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Summary of Proceedings
This was the eighth seminar in the ESRC / AHRB Cultural Industries Seminar Network. The seminar aimed to challenge some of the managerial orthodoxies and ‘best practice’ imported from outside the cultural sector by identifying alternative traditions of cultural leadership, creative management and cultural entrepreneurship which have evolved in the cultural and creative industries.

Session 1: Creativity and Management (Professor David Wilson, Warwick Business School; Chris Bilton, University of Warwick Centre for Cultural Policy Studies)
David Wilson began by comparing definitions of creativity in different disciplines, from mathematics and law to philosophy and management. He argued that while managers have adopted the rhetoric of creativity, the meaning of the term is rarely discussed; creativity must be ‘good’ for the business but nobody is prepared to say what it means. This ‘content free’ discourse of creativity has been satirised by British television comedians such as Ian Hislop and Ricky Gervais. 
Managers attempt to make their organisations more creative in three ways: by identifying and recruiting creative people; by adjusting the organisational context; by aligning external contexts and environments in order to stimulate new ideas. 

Managers tend to think of creativity in terms of innovation. Innovation focuses on the generation of new ideas, not their application and development. Creativity is a broader concept taking into account contexts, competences and the relationships between processes and people. Innovative ideas must be located in a context and made productive.  

In the context of the creative industries, the relationship between creativity and management is reversed; instead of applying creative thinking skills to management tasks, creative organisations must manage creative people and processes. As management has become professionalized, a gap has opened up between ‘creatives’ and ‘suits’. The ‘creatives’ are routinely excluded from management decision-making and strategy formation. Yet some commentators have argued that managers should include creative workers in the strategy process.

The problems of managing a creative workforce correlate to problems of knowledge management. How can be ideas and innovations be retained and mobilised within the organisation? How can the knowledge or creativity of the organisation be aligned with the organisational context, and how does the knowledge base correlate with improving organisational performance?

Chris Bilton examined the evolution of a distinctive management culture in creative organisations. At the risk of generalising across very different types of organisation, be argued that some common features could be observed by examining theoretical definitions of the creative process and the practical realities of creative work. He argued that the management culture of the organisations in the creative industries is driven by three related characteristics: 
· self-management and multi-tasking;

· entrepreneurship and the fusing of production and distribution along the value chain; 
· the mix of aesthetic, social and commercial objectives. 

‘Multi-tasking’ is a characteristic of most small businesses, but is of particular importance to creative organisations because creative processes are themselves multifunctional and paradoxical. This multi-tasking culture is difficult to preserve as organisations grow and managing organisational change becomes a key task for creative businesses and their advisers.

‘Cultural entrepreneurship’ is based on a recognition of the need not only to innovate but to deliver and disseminate new ideas to the customer. Whereas artists are focused primarily on idea generation, cultural entrepreneurs are equally engaged with the technologies, systems and relationships through which ideas are experienced by the end user. This requires a managerial approach which can accommodate multiple competences and which recognises the importance of networks and partnerships. 

‘Motives and values’ in the creative industries are highly individualised and often based on non-commercial priorities. Attempting to impose a simplified or singular direction on this type of organisation may stifle the individual creativity which drives the business. 

It was argued that policy makers have failed to acknowledge these distinctive characteristics. Consultants and business support agencies have often imposed either a bureaucratic management style based on accountability and control, imported from the public sector and ‘new public management’; or they have imposed a neo-liberal management style imported from larger and more purely commercial organisations which assumes that success equates to organisational growth and market share.
In the ensuing discussion, several participants questioned the ‘exceptionalist’ argument put forward by the two speakers. It was argued that many of the problems faced by creative enterprises are typical of small businesses in general, and that small businesses after all represent the majority. It was also argued that business development advisers are sometimes unfairly maligned; most business advisers do indeed customise their advice to the needs of the organisation. 

Session 2: Cