 
accompanied by reflection based on knowledge, evidence and experience. That is why we strongly 
support research and evaluation projects, critical and discursive practices, innovatory activities. One 
of the flagships of the Culture Department is the Audience Development Programme.  In its  
framework we deal with questions regarding participation in culture in a systemic way to understand 
the needs and deficits in the cultural practices of Warsaw citizens and to build a growing public  
engagement.  
 
We believe that extensive, conscious and deepened participation in culture is a benefit not only of, 
but also for, democracy. It is a pre-condition of democracy’s development. Written into constitutions 
or other state documents, access to culture should be on the human rights agenda yet seems  
trivialized or forgotten.  
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That is why the City of Warsaw initiated a project whose aim is to create a platform for on-going 
reflection and active collaboration in the field of public engagement in contemporary societies. How 
best to understand and elaborate cultural policy which places audiences at the forefront? What is the 
meaning of cultural democracy in the 21st century? Can a re-definition of the role of culture in society 
be framed? What is our role, as policy makers, in widening participation and promoting cultural  
democracy? 
 
The people we invited to the Warsaw Forum were academics, intellectuals, policy makers and  
practitioners working in the field of culture. Our belief is that diversified points of view and experience 
allows us to interrogate questions, to better define them and point to problematic aspects, opening 
new questions and providing new answers. The Warsaw Forum is the beginning of a conversation 
that we will continue in the coming years in different European cities with the aim of building 
knowledge, supporting each other and advocating best practice. 
 
The Warsaw Forum initiative stems from a collaboration of a group of expert organizations which met 
in the framework of a European project ADESTE (Audience DEveloper: Skills and Training in Europe) 
and have since then worked together on different enterprises. The representatives of these  
organizations came to form the Steering Committee. This seems the right place to thank for their 
contribution to the Warsaw Forum Alessandra Gariboldi, Amaia Makua, Niels Righolt and Anne  
Torreggiani. Particular thanks go to Steven Hadley who accepted our invitation to lead the process 
that took us to the first edition of the Forum in September 2018 and to this publication.  
 
We would also like to thank all our partners, colleagues and collaborators who generously shared 
their knowledge and reflections or in other ways contributed to the success of the project.      
 
Joanna Szwajcowska 
Tomasz Thun Janowski 
Culture Department, City of Warsaw 
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AUDIENCE DEVELOPMENT AND CULTURAL DEMOCRACY 
 

 BY DR STEVEN HADLEY 
 
Audience Development is not a term that is universally liked. Equally, it is a term which is frequently 
misunderstood, maligned and misappropriated. Nonetheless, the idea and practice of Audience 
Development is a useful route in to current debates taking place across Europe and further afield 
around democratic access to culture. The discussions taking place in the UK (Hadley and Belfiore, 2018) 
centre not only on a need to broaden (democratize) access to culture in terms of attendance but also 
in terms of participation (Bonet and Negrier, 2018). That is to say, arguments focus on broadening  
democratic access to both the means of cultural consumption and cultural production. In large part, 
the content of these debates is not new (Hadley, 2017). Within cultural policy discourse, there are two 
predominant ways of thinking about the relationship between culture and democracy – the  
Democratization of Culture, and Cultural Democracy. 
 
The Democratization of Culture 

The democratization of culture refers to processes where the ‘official’ culture, typically represented 
by large and well-funded institutions, is made accessible to non-participating communities, often in 
the belief that it will do them good. It is “a plan of action based on the belief that cultural development 
proceeds from the improved distribution of the experiences and products of high culture” (Adams and 

Goldbard, 1981:55). This process is underpinned by a long-standing belief in the value of the civilizing 
aspects of art and culture and thereby a concomitant desire to democratize access to it. In policy 
terms, this ideology has manifested itself in a number of documents, from Lee’s (1965) ‘A Policy for the 
Arts – The First Steps’ to Arts Council England’s ‘Great Art and Culture for everyone’ (ACE, 2013). In 
practice, this has meant many things, from touring national companies and building regional venues 
to funding for community arts and audience development. Most recently, the ideology of the  
democratization of culture has appeared in the Department for Culture, Media and Sport’s (DCMS) 
(2016) ‘Culture White Paper’ with its language of “reaching out and increasing access”.  
 
Yet, despite much laudable talk of availability and access, the true beneficiaries of public funding for 
culture still constitute only a small minority, such that “…the fact that so much of public money goes 
to art forms, the consumption of which is effectively still the preserve of the well-educated and the 
relatively wealthy (after over 50 years of “pro-access” policies) is undoubtedly a source of unease”        
(Belfiore, 2002:21). The Warwick Commission (Neelands et al, 2015) ‘Report on the Future of Cultural Value’ 
offered a new segmentation of cultural consumption based on DCMS data which showed that the 
two most highly culturally engaged groups accounted for only 15% of the general population and 
tended to be of higher socio-economic status. The wealthiest, better educated and least ethnically 
diverse 8% of the population formed the most culturally active segment of all. Between 2012 and 
2015 they accounted (in the most conservative estimate possible) for at least 28% of live attendance 
to theatre, thus benefiting directly from an estimated £85 per head of ACE funding. This, to quote 
the Warwick Commission (Neelands et al, 2015:34) report, “suggests that low engagement is more the effect 
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of a mismatch between the public’s taste and the publicly funded cultural offer – posing a challenge 
of relevance as well as accessibility.” As Hewison (2014:214) bluntly notes, “The majority of people are 
not taking part.” 

This situation asks a fundamental question about the culture which is supposedly being  
democratized. If art and culture are to matter to more people, they must provide them with value. 
Much audience development work, however, seeks to provide people not with value but with values, 
because the ideological basis of audience development is seen to be the democratization of culture. 
The culture to be democratized is not a common, shared or popular culture but the culture of an 
elite. A culture that needs to be democratized in order to justify the subsidy that has led to its creation. 
For many who work in the cultural sector, these ideas can be difficult to entertain. 
 
Cultural Democracy 
The idea of Cultural Democracy can be seen as presenting as valid the public’s chosen forms of 
cultural expression and engagement, rather than promoting a prescribed definition of what is  
included in “the arts”. Cultural Democracy sees the role of the government as assuring “that the will 
or preference of neither an overbearing majority nor a powerful minority” predominates within a  
climate in which the fullest possible opportunities for “pluralistic, artistic self-determination” exist (Ad-

ams and Goldbard, 1981:53). The fundamental premise of Cultural Democracy is free individual choice. The 
role of the state, via cultural policy, is thus one of non-interference. Encompassing both the will to 
participate and a broad interpretation of the concept of culture provides a good foundation for  
cultural democracy, as can be seen in the welfare state in Nordic countries (Waade, 1997). In opposition 
to the model of Democratization of Culture, this position proposes that government should  
implement a regulatory policy which administers the distribution of information or the structures of 
supply in order to support the cultural preferences and expressions of individuals and communities 
(Evrard, 1997) such as happens in other types of market in order to facilitate a pluralist concept of culture 
(Waade, 1997). 
 
To be clear, we are talking here about publicly subsidised culture and, by proxy, the role of the State 
in the control, influence and enabling of the cultural lives of its citizens. And to be even clearer, we 
should avoid the trap of thinking that this is the only form of cultural engagement (attendance and/or 
participation) in which citizens (people) are active. The prioritising of state-funded (and so ‘state sanc-
tioned’) culture has served to occlude other, more routine (everyday) forms of culture. As Raymond 
Williams wrote sixty years ago, ‘culture is ordinary’, and there is a growing weight of both evidence 
and argument to suggest that everyday creativity1 and cultural participation (64 Million Artists, 2018; Miles and 

Sullivan, 2012) should be of much greater policy significance than is currently the case. 
 
Audience Development has traditionally been seen as both a management function of cultural  
organisations and as a ‘tool’ of the Democratization of Culture. Neither of these generalisations is 
entirely correct. It is a matter of both fact and operational necessity that many arts organisations need 
to generate income, and (frequently via a combination of funding agreements and organisational 

                                                
1 The term ‘creativity’ has become increasingly problematic. See, for example, Against Creativity (Mould, 
2018). 
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ethos/mission/vision) broaden/diversify their audiences. In this regard, Audience Development is 
both necessary and common sense.  
 
What is missing from contemporary discussions of Audience Development, particularly as regards 
ideas of democratic cultural policy, is ideology. 
 
Gramsci and Common Sense  
 
As a working hypothesis, Gramsci’s (1971) idea of ‘common sense’ (‘senso comune’) may be helpful 
here. Gramsci suggested that capitalism maintained social control not just through violence and  
political and economic coercion, but also through ideology. From a Gramscian perspective, there 
are many forms that structural inequality can take (Crehan, 2016). Put simply, Gramsci argues that the 
bourgeoisie developed a hegemonic culture which propagated its own values and norms so that 
they became the "common sense" values of all. The working-class (and other classes) identified their 
own good with the good of the bourgeoisie and helped to maintain the status quo rather than  
revolting. For Gramsci, ‘common sense’ was the disparate set of ideas and beliefs held commonly 
within any given community. It is the result of institutions and producers of knowledge (Gramsci is 
thinking especially of churches and political parties, but we might think of art galleries, theatres and 
museums) which, often in a sedimentary manner, promote a particular vision of the world.  
 
These institutions and hierarchies (whether religious, political or cultural) expound a relatively coher-
ent set of ideas about the world that can be disseminated ever more widely. As such, whether ‘senso 
comune’ is ‘commonsensical’ or not is beside the point. If we consider the democratisation of culture 
as the ‘common sense’ of cultural policy, then we begin both to understand its dominance and  
prevalence, and also to consider how alternatives might be articulated. 
 
The Challenge for Audience Development 
 
The challenge for Audience Development is to articulate how the management tools, data and  
conceptualisations at work in the field can be re-purposed and re-imagined to assist and enable  
processes around Cultural Democracy. To some, this might seem counter-intuitive, but in reality, the 
history of Audience Development (in the UK at least) is to a significant extent built on ideas of Cultural 
Democracy. This history and these narratives have to a great extent been obscured by the growth of 
arts management as both a sectoral practice and academic discipline, and by the failure to engage 
with the political agency and belief systems of actors in the field (Hadley, forthcoming). 

 
This work has already begun, but there is more to be done. The Warsaw Forum, which brought  
together policy makers, practitioners and academics to debate these questions, was a key moment 
in the process of developing debate around democratic cultural policy. What became clear at The 
Warsaw Forum, and must continue to guide discussions of Audience Development and Cultural  
Democracy, is that Cultural Democracy is first and foremost a political idea. Future discussion of  
Cultural Democracy must be historically informed yet future-oriented. To be meaningful to our  
cultures and societies the debate will need to re-work and re-invent conceptual and practice-based 
understandings of both ‘Cultural Democracy’ and ‘Audience Development’. Much of the historical 
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work of Audience Development has been to challenge the status quo (e.g. by working toward social 
inclusion, diversity, equality) but within the confines of the common-sense ideology of the  
Democratisation of Culture. The work ahead requires a new common sense, a new communal sense 
of the role of culture in society. As Hadley and Belfiore (2018, p.222) note,  
 

’’There can be no true exploration of cultural democracy without the acknowledgement that  
hierarchies of cultural value have always been, and always will be, imbricated in questions of power 
and authority.’’ 
 
 
Dr Steven Hadley 
shadley01@qub.ac.uk 
@mancinbelfast 
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Chapter 1: Is the Role of Culture in  
Society Changing? 
 
This chapter presents: 
 
Introduction by Niels Righolt 
 
Igor Stokfiszewski: Is the Role of Culture in Society 
Changing? 
 
Cynthia Dekker: Is the Role of Culture in Society 
Changing? 
 
Adam Szymczyk: Who owns documenta 14? Who 
owns Cultural Production? 
 
Patrick Towell: Is the Role of Culture in Society 
Changing? 
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CHAPTER 1                                                                                                                           
IS THE ROLE OF CULTURE IN SOCIETY CHANGING? 

 

BY NIELS RIGHOLT 
 
This first chapter circulates around the notion 
of change in terms of culture and its role in so-
ciety. What does it mean? To what extent and 
how does culture play a role in our societies 
and what are the tendencies we see in light of 
all the changes European societies are under-
going? 
 
We are living in a time of transition where the 
political agendas across Europe are moving 
from the common issues and concerns we all 
share, to more narrow national agendas where 
the nations perception of societal progress is 
influenced by populist movements focusing 
on those, who do not see themselves as bene-
ficiaries of global evolution, digitisation and 
trans-national collaboration. 
 
Changes in our communication patterns influ-
enced and generated by new media, social 
platforms and digital infrastructures impact on 
our daily lives and have affected a clear change 
in how people interact with organisations and 
institutions offering cultural, leisure or social 
experiences. But where do they lead us? 
 
We asked four culture professionals to give us 
their perspective as artists, strategic develop-
ers, researchers and opinion makers. To pro-
vide a personal point of view to the debate. 

How people today have different and far more 
eloquent demands and expectations of what 
culture shall give them. To what extent the 
transformation from merely consumers of ex-
periences to co-creators and collaborators in-
fluences the very role of culture in society. How 
those movements influence decision-making 
and the formation of future cultural politics. 
If culture is reflecting society at large, how does 
culture then respond to the changes in other 
areas of modern life? And do these changes 
articulate specific positions and expectations 
of cultural operators in terms of value systems 
and beliefs?  
 
And if so, what are then the possible conse-
quences for the ownership of the cultural insti-
tutions and more specifically their offerings, 
the productions? And does e.g. the digital 
technological revolution also rewrite the 
power structures and the mere question of 
whose stories and perspectives are being told 
and for whom? Are we touching transition in 
terms of our democracies as well here? 
 
We asked Igor Stokfiszewski, Cynthia Dekker, 
Adam Szymczyk and Patrick Towell.to share 
their perspectives.  
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“We won’t move forward in reflecting 

upon culture, democracy and societies 

unless we put in the centre of our          
discussions the notion of the right to    

culture and understand it in the contexts 
of new social, economic and political 

phenomena — from emancipation 
through denial of neoliberal doctrine to 

new forms of “real democracy” against 

authoritarian  

politics”. 

 
- Igor Stokfiszewski 
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IS THE ROLE OF CULTURE IN SOCIETY CHANGING? 
 

BY IGOR STOKFISZEWSKI 
 
What if we reverse this question and notice 
that what is essentially changing is the role of 
society in culture? Individuals and communi-
ties not only demand access to cultural goods 
and heritage, they not only transform from 
consumers and audiences to participants and 
creators, they also demand the substantial role 
in decision making processes concerning cul-
ture. What do they do then? They exercise their 
right to culture. 
 
According to the UNESCO the right to culture 
“can be defined as the right of access to, partic-
ipation in and enjoyment of culture. This in-
cludes the right of individuals and communities 
to know, understand, visit, make use of, main-
tain, exchange and develop cultural heritage 
and cultural expressions, as well as to benefit 
from the cultural heritage and cultural expres-
sions of others. It also includes the right to par-
ticipate in the identification, interpretation and 
development of cultural heritage, as well as in 
the design and implementation of safeguard-
ing policies and programmes. Other human 
rights, such as the rights to freedom of expres-
sion, the right to information and the right to 
education, are key to the realization of cultural 
rights”. 
 
In the recent years however, the demand of the 
right to culture moved beyond people’s partic-
ipation in cultural processes towards their de-
cisive power over what culture is, in which 

forms it is realized, who are the culture-forming 
subjects, what purposes it serves and who 
manages cultural goods. The ammunition in 
those struggles has become a new dictionary, 
in which the demand for the right to culture is 
expressed. In the centre, the category of “com-
mon good” is placed. 
 
The right to culture extended thus towards: 
recognition of each individual as culture maker; 
recognition of the right of every person to cul-
tural creation; recognition of cultural practices 
rooted in the habitus of all social groups and 
classes as the legitimated forms of cultural ex-
pression; freedom of cultural creation and ar-
tistic expression; open access to cultural 
goods; unlimited possibility of deriving from 
them, their processing and dissemination; 
recognition of the importance of politics of life 
(including social and reproductive rights) for 
supplying cultural resources; recognition of 
people’s right to rule over institutions, organi-
zations, cultural goods and heritage. If so, is 
the right to culture really accomplished? 
 
We won’t move forward in reflecting upon cul-
ture, democracy and societies unless we put in 
the centre of our discussions the notion of the 
right to culture and understand it in the con-
texts of new social, economic and political 
phenomena — from emancipation through de-
nial of neoliberal doctrine to new forms of “real 
democracy” against authoritarian politics. 
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“This generation no longer only looks for 
equal treatment but demands recognition 
of being different. They want to be seen 
represented. They don’t recognize their 
stories on what is mostly portraited on 
stage or in museums nowadays. The new 
generation demands a place at the table, 
but if they do not get it, they will go their 
own way and take their audiences with 

them”. 

 
- Cynthia Dekker 
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IS THE ROLE OF CULTURE IN SOCIETY CHANGING?  
 

BY CYNTHIA DEKKER 
 
I think that the answer to this question actually 
speaks for itself or should speak for itself: Soci-
ety is changing and therefore the role of cul-
ture is changing. At least if you define culture 
as ‘’Giving meaning to, reflecting on an ever-
changing environment’’. Or as ‘’All processes, 
activities, efforts aimed at shaping and inter-
preting reality’’. By this definition, culture and 
its role in society should change. The question 
is: does it change? The answer to that is: No. 
Culture and the role of culture does not 
change as fast as the changes are taking place 
in society. At least not in the Netherlands. For 
decades, we have heard in policy notes the call 
for more cultural diversity in the cultural sector. 
In 1939, Boekman already talked about “acces-
sibility” and “exclusion”.  
 
Our current minister of culture, Engelshoven, 
emphasizes that “culture is for everyone, no 
matter where you live, what kind of family you 
come from or what cultural background you 
have, regardless of age, gender, restriction or 
training.” Here we also see the shift in terminol-
ogy, from pluriformity to interculturality to cul-
tural diversity to the present favourite: Inclusion. 
In the 20 years that I have been working in the 
cultural sector, I recognize this as a recurrent 
theme, with sadly only exemplary results to 
date (mind you, some very nice exemplary re-
sults!).  
 
But me, and others with me, are experiencing 
a change. We now seem to be really reaching 
a point of no return. In recent years policy mak-
ers and funders are really serious in their aim to 
reach a wider audience. It has even become a 
subsidy condition. The sector itself has also be-
gun to take the audience and its diversity more 

and more seriously. A Code of Cultural Diver-
sity has been created by the sector. This ‘code’ 
not only looks at the P of the Public and Pro-
gram, but also at Personnel and Partners. You 
cannot truly become inclusive if you only work 
at the outside, you have to change from the in-
side. But these are still very, very, very slow pro-
cesses.  
 
The world outside the walls of the cultural pal-
aces is changing much faster than it does in-
side. And the sector is being warned, “if cul-
tural institutions do not take the step towards 
cultural diversity, their social relevance and le-
gitimacy diminishes visibly as ‘white autochton 
Dutch’ people in the big cities gradually begin 
to form a minority” (Crul, 2016). But it must not 
only be politics that encourages the sector to 
do so; there should be an intrinsic curiosity 
about other artistic languages.  
 
But the ‘quality paradigm’ is still something 
that the cultural sector uses to hide behind. At 
Dutch cultural institutions there is a certain de-
gree of consensus on what ‘good’ art and cul-
ture is or should be based on a Western dis-
course. What is often forgotten is that these cri-
teria change over time. The strict distinction 
that the German sociologist and philosopher 
Theodor Adorno made in the 1940s between 
popular culture and ‚true art’ is now also be-
coming old-fashioned. The irreversibility, I feel, 
is much more coming from the new (third) 
generation of cultural makers.  
 
From this generation the current new, mostly 
bi-cultural, creators emerge who are fiddling at 
the gates of the big institutions and refuse to 
be sent away. Charles Taylor refers to this in his 



 19 
 
 

Sources of the self as the individualized iden-
tity. This generation no longer only looks for 
equal treatment but demands recognition of 
being different. They want to be seen repre-
sented. They don’t recognize their stories on 
what is mostly portraited on stage or in muse-
ums nowadays. There is a need for a Black Pan-
ther effect. There is a huge appetite for themes, 
stories, genres from the successful frame of ref-
erence of the mixed country the Netherlands 
is today. The new generation demands a place 
at the table, but if they do not get it, they will 
go their own way and take their audiences with 
them. Audiences that represent the audience 
of the future which ‚the institutions’ are in need 
for so much. They refuse to be second-rate art-
ists. At the same time, there are also opposite 

trends going on: the revaluation of national 
culture and identity. (To be Dutch or not to be, 
Duyvendak 2017). We also see this elsewhere 
in Europe. How to handle this? Culture should 
play a pioneering role here. The imagination of 
artists is needed more than ever. So, let culture 
especially change society. Or to end with a 
quote:  
 
We are in a new reality, a new world, where 
dance, music, theatre, film and all other art 
forms are being challenged to shift, to trans-
form, to fight for and to reinvent themselves in 
order to create a new place, to tell the stories of 
this new world (Khan, 2016).
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“Our lives have become increasingly  
subjected to and are effectively governed 
by apparatuses of power. Institutional   
entities and their corresponding regimes 
of truth in service of nation states,          
coloniality, and capital — all political,      
judicial, disciplinary, educational,       
medical, military, economic, cultural, and 
myriad other dispositifs are designed to 
control and manage our bodies as     
walking dead within integrated project of 

the 21st century necro-politics”.  
 
- Adam Szymczyk 
 
  



 21 
 
 

WHO OWNS DOCUMENTA 14? WHO OWNS CULTURAL PRODUCTION? 
 

BY ADAM SZYMCZYK 
 
documenta (spelled always in lower case) is a 
major exhibition dedicated to contemporary 
art, which has been taking place every five 
years since it was established in the city of Kas-
sel in 1955. Between 2013 and 2017, I served 
as Artistic Director for documenta 14. Follow-
ing my initial proposal, documenta 14 was re-
alized for the first time in two cities, in two con-
secutive and partially overlapping acts lasting 
hundred days each — in Athens, Greece and 
Kassel, Germany. 
 
In response to the invitation issued by organiz-
ers of the Warsaw Forum, I would like to pro-
pose discussing a question of ownership of 
cultural production and with it, the right to cul-
tural production, in a wide sense and not just 
limited to particular legal or moral rights, spe-
cific copyright issues, et cetera. Et cetera 
means “the rest of things” and it is “the rest” of 
owners who need to claim their right to public 
cultural enterprise, besides the entities such as 
states, regions and cities, corporate businesses 
or private benefactors, all of which seem enti-
tled to ownership through the fact that they 
might have established a cultural enterprise le-
gally or sustain it financially, entirely or in part.  
While finalizing the graphic design of the pub-
lications for documenta 14 in 2017, and spe-
cifically while deciding on the hierarchy among 
the numerous stakeholders, partners, support-
ers, benefactors, and sponsors of the exhibi-
tion, and listing their names and logos in order 
of importance on the last pages of main pub-
lications accompanying documenta 14, I real-
ized that something or someone was missing 
above the state, municipal, corporate and pri-
vate entities that contributed to creation of the 

exhibition and its multi-pronged programs, in-
cluding music, performance, printed matter, 
conferences and public program in form of 
what we termed The Parliament of Bodies. 
Therefore, I wrote an exergue and placed it be-
fore all acknowledgments.  
 
An exergue is a small space or inscription be-
low the principal emblem on a coin or medal, 
usually on the reverse side, used for the inser-
tion of the date, signature or another minor in-
scription. Here is the slightly edited version of 
the exergue for documenta 14:  
 

“documenta 14 is not owned by anyone 
in particular. It is shared among its visitors and 
artists, readers and writers, as well as all those 
whose work made it happen. In 1955, Arnold 
Bode, together with a group of enthusiasts, re-
alized the first documenta in Kassel, Germany. 
In 1959, in order to perpetuate the exhibition, 
the City of Kassel and State of Hesse estab-
lished documenta GmbH (a limited liability 
company), which was recently transformed into 
documenta gGmbH. The acronym gGmbH 
reads as gemeinnützige Gesellschaft mit 
beschränkter Haftung, commonly translated as 
“nonprofit limited liability company.”  
 
Yet, considering the cultural history of terms 
used in this German legal formulation, Ge-
meinnützigkeit should be understood as “be-
ing of use for the common or public good” — 
or simply useful for a community, Gemein-
schaft. And Gesellschaft is not just a company 
or another corporate entity, but also any asso-
ciation, society, companionship, or crowd; in-
deed, it is a multitude of individual bodies.  
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Our lives have become increasingly subjected 
to and are effectively governed by apparatuses 
of power. Institutional entities and their corre-
sponding regimes of truth in service of nation 
states, coloniality, and capital — all political, ju-
dicial, disciplnary, educational, medical, mili-
tary, economic, cultural, and myriad other dis-
positifs are designed to control and manage 
our bodies as walking dead within integrated 
project of the 21st century necro politics (the 
term introduced by philosopher Achile        
Mbembe).  
 

documenta 14 understands its role as one of 
exposing these techniques of governance and 
confronting them with an unlimited array of 
techniques of the embodied self.” This role 
can be assigned to any cultural project. The au-
dience must be encouraged to realize their 
political potential as owners of cultural enter-
prise. The right to public space and public in-
stitutions must be resituated in societies. 
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“There is an increasing gap between 

people’s entertainment and media      

consumption habits and preferences and 
those afforded by the categories, genres 

and formats of cultural offerings. (…). The 
ready availability of the digital means of 

production and distribution of sounds, 
images and objects challenges the status 

of culture and the unique role of the      

artist”. 

 
- Patrick Towell 
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IS THE ROLE OF CULTURE IN SOCIETY CHANGING? 
 

BY PATRICK TOWELL 
 
As aspects of this question, I’m going to ad-
dress  
 

1. How public funding of culture increas-
ingly ‘buys’ societal benefits,  

 
2. and 2. How society changed by digital 

media has a different relationship to 
culture. 

 
Because I see these as the two biggest disrup-
tions to the sector. Funding culture for its own 
sake is dwindling (at least in the UK). One can 
see this as the breakdown of consensus 
around the role of the state in arts funding and 
culture’s intrinsic benefits that led to the post-
war formation of the Arts Council of Great Brit-
ain.  
 
“The day is not far off when the Economic Prob-
lem will take the back seat where it belongs, 
and the arena of the heart and the head will be 
occupied… with our real problems… of life 
and of human relations, of creation and behav-
iour and religion.”  
 
“He spoke as art as something incalculable, not 
to be confined or measured by planning, but 
cherished and made available for all who 
wanted it.”  
 
(John Maynard Keynes, quoted in the First Annual Report 1945–6 of 
the Arts Council of Great Britain upon his death, having been its first 
Chair and chair of the wartime body that foreshadowed it.) 
 

Governments from 1997 put an emphasis on 
the extrinsic, societal benefits that needed to 
accompany public funding of the arts and cul-
ture — perhaps in order to justify it against a 
long list of what were seen as other urgent calls 

on the public purse. Undoubtedly, the Mod-
ernising Government white paper and other 
changes to the way policy was developed, 
planned and delivered represented a shift to 
more technocratic management approach. 
With austerity forcing choices between culture, 
other priorities and statutory responsibilities, 
national and local public funding increasingly 
justifies itself on the basis of its extrinsic social 
and economic benefits against an ‘arms race’ 
of ever more detailed and compelling evi-
dence from other sectors. This is difficult but 
not impossible for the cultural sector to do, but 
it lacks capability and has some resistance to it. 
It is tempting to see reductions in public fund-
ing — and the increasing cost of providing the 
evidence to secure it — as the biggest risk fac-
ing the sector, in the UK at least.  
 
However, I would argue that changes enabled 
and encouraged by digital technologies — al-
ready revolutionising music, broadcast, film, 
publishing and events — are at least as big a 
threat. There is an increasing gap between 
people’s entertainment and media consump-
tion habits and preferences and those af-
forded by the categories, genres and formats 
of cultural offerings. This is the case especially 
for young audiences, customers and partici-
pants but rapid change is visible throughout 
society. The ready availability of the digital 
means of production and distribution of 
sounds, images and objects challenges the 
status of culture and the unique role of the art-
ist. Mass media ‘sales’ approaches to arts mar-
keting are out of step with conversational rela-
tionships with brands and content marketing. 
Finally, the two disruptions converge because 
digital media gives an unprecedented ability 
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to measure benefits and optimise artistic and 
marketing choices. 
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Chapter 2: How Do We Understand the 
Politics of Cultural Authority when  
Thinking about Audiences and Public  
Engagement? 
 
This chapter presents: 
 
Introduction by Niels Righolt 
 
Efva Lilja: How Do We Understand the Politics of  
Cultural Authority when Thinking about Audiences and 
Public Engagement? 
 
Mieke Renders: Can We Frame a Re-Definition of the 
Role of Culture in Society? 
 
Sara Selwood: How Do We Understand the Politics of 
Cultural Authority when Thinking about Audiences and 
Public Engagement? 
 
Mafalda Dâmaso: How Do We Understand the Politics 
of Cultural Authority when Thinking about Audiences 
and Public Engagement? 
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CHAPTER 2                                                                                                                     
HOW DO WE UNDERSTAND THE POLITICS OF CULTURAL AUTHORITY WHEN 

THINKING ABOUT AUDIENCES AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT? 
 

BY NIELS RIGHOLT 
 
Understanding the different roles and often 
complex and quite diverse relations between 
institutions, their audiences and the cultural 
authorities has become one of the absolute 
key questions in the formation of cultural poli-
tics today. Or more precisely turning that un-
derstanding into a set of political and strategic 
actions, that supports the mission of the insti-
tutions and ensures relevance in a wider spec-
trum as a way to engage the public. 
 
We have asked four experienced culture pro-
fessionals and researchers to help us narrow it 
in and come closer to what it actually implies. 
Efva Lilja, Mieke Renders, Sara Selwood and 
Mafalda Dâmaso may represent different 
fields of expertise, but they all are both deeply 
influenced by the transformation of the power 
dynamics of the sector and concerned with 
how politics are being formulated, imple-
mented and executed.  
 
Are culture politics a vivid, nuanced and con-
scious response to and reflection of the ongo-
ing changes of our societies? Or is it rather in 
political terms ‘standing on the same spot’ left 
outside the true fields of societal development? 
Or maybe even just responding within a liberal 
market logic, selling goods and experiences to 
cultural consumers? 
 
To what extend does our perception of the cul-
tural experiences and the new and quite di-
verse ways we experience culture effect society? 

Is it possible to re-define the role of culture in 
society and thus frame the emergence of a cul-
ture politics, that resonate with the public? To 
what extend are cultural authorities ready for 
such a re-definition that potentially rewrites the 
power structures of the sector? Who are in re-
ality the authorities, we ought to address? Is 
that the existing structures of cultural political 
governance or is it maybe someone else too? 
 
We are witnessing an increasing social and po-
litical division throughout Europe and culture 
has been turned into a cultural political battle-
field for both the political far right, the far left 
and different looser nationalist or populist 
movements. What can culture politics do on a 
national and transnational level to ensure di-
versity of expressions, forms and narratives in 
such a political climate? 
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“Art offers an attitude to living, as a      

political force and as loving care for   

mankind. Art is political in the sense that 
it creates identity and reflects society in 

the process of making us aware (…). Let’s 
hijack the resistance and empower the 

artists!”  

 
- Efva Lilja 
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HOW DO WE UNDERSTAND THE POLITICS OF CULTURAL AUTHORITY WHEN 
THINKING ABOUT AUDIENCES AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT? 

 

BY EFVA LILJA 
 
We shit, spit, bleed and weep. We chat, argue, 
laugh and cry out loud. We provoke, activate, 
stimulate and initiate. We talk, and we move. 
We communicate. We narrate. We move polit-
ically on an excursion in search of miracles.  
Cultural policy makers and cultural authorities 
lagging behind. The journey to the many man-
sions of power provides a host of opportuni-
ties for reflection on powerlessness and impo-
tence. 
 
Un-necessities spread out amongst all the 
worry and the glitter blinds you (spit).  
With all the sparkle you become myopic and 
your existence narrows down to trifles (shit).  
Culture is what we live, our common founda-
tion, our societal contract. Still, cultural policies 
are in a state of vacuum, most often with a fuzzy 
leadership whose actions are based on a ma-
terialistic view, where art is seen as goods and 
products and the artist is steered toward use-
fulness and adaptation to the “creative econ-
omy” (bleed).  
 
If we want a society with creative, innovative, 
engaged citizens we need trust and faith in our 
joint commitments. Let’s turn away from nar-
row-minded strategies. There is no excuse for 
political abdication. We need cultural authori-
ties and institutions to move with us (argue).  
Keep ignorant people on hold! They deprive 
us of knowledge, of creativity and the linguistic 
awareness that the qualitative experience of art 
can provide (cry out loud).  
 
We must turn the political hierarchy upside 
down and work for cultural policies integrated 
into all political areas (communicate).  

I want to see politicians and other authorities 
that move with us; see that they put a good cul-
tural climate as the ultimate goal for long-term 
sustainable development (initiate). We need a 
decent, humane attitude to people with plenty 
of room for curiosity and the creativity that 
makes it possible to support other market 
forces than those that blind you (laugh). 
(I am so fucking angry. Soft, think softly. Lovely, 
think lovely. If I were a big mouth, I would eat 
up all the ugliness.)  
 
The world and the life we live, add up to an ex-
istence full of contradictions. Art offers an atti-
tude to living, as a political force and as loving 
care for mankind. Art is political in the sense 
that it creates identity and reflects society in the 
process of making us aware (provoke).  
Let’s hijack the resistance and empower the 
artists! (Change a habit and avoid convention. 
Stop indifference from catching a hold. Push 
away slowing resistance and open up for en-
joyment free from perversion. Stir up and mess 
up…)  
 
We live a life in search of reasons that may 
prove convincing enough to go through with 
it. Since I believe that our outlook on life deter-
mines the way we see reality, the image or rep-
resentation that art creates is of crucial signifi-
cance in how we interpret that reality. We need 
possibilities for deeper interactive and socially 
inclusive artistic processes (chat) (stimulate). 
Art simply makes it more fun, more interesting 
and more challenging to live. Europe needs 
artists (activate). Art defies borders. Cultural 
policy makers and cultural authorities do not 
see this (move politically). Yet. 
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“When ‘the other’ comes in and shows 
you another ‘culture’, something always 

shifts. The question is not only how does 
it define our society, but how does it     

define me? How do I define myself within 
the society? Instead of projecting         

outwards and changing the definition, we 
should look at our inner being and       

embrace the change”.  

 
- Mieke Renders 
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CAN WE FRAME A RE-DEFINITION OF THE ROLE OF CULTURE IN SOCIETY? 
 

BY MIEKE RENDERS 
 
We are living in a quickly changing society, in a 
world that is shifting at high speed. Too high 
for some, too slow for others. Around me, 
around us, we feel that things and emotions 
are stirring up. This pace of transformation and 
of influxes has a huge influence on the way we 
experience culture. Being aware of how we 
perceive culture is of crucial importance: We 
need to recognize our natural response to the 
change and take full responsibility for our emo-
tions, reactions and actions, rather than blame 
‘the other’.  
 
Keeping this idea in mind, I would argue that 
we do not need a re-definition of the role of 
culture. Instead, what we need is to look inside 
ourselves to see how culture affects us. Culture 
has power to provoke, remind, open up to in-
novation or to the traces of the past. To me, 
culture is a set of acts, beliefs, values and activ-
ities which can create material legacies & prod-
ucts. In other words, culture is an expression in 
diverse forms. Society and culture are highly 
entangled: Without a society there is no cul-
ture and without culture, there is no society. 
Through culture, people and groups define 
themselves, conform to society's shared values, 
and contribute to society. Each society holds 
the set of habits and beliefs which distin-
guishes itself from another and thus each 
group of people from other groups.  
 
‘Sociologists define society as the people who 
interact in such a way as to share a common 
culture. The cultural bond may be ethnic or ra-
cial, based on gender, or due to shared beliefs, 
values, and activities. The term society can also 
have a geographic meaning and refer to peo-
ple who share a common culture in a particular 

location’. However, the world and societies 
have dramatically changed in the last 20 years. 
The concept of ‘sharing a common culture’ is 
shifting heavily, with new influxes, tendencies 
and global impressions – probably – more than 
ever in history.  
 
And this shift could be the reason for us to look 
for a new definition of the role of culture in so-
ciety. In addition, this change has a bi-direc-
tional impact on people and the way they per-
ceive and react to culture: Some of us redefine 
ourselves and embrace the openness, the 
globalization of the world. Others cling to the 
norms, traditions and values of the familiar. 
The former presupposes more travelling, it 
opens us up to the unknown and encourages 
to experiment. The latter makes us look 
deeper into our origins, inviting us to support 
local initiatives, traditional arts and crafts. It fo-
cuses on the heritage, often from the geo-
graphical perspective. While both approaches 
are co-existent, it is important to avoid preju-
dice and stay non-judgemental. The role of 
culture does not need to be redefined as it has 
always been the same. What we need instead 
is to re-attune our different perceptions of it. 
We need to look deeper into ourselves to un-
derstand our reactions to culture shifts. We 
need to learn how to stay in a dialogue without 
the need of being right and convincing the 
other of the right culture. When ‘the other’ 
comes in and shows you another ‘culture’, 
something always shifts. The question is not 
only how does it define our society, but how 
does it define me? How do I define myself 
within the society? Instead of projecting out-
wards and changing the definition, we should 
look at our inner being and embrace the 
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change. What we need is a redefinition of our-
selves within society. And this can only be 
achieved from within to without. 
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“Whatever the reasons — fear of             

terrorism, squeeze on personal incomes, 

rising exhibition prices, fewer school visits 
— attendances by UK residents are in    

decline. This suggests that the market   
ultimately decides the viability of these  

institutions. And, it leaves us to reflect 
that, in such circumstances, political 

power might reside with those who are, 
or are not, engaged rather than those 

conventionally regarded as the              

‘authorities’”. 

 
- Sara Selwood 
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HOW DO WE UNDERSTAND THE POLITICS OF CULTURAL AUTHORITY WHEN 
THINKING ABOUT AUDIENCES AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT? 

 

BY SARA SELWOOD 
 
In terms of the UK or, more specifically, Eng-
land, I’ve reflected on where such authority re-
sides and on what basis and sought to distin-
guish between the rhetoric and the reality. The 
Department for Digital, Culture, Media and 
Sport (DCMS) and Arts Council England (ACE) 
formally hold the ultimate political, administra-
tive power and control in our public sector arts, 
museums and libraries. By default, the Depart-
ment and its agency are attributed with exten-
sive, specialized knowledge. ACE’s objectives, 
as articulated in its Royal Charter, are to: 
 

o Develop and improve the knowledge, 
understanding and practice of the arts;  

o Increase accessibility of the arts to the 
public;  

o Advance the education of the public 
and to further any other charitable pur-
pose which relates to the establish-
ment, maintenance and operation of 
museums and libraries and the protec-
tion of cultural property; and  

o Advise and co-operate, other govern-
ment departments. 

 
Even in its first decade, the ways in which the 
Arts Council described its intentions shifted 
from supporting “the best for the most” to “few, 
but roses” — signalling its encouragement for 
limited and, therefore, more exclusive pockets 
of excellence. It has referred to providing 
“courage, confidence and opportunities to art-
ists” and adhering to the arms-length principle, 

according to which it provides money, policy 
and silence despite being accountable to gov-
ernment. Its authority not only reflects ACE’s 
constitutional legitimacy, but its legacy of the 
assumptions a patrician class and principles as-
sociated with classical education.  
Since the late 1990s, if not earlier, ACE’s rhet-
oric has become more democratic, publicly-
orientated, reflecting the government’s poli-
cies around education, health and wellbeing, 
celebrating diversity and our shared history, 
and improving local areas. To deliver these, 
ACE might draw on any number of long-re-
hearsed strategies whereby it might access the 
broadest range of individuals regardless of 
gender, ethnicity, location and social back-
ground, tailor opportunities to localities, and 
encourage participation. These would all allow 
the arts to fulfil a 160- year old ambition to 
function as “a social leveller”. However, recent 
research suggests that the public doubts 
ACE’s competence, if not willingness, to de-
liver. They regard support for the Arts and Cul-
ture as largely restricted to classical music, bal-
let and opera. Not only are they uncertain of 
those artforms’ relevance, but that funding 
model has also effectively dismissed the value 
that culture and creativity has in their lives. Such 
opinions are, understandably, exacerbated by 
austerity. The arts sector sees it somewhat dif-
ferently: It maintains that ACE should prioritize 
excellence, risk-taking and the support of ‘art 
for art’s sake’.  

So, what does this suggest about how ACE’s 
authority is perceived, and how the benefits of 
its decisions are felt? ACE is torn, as it has been 

throughout its existence, by its stated alle-
giances to the arts and the public. But, prag-
matism rather than ideology may win out. His-
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torically, the viability of ACE’s sectors de-
pended on public funding to support their 
market failure. In recent times, some market 
success has been considered crucial to organ-
isations’ resilience. But, market success and 
creating universal access are not synonymous. 
Despite free admission, the number of visits to 
London’s national museums and galleries has 
been fallen since 2014/15. This is despite the 
number of overseas visits to London increasing, 
and the city being cheaper to visit than at any 

time in the past two decades. Whatever the 
reasons — fear of terrorism, squeeze on per-
sonal incomes, rising exhibition prices, fewer 
school visits — attendances by UK residents are 
in decline. This suggests that the market ulti-
mately decides the viability of these institutions. 
And, it leaves us to reflect that, in such circum-
stances, political power might reside with 
those who are, or are not, engaged rather than 
those conventionally regarded as the ‘authori-
ties’. 
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“(…) do the politics and ethics of cultural 

authority now include a responsibility for 

ensuring not only the diversity of            
language and imagination but also of   

opportunities to meet, exchange and,   

together, reimagine the future?”  

 
- Mafalda Dâmaso 
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HOW DO WE UNDERSTAND THE POLITICS OF CULTURAL AUTHORITY WHEN 
THINKING ABOUT AUDIENCES AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT? 

 

BY MAFALDA DÂMASO 
 
In my talk, I will address this question bearing 
in mind the context of increasing social and 
political division that can be witnessed 
throughout the European continent. To what 
extent can one — or, better, should one — inter-
pret the politics of cultural authority to mean 
that the cultural sector has the responsibility to 
create opportunities for different audiences to 
encounter opposing world views as well as 
each other?  
 
I will approach the question in light of the work 
of American philosopher Ronald Dworkin. In 
‘Can a liberal state support art?’ (1985), he ar-
gues for and justifies the idea of state interven-
tion in the cultural sector. Opposing the eco-
nomic argument against it, according to which 
a community should only have access to art 
that it decided to buy at a specific price, and 
drawing a parallel between culture and lan-
guage, the philosopher argues that art is a 
public good. By this he means that it contrib-
utes to expanding the possibilities of human 
imagination and communication through a 
shared language — something that the market 
is unable to do. In Dworkin’s approach, there is 
a clear continuity between politics and ethics.  
Thirty years later, social media has extended 
the possibility of participation in political de-
bate to ‘virtually all’. However, mutually exclu-
sive social spheres (entrenched by social me-
dia and their self-reinforcing algorithms) and 
increasing political polarisation (resulting, 
some argue, from persistent high levels of ine-
quality) have made dialogue unlikely. Paradox-
ically, increased participation is associated with 
decreased likelihood of exchange among in-
dividuals with opposing views.  

In this text, is there an argument to be made 
that the responsibilities of those in positions of 
authority in the cultural sector (policymakers, 
museum directors, curators, arts managers…) 
includes creating the conditions for unex-
pected encounters? In other words, do the 
politics and ethics of cultural authority now in-
clude a responsibility for ensuring not only the 
diversity of language and imagination (as iden-
tified by Dworkin) but also of opportunities to 
meet, exchange and, together, reimagine the 
future? If we accept this idea, what principles 
should guide the relationship between cultural 
policymakers and programmers on the one 
hand, and audiences on the other hand?  
 
Dworkin states that a liberal state should be 
neutral in relation to different ways of life, by 
which he means that it cannot impose a par-
ticular definition of happiness. However, in or-
der to do so, the state should also guarantee 
the minimal conditions for all ways of life to 
be fulfilled. In an analogous manner, how 
would cultural authority be enacted if its re-
sponsibility included bursting social bubbles 
and opening up connections — without pre-
determining the exchanges that would result 
from this process? The paper will conclude by 
identifying some of the challenges associated 
with doing so. These include, among others: 
identifying standards of conduct; identifying 
topics to be discussed and how to approach 
them; and issues around governance.  
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Chapter 3: What Will Cultural Democracy 
Mean in the 21st/Next 10 Years? 
 
This chapter presents: 
 
Introduction by Niels Righolt 
 
Ben Walmsley: What Will Cultural Democracy Mean 
in the Next 10 years? 
 
Emma Horsman: What Will Cultural Democracy 
Mean in the 21st/Next 10 years? 
 
Lluís Bonet: Participation in Cultural Policy  
Paradigms 
 
Phil Cave: How Should Arts Funders Respond to a 
Growing Cultural Democracy?  
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CHAPTER 3                                                                                                                    
WHAT WILL CULTURAL DEMOCRACY MEAN IN THE C21ST/NEXT 10 YEARS 

 

BY NIELS RIGHOLT 
 
Cultural democracy as a term, an idea of how 
arts and culture should reflect, respond and 
contribute to society has become successively 
important over the last decade in Europe and 
the Western hemisphere. But what do we ac-
tually mean, when talking of cultural democ-
racy? What can culture do for democracy, re-
ally? And what can democracy do for culture? 
Is the interconnection between culture and de-
mocracy in reality where the values of society 
find their form?  
 
We asked four experienced professionals and 
scholars to help us frame the debate by some 
personal reflections on the meaning of cultural 
democracy in the 21st century. Ben Walmsley, 
Emma Horsman, Lluís Bonet and Phil Cave 
have all been working with culture and democ-
racy in different ways, so we asked them to con-
tribute with some personal experiences and 
reflections. 
 
Is it possible to come close to an adequate, 
precise and useful interpretation of the term 
and its implications in terms of ownership, ac-
cess to arts and culture, decision making, 
whose ‘stories’ are being told, production 
means and what possible threads for the im-
mediate future, that lies hidden? Is cultural de-
mocracy anchored in society as the way to en-
sure a multi-voiced programming to engage 
people across social structures? Is it possible to 
see and perceive co-creation, participatory arts, 

collaborative initiatives, community arts and 
co-curation as cultural democracy in the mak-
ing? Do all these different ways of engage-
ment ensure that peoples interests and voices 
are being heard in the curatorial and program-
ming practice? 
 
Or does the ‘Empire strike back’ in the sense 
that many value conservative mainstream or-
ganisations and institutions seem to be those 
benefitting the most from the present cuts in 
funding, we experience across the continent? 
Could it be, that cultural democracy is being 
perceived as a threat to the people, who today 
holds leading positions in our cultural institu-
tions and infrastructure and therefore are un-
willing to let go and distribute their power? 
Maybe we have to question if the leading insti-
tutions are truly interested in change?  
 
Are we in reality caught between two counter-
positioned tendencies? One trying to argue 
for culture as the glue, that can bind us to-
gether as societies based on multiple projects 
and initiatives. And another trying to influence 
and govern arts and culture as a way to ensure 
a more classic understanding of excellence in 
the arts and thus reinforcing class as a divider 
based on knowledge of the arts, level of cul-
tural enlightenment. If true, what does it then 
take to make the art and culture truly demo-
cratic? 
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“Until the voices of the working classes 

and people of colour are heard on our 

stages and until their visions and stories 
are systematically represented in our   

museums and galleries, the subsidised 
arts canon is likely to remain irrelevant to 

many potential audiences. And               
ultimately, it seems unlikely that social 

patterns of arts engagement will ever shift 
significantly until the underlying structural 

inequalities are addressed”. 

 
- Ben Walmsley 
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WHAT WILL CULTURAL DEMOCRACY MEAN IN THE NEXT TEN YEARS? 
 

BY BEN WALMSLEY 
 
Cultural democracy is a big, loose term. I gen-
erally interpret it as a more grassroots ap-
proach to funding and engaging with the arts 
and culture, based partly on the arts and com-
munities’ movements which flourished in the 
1960s and 1970s. Generally speaking, cultural 
democracy manifests in greater public owner-
ship of and access to the arts and culture, es-
pecially via initiatives such as participatory 
budgeting and decision making. Unlike the 
democratisation of culture, which is concerned 
with ‘spreading’ the arts and culture from the 
top down in what might justifiably be inter-
preted as a legacy of the cleric tradition in the 
UK (Upchurch 2016), cultural democracy as-
pires to stimulate and fund culture from the 
bottom up, nurturing and investing in commu-
nity and participatory arts in an attempt to drive 
up cultural engagement across entrenched 
geodemographic divides.  
 
From the UK perspective, it is reasonable to as-
sert that neither cultural democracy nor the de-
mocratisation of culture have really worked 
over the past 70 years. We know, for example, 
that the vast majority of Arts Council England 
(ACE) funding goes to a small number of reg-
ularly funded organisations, creating a stran-
glehold on funding; and we know that audi-
ences for subsided work remain shockingly 
skewed in terms of education, class, ethnicity, 
earnings and neighbourhood. Spending per 
head on the arts in London remains about 16 
times higher than in the rest of the country 
(Stark et al. 2013), establishing a cultural elite 
in the capital and leaving a shameful legacy of 

‘cultural deserts’ or ‘cold spots’ in other parts 
of the country.  
 
Although widely hailed as game-changing, re-
cent attempts to resolve these structural ine-
qualities, such as the ACE-funded Creative 
People and Places (CPP) initiative, have also 
been called into question by scholars such as 
Leila Jancovich (2018), whose research on CPP 
has revealed that some CPP projects have 
been characterised by the vested interests of 
consortium members and a lack of participa-
tory governance. In other words, one powerful 
elite has merely been replaced by another.  
The next ten years are likely to see local and re-
gional investment in culture reduce signifi-
cantly, and, in many cases, disappear alto-
gether. This will mean that the arts sector will 
increasingly need to seek funding from donors, 
philanthropists and corporate sponsors. We 
know that large national and large regional arts 
and cultural organisations tend to attract the 
lion’s share of this third-party income, and the 
same organisations are also best placed to di-
versify their income streams and attract cheap 
finance for strategic and capital development. 
This implies that community and participatory 
arts, and therefore much of the current infra-
structure for cultural democracy, will be in-
creasingly reliant on state funding. In the UK, 
this is most likely to come from health spend-
ing, as arts and cultural spending is ideologi-
cally dominated by considerations of excel-
lence and quality, following the Keynesian 
model of funding which underpinned the 

founding of the arts council movement back in 
the 1940s.  
 

One practical solution to the endless policy 
tension between cultural democracy and the 



 42 
 
 

democratisation of culture might be to dis-
aggregate state funding of the arts and culture 
into three different strands: National organisa-
tions; professional arts and cultural organisa-
tions; and participatory/community arts, or 
what is increasingly being labelled “everyday 
creativity”. By taking an ostensibly holistic ap-
proach, the current UK system is perpetuating 
not only a stranglehold on funding by major 
players but also a reliance on failed and dis-
credited attempts of audience development, 
which to date have not shifted who engages 
with the arts by one iota.  
Looking into the future, I think the key policy 
focus must fall on models of cultural supply 
and production. Until the voices of the working 
classes and people of colour are heard on our 
stages and until their visions and stories are 
systematically represented in our museums 

and galleries, the subsidised arts canon is likely 
to remain irrelevant to many potential audi-
ences. And ultimately, it seems unlikely that so-
cial patterns of arts engagement will ever shift 
significantly until the underlying structural ine-
qualities are addressed: The arts and culture 
are unlikely to be able to solve the democratic 
deficit on their own. Hadley and Belfiore (2018) 
note that the concept of cultural democracy 
has recently come back into vogue and ac-
quired new intellectual and policy capital. 
However, it is not clear yet whether the intellec-
tual obsession with cultural democracy will 
translate into lasting policy action, or whether, 
as in the past, national funding bodies will con-
tinue to pay lip service to the democratisation 
of funding whilst stealthily pursuing the status 
quo. 
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“What makes people interested in arts 
and culture, when they don’t know how 

they are going to feed their family? Class 
division is becoming more and more     

apparent. We need to continue to use 
culture as a means that binds us together 

to create our sense of community in the 

chaos that surrounds us.” 

 
- Emma Horsman 
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WHAT WILL CULTURAL DEMOCRACY MEAN IN THE C21ST/NEXT 10 YEARS? 
 

BY EMMA HORSMAN 
 
Creative People and Places (CPP) was devel-
oped and funded by Arts Council England 
with an original £37m investment from the Na-
tional Lottery for the first three years, with pro-
jects in 21 locations across the country — in 
places where engagement in the arts is low. 
This has since been followed by funding taking 
it to £90m over nine years (with the introduc-
tion of 12 new places in 2020). In contrast Arts 
Council currently provides £408m per year to 
829 national portfolio organizations, museums, 
arts organizations and libraries receiving yearly 
core funding (2018–2022).  
 
CPP projects are creating programmes of art 
activity that are relevant and resonant to the 
people that live there, rooted in place. The im-
portance of people’s voices in shaping Crea-
tive People and Places projects is involved in 
many different ways — as participants, decision 
makers, artists, ambassadors, volunteers and 
of course audiences. As Lynsey Hanley re-
marked at the CPP conference in 2016 — Ulti-
mately, it is about building confidence in the 
idea that you are as much a producer of culture 
as you are a consumer of it. The range of part-
ners includes housing associations, a haulage 
firm in Lincolnshire, rugby club, local busi-
nesses, public health organisations aren’t per-
haps new partners to working with the arts, 
some will have worked with organisations in 
the past but it’s being done on such a scale 
that it is changing some of the rhetoric around 
‘where’ arts activity happens and ‘who’ funds it.  
 
There have been 2 million attendances up to 
the end of 2017, 91% of attendees don’t usu-
ally take part in the arts. Creative People and 
Places is already showing it is possible to shift 

the demographics of typical audiences for cul-
ture. This is critical for the future of the arts in 
an unknown political and economic climate. At 
the recent Creative People and Places confer-
ence in June, Nic Serota the National Chair of 
ACE said — “We are engaged on what might 
prove to be one of the most significant cultural 
journeys of our time”. There are obviously 
some key challenges to ensure that develop-
ing and building on this work, means positive 
change for cultural democracy in the next 10 
years: The arts funding strategy for Arts Coun-
cil and other funders needs to be about social 
impact.  
 
I am not saying that there are not any NPO’s 
doing this type of work, there are many, but 
there are also organisations which have abso-
lutely no connection to ‘real’ people and issues 
and seem to like to keep it that way. 
 
Giving local people a voice, they need to be 
central to the decision-making process if the 
arts are to be truly democratic. This means that 
the people with power — directors of arts or-
ganisations, local authorities and others in po-
sitions of power — let go of it and are open to 
sharing leadership, it can’t be about egos and 
empire building. Government and local au-
thority cuts in funding — cuts to social care, ed-
ucation, unemployment and housing benefits, 
the closing of libraries and community centres. 
What makes people interested in arts and cul-
ture, when they don’t know how they are going 
to feed their family? Class division is becoming 
more and more apparent. We need to con-
tinue to use culture as a means that binds us 
together to create our sense of community in 
the chaos that surrounds us.
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“Participation has emerged as a new   
contemporary issue, but the notion of 

participation may correspond to different 
features, to providing information (…), to 

being heard (…), to having decision 
power, or to the phenomenon of             

co-production”.  

 
- Lluís Bonet 
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PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL POLICY PARADIGMS 
 

BY LLUÍS BONET 
 
The reflection on people’s participation, and 
its implications for governmental cultural poli-
cies is becoming particularly relevant in con-
temporary debate (Pawley 2008; Jankovic & 
Bianchini 2013; Bianchini & Borchi 2018). Participation 
has emerged as a new contemporary issue, 
but the notion of participation may corre-
spond to different features, to providing infor-
mation (reciprocally), to being heard (consul-
tation), to having decision power, or to the 
phenomenon of co-production (co-creation), 
among others (Rowe & Fewer 2000).  
 
Society is moving from a focused and hierar-
chical model to a diffuse and shared one, 
pushed by technological (digitalization), socie-
tal and political streams (Rifkin 2000). This 
streams particularly effect participation in the 
field of Arts and Heritage, where there is an 
evolution from passive audience behaviours to 
stronger demands for more active citizens’ 
participation. In the field of culture, participa-
tion simultaneously touches upon different 
fields of analysis and practices (Bollo et al 2017). 
Firstly, it has a bearing on the instruments that 
connect artistic production and heritage inter-
pretation, as well as expressions of tastes and 
experiences among the different members of 
a society. These processes had been largely  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

analysed (Bishop 2006; Brown, Novak-Leonard & Gil-
bride 2011; Rancière 2008).  
 
In the last decade, many of these practices 
have undergone significant changes with the 
development of digital technologies and so-
cial networks (Donnat 2009; Walmsley 2016, 2018). 
All these tendencies dialogues with recent 
evolution of cultural policies paradigms, which 
range from the preservation of excellence and 
cultural democratization (which started in the 
1950s and 1960s with the development of cul-
tural policies in many Western democratic 
countries) to the emergence and evolution of 
later notions of cultural democracy, and crea-
tive economy (Bonet & Négrier 2018).  
Figure 1 shows how participation is in the inter-
section of cultural policy paradigms. Audience 
participation in in the heart of two of them: 
Cultural democratization and cultural democ-
racy, but it is not disconnected of the other two. 
The instruments developed, both locally and 
nationally, pursue long-term public policy ob-
jectives. In the kneecaps between paradigms, 
phenomena and goals such as excellence for 
all, prosumer, critic and engaged communities, 
among others.  
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Figure 1. Participation at the intersection of cultural policy para-
digms. Source: Bonet & Négrier, 2018.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Four major objectives stand out among 
the paradigms of democratization and cul-
tural democracy. From less to more en-
deavours: To fidelize, to renew, to develop 
and to empower. Each one of them, with 
its trends and instruments. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2 show common examples of these 
strategies, highlighting its effects and po-
tential risks or challenges 
 
 
 

Figure 2. Audience cultural policy strategies. Source: Bonet & 
Négrier, in print.  
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“Embrace cultural democracy as a       

positive force and the default position in 
your role as a funder, advocate and       

development agency. Any other              
response risks undermining the              

arguments for public subsidy of the arts”. 

 
- Phil Cave 
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HOW SHOULD ARTS FUNDERS RESPOND TO A GROWING                                            
CULTURAL DEMOCRACY MOVEMENT? 

 

BY PHIL CAVE 
 
I led the team that developed Arts Council 
England’s Creative People and Places pro-
gramme (CPP). We saw this as an experiment 
in cultural democracy — although that wasn’t 
the language we used at the time it was 
launched in 2012. 
 
It was clear that the historical approaches we’d 
taken to investing in cultural organisations had 
limitations. After two decades of lottery fund-
ing, we hadn’t removed the inequalities in op-
portunities to engage. Audiences for the sub-
sidised arts were un-representative of the pop-
ulation and in particular when viewed from the 
perspectives of ‘class’ and ‘place’. The various 
funding programmes that had come and 
gone over the previous decade had tended to 
serve the already ‘super served’ (audiences 
and artists) and reinforce inequalities. CPP was 
a response to this.  
 
The key differences in our approach as an 
arts funder?  
 

o the public would be able to decide 
what art was and wasn’t supported 
through the programme  

o opportunities would be likely to in-
clude professional and commercial art 
as well as everyday creativity (we used 
the words ‘amateur’ and ‘voluntary’ at 
the time)  

 
The programme has been successful in reach-
ing beyond the usual suspects when it comes 
to people taking part. I am convinced that the 

principles of participatory governance and de-
cision making are fundamental to this success. 
Other characteristics of strong CPP project are:  
 

o the projects are about their place and 
the psychology of the place  

o the project leaders and artists and other 
partners involved are taking a broad 
view of culture  

o the definition of culture reflects the 
landscape, local traditions and stories, 
food, local industry (past and present), 
sport, religion and spending time with 
family and friends  

o the projects have a clear view of and as-
piration for ‘quality’ — and this definition 
of quality is fluid, depending on the 
context and on the people involved  

o they don’t start with instrumentalism — 
but very often end up there at the re-
quest of participants.  

 
The challenge now though is to embed this 
learning into the DNA of how an arts funder 
works. It seems that all the lottery distributors in 
England face similar challenges in engaging 
people irrespective of class and postcode. At a 
time when local government structures are un-
der-resourced and facing radical change, this 
is a dangerous position to be in. The risk that 
lottery funds will be raided to alleviate funding 
cuts elsewhere is a real possibility. To embed 
the principles of cultural democracy, I’d sug-
gest that funders:  
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Take a relaxed view of definitions of art  
 

o be comfortable funding projects 
where a social outcome is the primary 
aim and where the applicant defines 
‘success’  
 

Encourage churn within the portfolio of 
funded organisations  
 

o to increase the capacity to respond to 
the changing definitions of culture and 
ways of producing, distributing and 
consuming art  

o make it easier to get entry-level regular 
funding, and more difficult to get reg-
ular funding if you’ve been around for 
a decade plus (the system is currently 
balanced in the other direction)  

 
Make it easier for community led applicants 
to get funding  
 

o fund more broker/producer organisa-
tions with no particular artform alli-
ances — that are led by and exist to re-
spond to and serve communities 
through art  

o be comfortable with small ‘p’ political 
project funding  

o be comfortable funding projects 
where the art is ‘good enough’ given 
the context and the wider social or 
other aims of the applicant  

 
Be prepared to let go of direct power and 
funds where it’s clear that other agencies are 
likely to be more successful  
 

o consider a single front door approach 
or delegated funds for applications 
straddling sport, arts, heritage and 
community impact  

o campaign to see arts as a statutory re-
sponsibility of any new regional or local 
government models 

 
In conclusion, my response to the question is: 
Embrace cultural democracy as a positive force 
and the default position in your role as a funder, 
advocate and development agency. Any other 
response risks undermining the arguments for 
public subsidy of the arts. 
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Chapter 4: What Is the Role of Cultural 
Policymakers in Widening Participation 
and Promoting Cultural Democracy? 
 
This chapter presents: 
 
Introduction by Niels Righolt 
 
Ingrid Handeland: What Is the Role of Cultural Policymakers 
in Widening Participation and Promoting Cultural  
Democracy? 
 
Peter Inkei: What Is the Role of Cultural Policymakers in  
Widening Participation and Promoting Cultural Democracy? 
 
Magdalena Mullerova: What Is the Role of Cultural  
Policymakers in Widening Participation and Promoting  
Cultural Democracy? 
 
Maria Vlachou: What Is the Role of Cultural Policymakers in 
Widening Participation and Promoting Cultural Democracy? 
 
Sonia Sin: What Will Cultural Democracy Mean in the 
21st/Next 10 Years? What Is the Role of Cultural  
Policymakers in Widening Participation and Promoting  
Cultural Democracy? 
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CHAPTER 4                                                                                                                
WHAT IS THE ROLE OF CULTURAL POLICYMAKERS IN WIDENING PARTICIPA-

TION AND PROMOTING CULTURAL DEMOCRACY? 
 

BY NIELS RIGHOLT 
 
Ingrid Handeland, Peter Inkei, Magdalena Mul-
lerova, Maria Vlachou and Sonia Sin are all ex-
perts in navigating in and negotiating with cul-
tural policymakers in their respective functions, 
so we asked them to help perspective the role 
of these policymakers in widening participa-
tion and promoting cultural democracy.  
 
Does cultural democracy - as some claim – un-
dermine the fundament of European arts and 
culture? Is it a threat to the very spine of the arts, 
the search and struggle for artistic excellence? 
Does demands on relevance and outreach dis-
turb high art? Or is it possible to combine the 
two? Is it even possible to imagine high arts 
benefit from perspectives of unusual visitors 
and other cultural environments? And will that 
lead to a more inclusive cultural practice? 
 
In Europe diverse realities characterises the 
cultural sectors depending on each country’s 
circumstances in terms of financial capacity, 
political stability, economic growth, global in-
fluence, transnational interaction et cetera. 
However, there are also many similarities, that 
combine the European realities and so strong 
voices, that claim the opposite.  
 
Across Europe a wave of neo-nationalism has 
seen the light of day, and in many cases the 
nationalists make use of culture as a logical 

and quite obvious battlefield. For their follow-
ers’ global phenomena and cultural hybrids 
are often perceived as undermining of the 
‘true’ culture, through the articulation of a 
value system of the past based on ethnicity, 
race, religion and national belonging. They of-
ten show contempt for cultural initiatives and 
expression that are anchored in transversal val-
ues such as human rights, freedom of speech, 
democracy, tolerance, empathy … And they 
are in power! In many countries these forces 
today are in either a governing role or as ‘the 
pound on the weight’, that decides who will be 
in power. Culture is now a matter of true power 
politics across the continent. What does that 
mean to the policymakers? To what extend can 
policymakers today widen participation if the 
governing powers are against it? If widened 
participation in the arts ensures democracy, 
that is. 
 
Who is to decide? And what happens to those, 
who suffer from the deliberate political moti-
vated cuts in their funding? Are there ways to 
come about it? Could engaging with the audi-
ence, with the public in new partnerships play 
a role? 
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“(…) a new mind set is evolving among 

younger generations of artists and heads 

of institutions. The program-first-ideology 
is being replaced by a more audience 

centric attitude. Distinctions between 
high and low culture is blurred.          

Cross-programming, cross-aesthetics and 
cross-fertilisation of audiences is already 

happening. The role of policy makers is to 
understand this and to build on a more 

up-to-date understanding of artistic     
quality, a quality concept that implies    

relevance and resonance”.  

 
- Ingrid Handeland 
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WHAT IS THE ROLE OF CULTURAL POLICYMAKERS IN WIDENING PARTICIPA-
TION AND PROMOTING CULTURAL DEMOCRACY? 

 

BY INGRID HANDELAND 
 
My response concentrates on the social im-
pact of “program first-ideology” within subsi-
dized arts institutions. I will focus on the prob-
lem of audience diversification in arts institu-
tions and suggest ways to fill the gap between 
cultural policy discourse and cultural policy 
measures taken to promote more inclusive in-
stitutions.  
 
Statistics underpins what cultural policy re-
searchers argue, that 50 years of democratiza-
tion of high culture has failed. Should we stop 
funding high arts institutions then, or should 
we allow them to focus on the production of 
highest possible art, and stop expecting them 
to serve any other purpose? Should cultural 
policy itself shift from being focused on de-
mocratization, and instead lay the foundations 
for creative industries to become new sources 
of income?  
 
Talent development, private investments and 
cultural tourism is high on the agenda. At the 
same time democratic decline and digital 
echo chambers suggests a need for cultural in-
stitutions as venues for shared experiences 
across diverse groups of people. Mainstream 
institutions understand their role first as pro-
ducers and programmers of high art, then they 
reach out as many people as possible, but al-
ways in that order. Program first, outreach after. 
When presenting them with statistics, they ex-
plain the lack of diversity with their mission to 
present new, experimental and uncompromis-
ing art. We know that this program resonates 
only with a minority of the population — any-
where. Circle closed.  

However, a new mind set is evolving among 
younger generations of artists and heads of in-
stitutions. The program-first-ideology is being 
replaced by a more audience centric attitude. 
Distinctions between high and low culture is 
blurred. Cross-programming, cross-aesthetics 
and cross-fertilisation of audiences is already 
happening. The role of policy makers is to un-
derstand this and to build on a more up-to-
date understanding of artistic quality, a quality 
concept that implies relevance and resonance. 
My input to the ongoing policy making in Nor-
way right now would be: 1) Don’t give up on 
institutions. We need them more than ever 
Cultural institutions can be purveyors of De-
mocracy, but they need to be invested in and 
respected as such. 2) Challenge the estab-
lished quality concept and explore more inclu-
sive ways of defining quality. Relevance is qual-
ity and quality is relevance. 3) Obey the rule of 
arm’s length. Don’t give them detailed assign-
ments. Demand of them to define their own 
societal role in a way that makes it possible to 
check if purpose is fulfilled. 4) Reward institu-
tions who work long term, without extra fund-
ing, and with a clear strategy for diversification 
of programs and audiences. 5) Elect boards to 
engage leaders with a strong will to make 
wider social impact. Boards should ask candi-
dates to state their manifesto, not only their ar-
tistic credentials. 6) Make it clear that you as 
funders are serious about the importance of 
audience diversification by making it easy to 
measure and report on audience diversity. 7) 
Expect institutions to collaboration with other 
institutions towards audience diversification 
and share their audience data. 
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“The policymaker should be conscious 

about why to widen participation, which is 

connected to what he or she means by 
cultural democracy. Reasons behind the 

wish to widen participation may be sorted 
in four groups. Most of the following is 

implicit, rarely conscious or outspoken”.    

 
- Peter Inkei 
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WHAT IS THE ROLE OF CULTURAL POLICYMAKERS IN WIDENING PARTICIPA-
TION AND PROMOTING CULTURAL DEMOCRACY? 

 

BY PETER INKEI 
 
The answer depends on the context: Time and 
place, as well as the agenda of the policymaker. 
With regard to time, it is not without lessons if 
one recalls the heyday of widening participa-
tion: The cultural revolution in the early Stalinist 
era in east Europe. As to place: The share of 
people who claimed at Special Eurobarome-
ter 399 not to have done any culture in the pre-
vious year ranged from 23% in Denmark to 84% 
in Bulgaria. Turning to the agenda: The policy-
maker should be conscious about why to 
widen participation, which is connected to 
what he or she means by cultural democracy. 
Reasons behind the wish to widen participa-
tion may be sorted in four groups. Most of the 
following is implicit, rarely conscious or out-
spoken.  
 
A) In our pragmatic age the widening of cul-

tural participation is associated with the 
quality of the population, above all as con-
tributor to growth and competitiveness. In-
deed, attendance usually correlates with 
the GDP. Culture is a vehicle of modernisa-
tion.  

 
B) Culture enhances the feeling of commonal-

ity. Shared emotional experiences 
strengthen cohesion in the society.  

 
 
C) Beyond and often above these two utilitar-

ian goals, the policymakers promote culture 
driven by the wish to extend the gratifica-
tion by culture to those who are partly or 
fully uninitiated. In other words, they want to 
shape them as much as possible in their 

own image. Altruism and/or narcissism of 
those inside towards the excluded.  

 
D) Finally, policymakers are encouraged by the 

actors in the sector, driven by idealism and 
existential interest. The more conscious poli-
cymakers are about the nature of their own 
agenda, the better the impact of widening 
participation will be.  

 
Decision makers should especially be aware of 
the combined risks in motives B) and C) above. 
By widening participation, more people, in-
deed masses are expected to gain in feelings 
of comfort, self-assurance and ultimately, secu-
rity. But if the span to bridge between low or 
no culture and high culture is too great, dis-
comfort and alienation can come about. This 
might produce backlash — as is part of the ex-
planation of the advances of populism in our 
days. If, on the other hand, the widened grati-
fication is offered by promoting digestible en-
tertainment, the desired cohesion between 
the upper classes and lower classes will not 
happen. Three-tier culture policies are the key, 
on every level, be it a municipality, a region, a 
country — and of course the European Union 
itself. One (on top) is to enhance cultural ex-
cellence. Two is conventional democratization, 
the dissemination of culture, the improvement 
of access. Three is a focus on cultural democ-
racy, acting in and with communities. All the 
above is of course function of the underlying 
value system. The techniques and processes 
may be the same, with opposing agendas be-
tween enlightened liberal policymakers and 
their zealously religious and nationalist coun-
terparts, to name just two extremes. 
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“(…) we are like the guests at Bilbo      

Baggins’ eleventy-first birthday party. 
Drinking our ale, chewing potatoes and 

only paying attention when someone   
misspells our name. But always ready to 

scorn anyone who dares to venture       
beyond the Brandywine, because that is 

so un-Hobbit thing to do. That’s why we 
need leaders who would unlock our     

potential and take us forward”. 

 
- Magdalena Mullerova 
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WHAT IS THE ROLE OF CULTURAL POLICYMAKERS IN WIDENING PARTICIPA-
TION AND PROMOTING CULTURAL DEMOCRACY? 

 

BY MAGDALENA MULLEROVA 
 
<<<<<<<<  
 
Hobbits in still water  
 
The Czech Republic is in the middle of Europe 
surrounded by mountains, with lowlands ba-
sins inland. It has no sea or even an ocean 
shore, unfortunately. This is us, Czechs. One 
could call our land the Shire, where the Hob-
bits live. With strong resistance to change and 
great sense of loyalty.  
 
Apparently, we are facing a dramatic shift in 
the world today. I agree. Our communication 
with families, friends and colleagues changes. 
The means are different too. 
 
 On the other hand, what is really steering our 
decisions and behaviour, that is our society 
and our cultural identity which is rather still and 
very hard to change. But once upon a time, a 
radical change comes. To us, it happened 
nearly 30 years ago during the Velvet Revolu-
tion of 1989. This unusual term describes it 
quite well, unfortunately. Although we were 
eager to exchange our totalitarian system for 
democracy and freedom, we moved rather on 
surface than to go deeper.  
 
Nevertheless, we have selected our represent-
atives who should set up vision of our new frag-
ile system. We have started to build civic soci-
ety with strong help of foreign foundations 
and generous grants and the process was ra-
ther successful. Number of non-profit organi-
zations were established, grant programmes 
opened and the civic scene is vivid. But after 40 
year of communist oppression it was not easy 

to find long-term planning, to hold our future 
in our hands, to develop our newly established 
freedom. We lacked professionals, we lacked 
self-confidence. Almost 30 years passed, and 
we are still lacking those in cultural sectors and 
we can still feel reluctance to change. The bot-
tom-up process is rare and decisionmakers 
only seldom express strong opinion or formu-
late a vision. They hesitate to take responsibility 
and risks to push the sector forward and to 
open debate. Exceptions exist, of course. But 
that is not enough.  
 
To return to the Hobbit picture, we are like the 
guests at Bilbo Baggins’ eleventy-first birthday 
party. Drinking our ale, chewing potatoes and 
only paying attention when someone mis-
spells our name. But always ready to scorn an-
yone who dares to venture beyond the Bran-
dywine, because that is so un-Hobbit thing to 
do. That’s why we need leaders who would un-
lock our potential and take us forward. But we 
know that people usually vote for those who 
don’t bother them too much, in fact they pre-
fer such politicians who promise to take care of 
things instead of them. Recently, we have had 
our Sarumans around Europe who convinced 
many, that it is the poor creatures arriving in 
rubber dinghies or walking across the moun-
tains, seeking better life, who are the real threat. 
Let’s hope this will change.  
 
And Europe? United in diversity. There can 
hardly be a more appropriate statement. Di-
verse history, tradition, languages, lands, wars, 
perception of democracy, freedom. We are 
facing common threats, we are looking for 
common solutions, but it is hard to find them. 
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A solution that fits all hardly leaves room for a 
brave policy. So how can we push policymak-
ers who are afraid of taking responsibility? How 
can we debate democratization of culture 
when perception of democracy itself varies so 
much? Who should be involved in the debate? 
And who are the real leaders in globalised so-
ciety when traditional politicians and public au-
thorities refuse to take a risk and face conse-
quences? 
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“There is a video with Wangari Maathai on 
the YouTube telling the story of the         
hummingbird: There is a huge forest being 
consumed by a fire. All the animals get very 
scared. They feel overwhelmed and         
powerless and they try to escape. Except the 
hummingbird, which fetches drops of water 
and puts them on the fire. The other animals 
(even big animals, like the elephant, with a 
huge trunk) tell the hummingbird: “But what 
are you doing? You can’t do anything, 
you’re too small!”. And the hummingbird  
answers:  

“I am doing the best I can!’’”   
 
- Maria Vlachou 
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WHAT IS THE ROLE OF CULTURAL POLICYMAKERS IN WIDENING PARTICIPA-
TION AND PROMOTING CULTURAL DEMOCRACY? 

 

BY MARIA VLACHOU 
 
Wangari Maathai was a Kenyan activist who 
won the Peace Nobel Prize. She won it for 
planting trees. She was the founder of the 
Green Belt Movement.  
 
There is a video with Wangari Maathai on the 
YouTube telling the story of the hummingbird: 
There is a huge forest being consumed by a 
fire. All the animals get very scared. They feel 
overwhelmed and powerless and they try to es-
cape. Except the hummingbird, which fetches 
drops of water and puts them on the fire. The 
other animals (even big animals, like the ele-
phant, with a huge trunk) tell the hummingbird: 
“But what are you doing? You can’t do any-
thing, you’re too small!”. And the humming-
bird answers: “I am doing the best I can!’’.  
There are two issues I would like to bring up as 
my starting points:  
 
1) Professional politicians vs. common citizens  
 
We tend to define policymaking as a task un-
dertaken by professionals — especially profes-
sional politicians. I would like us to consider a 
broader definition, in order to include every 
citizen involved in managing the commons, in-
dividually or through civil society organisations.  
 
2) The question of scale  
 
The feeling of impotence in the face of power, 
which we experience both as individuals as 
well as culture professionals, is something I be-
lieve we should thoroughly consider, since the 
involvement of every citizen is essential for de-
mocracy and small-scale intervention (coming 

down to even individual involvement) is, in my 
view, equally fundamental.  
 
This said, the issues I consider to be pressing 
in the current global socio-political context are 
the following:  
 
 The fear of losing one’s identity, the fear of the 
‘other’ — which far right populist “protectors” 
transform into a fear of losing economic and 
other benefits. A study carried out in April 2017 
(approx. six months after the US Presidential 
Election) indicated that, contrary to popular 
belief, it was cultural anxiety — changes in soci-
ety and not economic pressure — that moti-
vated votes for Donald Trump among non-sal-
aried workers without college degrees. Almost 
50% agreed with the statement “things have 
changed so much that I often feel like a 
stranger in my own country.”  
 
Fear then leads to  
 

o Political/social polarization and the re-
inforcement of individualism;  

o Lack of empathy towards those who 
are different from us and those who 
think differently;  

o The isolation of people living in rural ar-
eas and the uniformity of their environ-
ments, making them more receptive to 
populist messages. They don’t experi-
ence diversity, they don’t know that it is 
possible to live with people who are 
different from them.  

o The bubbles academic, intellectual 
and cultural elites have been living in.  
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We learn from history that fascism shows con-
tempt for intellectuals and the arts. Artists and 
intellectuals around the world were taken by 
surprise by the outcome of the Brexit vote and 
US presidential election. We know that many 
people consider them (us) to be irrelevant, cut 
off from reality. Fascist regimes will capitalize 
on this, they have always done so. 
 
 Living in a bubble makes us  
 

o Treat people who do not belong to 
certain political, economic and intellec-
tual circles with arrogance 

o Use double standards when consider-
ing human rights in different socie-
ties/cultures and show tolerance to-
wards their violation, with “Culture” 
serving as an excuse.  

o The insistence on what unites people 
and the unwillingness to acknowledge 
and discuss what separates them;  

o There is also a tendency to see people 
as a group (ethnic, religious, etc.), ig-
noring the individual and his/her rights;  

o The without consequences disrespect 
for values which formal political and 
cultural organisations within the EU as-
sume as fundamental. 

o  
Based on these issues, I believe that the cur-
rent role of cultural policymakers is:  
 
A) At an individual level  
 

o To keep informed on political develop-
ments around the world;  

o To study history;  
o To invest in their lifelong learning and 

training; 
o To participate in professional meetings.  

 
B) Within their professional context and the 
cultural sector  

o To fight the notion of neutrality and 
help cultural organisations and culture 
practitioners assume political positions 
and their role in politics; 

o To help culture professionals acquire 
the necessary knowledge and skills for 
understanding the concept of inclu-
sion and to develop concrete actions 
for the building of an inclusive society;  

o To influence official/formal cultural pol-
icies, including those concerning cul-
tural participation;  

o To consider ways of monitoring and 
evaluating cultural policies and prac-
tices. 

 
C) Within society  
 

o To create spaces of encounter, for peo-
ple to get to know each other, find 
common ground and be able to have 
a dialogue on issues that separate 
them (engage with the un-engaged ra-
ther than battling against the dis-en-
gaged);  

o To reflect and promote public reflec-
tion on concepts such as Culture, the 
Arts, Cultural Participation and their 
role in society;  

o To reflect and promote public reflec-
tion on concepts such as Empathy and 
Tolerance;  

o To help make connections between 
theory and practice and to support the 
practice;  

o To help make connections between 
Culture and everyday way of living;  

o To help common people feel valued 
and empowered;  

o To create the ground for imagination 
to flourish. 
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“Audience Development is the solution. 

Not only democratizing but also making 

culture more democratic. Why? Because 
it is the only way to connect with our   

public”.   

 
- Sonia Sin  
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WHAT WILL CULTURAL DEMOCRACY MEAN IN THE C21ST/NEXT 10 YEARS? 
WHAT IS THE ROLE OF CULTURAL POLICYMAKERS IN WIDENING PARTICIPA-

TION AND PROMOTING CULTURAL DEMOCRACY? 
 

BY SONIA SIN 
 
Why the audience in the Auditorium in classi-
cal concerts is subsidised four times more than 
the audience in our community programmes? 
Yes, I know, Arkadi Volodos acts in our Audito-
rium while in Harinera ZGZ, the audience get 
their hands dirty with things collected from 
garbage. There is one difference more im-
portant, the audience in the Auditorium don't 
take any decision farther than provided us data 
about the concert or taking part in surveys and 
focus groups. And the Harinera's public de-
cide every month about their programme in a 
participatory process where the Public Admin-
istration is a colleague but not a decision 
maker. But what happen if we were talking 
about housing, it would be a contradiction to 
subsidise the rich people’s houses, because 
the economic differences between the Audito-
rium and Harinera audience is huge.  
 
That happens in my city where Zaragoza City 
Council supports the Culture of Common 
Good, and the main aim of its cultural politic is 
to make it participatory and shared. Although, 
we are working on making the culture more 
democratic, in addition to democratizing the 
culture, it is difficult to change the paradigm.  
 
Why such big difference? The culture’s goal is 
to make people happy and free. The two types 
of culture get the goal. I don't want to kill clas-
sical concerts, but it is time to start to make cul-
ture more democratic. People that have never 
been in a classical concert are difficult to per-
suade to pay a big amount of money to go. It 
is so high for them and many of them don't 
know to behave in a concert hall. Of course, we 

can try to engage some of them with educa-
tional programmes and promoting the access 
democratizing the culture.  
 
But, who decide what kind of culture is better: 
People who has been educated near the clas-
sical concerts. The median age of audiences is 
rising in conventional culture and young peo-
ple, men and ethnic minorities are providing 
difficult to engage. As this tendency grows, the 
challenge to the legitimacy of public funding 
rises in equal measure. This makes this kind of 
culture vulnerable to cost-cutting measures, 
particularly in the post financial crisis era. The 
question is: How can the public administration 
supporting culture when public funding is be-
ing reduced.  
 
Audience Development is the solution. Not 
only democratizing but also making culture 
more democratic. Why? Because it is the only 
way to connect with our public. In the same 
way that the crisis of representative democracy, 
of which Bernad Manin spoke, has evolved to 
a demand of society towards a more participa-
tory democracy, the predominance of high 
culture in Public Administration has led citizens 
to ask for more participation. The technologi-
cal (bidirectionality) and social changes 
(greater social diversity) , are leading citizens to 
be farther every time from culture or to ask to 
be increasingly active actors in decision-mak-
ing. The demand of participation has brought 
the idea of deliberation, where Habermas 
showed communicative interaction and the 
taking into consideration of civil society are its 
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central characteristics. According to this con-
ception, a real public space, conceived along 
criteria of publicity and public discourse, 
would allow to establish the conditions of a 
complex participative democracy, where dia-
logue is continuously taking place between 
political authorities and public opinion, be-
tween scientific expertise and political deci-
sion-making. Here, there is an opportunity to 
connect with our audience. The secret is to find 
a balance in the Public Administration support 
between the cultural democratisation (access) 

and to make culture more democratic (partici-
pation) in the context of the Audience Devel-
opment. 
It is a difficult challenge, but we have started to 
work on get it thanks to Adeste + Project. 
Moreover, we are trying to work with an Audi-
ence Development Plan in Harinera in the 
same way that we have done in the Auditorium, 
but talking with its community. Our responsi-
bility as Public Administration is to make cul-
ture for all kind of people. We must make peo-
ple happy and free. All of them. 
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Events Organizer at Event International a 
company that specializes in the conceptu-
alization, creation and delivery of festivals 
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and site specific work. Whilst at Event Inter-
national Emma worked on SIRF (Stockton 
International Riverside Festival), the Mouth 
of Tyne Festival and Newcastle Gates-
head’s Eve of Sail of Parade event for the 
Tall Ships as well as European funded part-
nerships with other European outdoor arts 
festivals – Eunetstar and Meridians. 
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Director of the Cultural Management 
Graduate program at the University of Bar-
celona (with a PhD, two master’s degrees 
and four long live learning programs in the 
field), he does research in the fields of cul-
tural economics, cultural policies and arts 
management. He has been research fellow 
at MIT and the University of Montpelier, 
and invited lecturer in over 40 different 
countries. Winner of the CAC Research 
Prize, Dr. Bonet served as President of the 
Jury of the Cultural Policy Research Award 
and he is a jury member of many other re-
search prizes. He has been president of 
ENCATC, board member of the Associa-
tion of Cultural Economics International, 

and an active participant in many Euro-
pean research projects, currently involved 
at BeSpectATIve! and the EULAC Focus 
projects. 

PHIL CAVE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phil Cave is a consultant, speaker and re-
searcher, specializing in public engage-
ment. He is currently an Associate with the 
Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation and 
leading the next stage of their inquiry into 
the Civic Role of Arts Organisations. 
Phil was, for over 10 years, Director of En-
gagement and Audiences at Arts Council 
England. He founded the £80m Creative 
People and Places programme, which is 
supporting innovative approaches to cre-
ating culture and targeting places where 
communities have been the least likely to 
engage. Phil has also been responsible for 
commissioning several major national au-
dience development initiatives including: 
the national Family Arts Campaign; Audi-
ence Finder; Culture Hive; Age-Friendly 
standards for cultural organisation 
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Ingrid E. Handeland is the Director of 
Norsk Publikumsutvikling (NPU) / Audi-
ences Norway. Ingrid has over 25 years of 
experience from the field of arts, culture 
and audience research. She has worked as 
information manager, producer and ad-
viser in various arts and cultural institutions. 
She was head of information and commu-
nication at The National Theatre of Oslo for 
10 years. Today Ingrid works mainly with 
mapping and understanding audience 
behavior and best practice audience de-
velopment among major arts and cultural 
institutions in Norway. She is a board 
member for Scenekunst.no, Transnational 
Arts Production (TrAP) and Audiences Eu-
rope Network. Ingrid has a background in 
Music Science, Philosophy and History of 
Ideas as a graduate from the University of 
Oslo. 
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Péter Inkei, b. 1945, is the Director of the 
Budapest Observatory (full name: Re-
gional Observatory on Culture in East-
Central Europe). An independent non-
profit organization, it conducts or takes 
part in various projects on cultural policy, 
finances and planning (www.budobs.org). 
Dr. Inkei has done consultancy in various 
fields of cultural policy, among others for 
the Council of Europe, the city of Košice, 
the Hungarian national development 
agency, the  European Expert Network on 
Culture beside the European Commission, 
and the Eastern Partnership programme. 
He is the author of the Hungarian entry of 
the Compendium of cultural policies, and 
was in the preparatory task force of the 
Council of Europe ministerial conference 
in Moscow, in 2013. Served on the Board 
of Cultural Information and Research Cen-
tres Liaison in Europe (CIRCLE), was a 
stakeholders’ representative on the Labfor-
Culture board of the European Cultural 
Foundation, and has been key speaker at a 
number of international conferences. 
Previously, had held various positions in 
the civil service, including deputy minister 
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for culture, general director for publishing 
(Ministry of Culture), national coordinator 
of research (Ministry of Education), and his 
first job was at the National Commission 
for Unesco. 
Péter Inkei has also worked in the book 
sector: was general director for publishing 
at the Ministry of Culture (1987-1991), 
founding director of the Budapest Interna-
tional Book Festival (1994), and has been 
deputy director of the Central European 
University Press since 2001. 
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Works in Creative Europe since 2009. She 
graduated from the Metropolitan Univer-
sity Prague. After a brief assignment as a 
PR and fundraiser at MeetFactory interna-
tional centre for contemporary art in Pra-
gue, she arrived at the Czech Cultural Con-
tact Point promoting the EU Culture Pro-
gramme within the Arts and Theatre Insti-
tute. Co-author of many publications re-
garding issues of audience development. 
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Maria Vlachou is a Cultural Management 
and Communications consultant. Found-
ing member and Executive Director of the 
association Acesso Cultura, working for 
the improvement of access – physical, so-
cial, intellectual – to cultural participation. 
Author of the bilingual (pt/en) blog Mus-
ing on Culture, where she writes about cul-
ture, the arts, museums, cultural manage-
ment and communication, access. She is 
the manager of the Facebook group Mu-
seum texts / Textos em museus, manager 
of the Facebook page of ICOM Eu-
rope and co-manager of the blog Muse-
ums and Migration. In the past, she was 
Communications Director of São Luiz Mu-
nicipal Theatre and Head of Communica-
tion of Pavilion of Knowledge – Ciência 
Viva (Lisbon). Board member of ICOM 
Portugal (2005-2014) and editor of its bul-
letin. She has collaborated with different 
programmes of the Calouste Gulbenkian 
Foundation. Fellow of ISPA – International 
Society for the Performing Arts 
(2018); Alumna of the DeVos Institute of 
Arts Management at the Kennedy Center 
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in Washington (2011-2013); she has a M.A. 
in Museum Studies (University College 
London, 1994) and a B.A. in History and Ar-
chaeology (University of Ioannina, Greece, 
1992). 
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Sonia Sin Villanova has been working in 
culture the last sixteen years, she is Head of 
Communication and Sponsorship at Zara-
goza Cultural, a public enterprise of Zara-
goza City Council. She coordinates the 
work with the audience, manages the data 
and promotes the tools for transforming 
the organization and design the strategy 
to change. At the beginning, she started 
working on Audience Development due 
to her participation in Adeste Project at the 
Deusto University in 2014 and now is the 
Zaragoza Cultural Project Manager in 
Adeste+. 
Her biggest challenge is to adapt the suc-
cessful Audience Development Plan (ADP) 
done in the Auditorium (classical concerts) 
to the community culture programmes 
that Zaragoza City Council is supporting. 
In this sense, she firmly believes that the 

Administration responsibility is to democ-
ratise culture and to make culture more 
democratic. This process is complicated, 
but also passionate and is being done 
through the analytical strategy. 
In this role, she is in charge of establishing 
and overseeing an analytics program to 
work with the public in the cultural sector 
of the city. These include email marketing, 
social media channels, marketing Intelli-
gence and CRM, traditional advertising, 
and educational multimedia, both online 
and offline. 
She graduated in Journalism (1993-1997, 
Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona) and 
in Political Science (1999-2004, Univer-
sidad Nacional a Distancia). She has addi-
tional studies in Sponsorship and Patron-
age in cultural institutions, in Marketing 
and Communication Strategy and Social 
Media. 
Between 1997 and 2002 she worked as a 
journalist in mass media (radio, television 
and newspapers) in cultural and political 
sections. In 2002 she joined the Commu-
nication Department of Zaragoza Cultural 
where she worked in Strategic Communi-
cation. From 2009 to 2012, she worked for 
the candidacy of Zaragoza to the Euro-
pean Capital of Culture 2016 to plan the 
communication strategy. 
Zaragoza Cultural is an example of how a 
European project, Adeste, has a direct in-
fluence on the management of an organi-
zation. Now, Zaragoza has an Audience 
Development Plan for the entire city and, 
even, a brand has been created, with a 
graphic identity included. 
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But Zaragoza has gone further, and in ad-
dition to the initial ideas of cultural democ-
ratization facilitating the access of all of cit-
izens to culture, it is completing the inte-
gration of its Audience Development Plan 
though community culture programmes, 
the aim of making the more democratic 
culture. It is the culture of the "common 
good", main idea in the current cultural 
politic: the participation and access work 
together and where the leading roles are 
the people. Money comes from the Ad-
ministration but citizens decide what to do 
with. 
From de ADP designed in 2015, the ana-
lytical strategy comes to define in detail 
what data will be necessary, how to obtain 
it, treat it and turn it into knowledge. Zara-
goza face the challenge of approximating 
metrics that help us evaluate the social im-
pact of cultural political policies beyond 
their results in terms of audience in a more 
theoretical and innovative part of the pro-
ject. 
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Steven Hadley is a Research Associate 
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Executive of Audiences NI, the audience 
development agency for Northern Ire-
land. An internationally recognised expert 
on audience development, Steven is Pol-
icy and Reviews Editor for Cultural Trends. 
Current research focuses on the relation-
ship of arts management to ideology and 
cultural policymaking at a national level. 
Recent publications include work on hy-
perinstrumentalism in cultural policy, the 
strategic development of cultural organi-
sations and cultural democracy. His forth-
coming book, ‘Audience Development 
and Cultural Policy’ is published by Pal-
grave MacMillan 
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Anne founded Audiences London in 2003 
which became The Audience Agency in 
2012, now an established national charity 
employing 50 people. Its mission is to sup-
port the cultural sector in becoming more 
audience-focused – and more relevant and 
resilient as a result. 

She has 25 years’ experience in the arts, 
as director of marketing and audiences 
with numerous UK cultural organisations - 
local authorities, theatres and festivals (in-
cluding West Yorks Playhouse and LIFT) 
and, and then as a consultant, facilitator 
and adviser for agencies such as Arts 
Council England, British Council, the Eu-
ropean Commission and a diverse range 
of cultural organisations in the UK (from 
The Albany, Graeae, Tamasha to Tate, Na-
tional Theatre, Manchester International 
Festival) and internationally. 

Anne is a specialist in audience strategy, 
trends and patterns of public engage-
ment and works across all artforms and 
museums and has special interests in non-
traditional audiences and organisational 
change. She is a regular commentator 
and speaker on these issues. 

Her work includes devising numerous or-
ganisational development programmes 
with the aim of increasing and diversifying 
audiences, for individual clients and as 
funded programmes, including the roll-
out of Not For The Likes of You. Recently, 
she co-devised the From Them To Us in-
clusive leadership programme and case-
study research, and has been an adviser 
on a major new European Commission 
study on Excellence and Policy in Audi-
ence Development.  
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Alessandra Gariboldi is senior researcher 
and consultant in the fields of visitor stud-
ies and cultural project evaluation, with a 
primary focus on audience engagement 
and participatory approaches. 
 
She's the coordinator of the Research and 
Consulting Department of Fondazione 
Fitzcarraldo and collaborates with the Cul-
tural Observatory of Piedmont, Italy. With 
an educational background in Art History 
and Sociology, she also acts as an inde-
pendent trainer and adviser for cultural or-
ganizations in developing and evaluating 
participatory projects aiming to reach and 
engage new audiences. 
She is actively involved as researcher and 
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trainer in two EU funded projects on audi-
ence development: ADESTE (Audience 
Developer Skills and Training in Europe) 
for developing and testing a new occupa-
tional profile in arts organizations; and Be 
SpectActive, whose aim is to test and de-
velop performing arts projects actively in-
volving audience in programming. 
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Niels Righolt is the director of CKI – the 
Danish Centre for Arts & Interculture in 
Copenhagen. The centre is a compe-
tence centre on interculture, audience de-
velopment and cultural democracy. Niels 
has a broad background and experience 
from more than 25 years in the arts field. 
He has worked as Head of Information, 
Producer, Artistic Director, Cultu 
ral Political Developer, Managing Director 
and Political Advisor within a variety of cul-
tural institutions and organizations over 
the years, among others, as Managing 
and Artistic Director of the Dunkers Arts 
Centre in Helsingborg, Sweden, as Chief 
Curator and producer for Møstings Hus & 

Byggeriets Hus, Copenhagen and as co-
founder of the intercultural magazine and 
communication bureau Cultures. At pre-
sent Niels is a board member of among 
others the theatre Inkonst in Malmoe, 
Sweden, the theatre Teatergrad in Co-
penhagen and the Audience Europe Net-
work. Niels and CKI is one of the partners 
in the Erasmus+ project CONNECT and 
the Creative Europe project ADESTE+. 
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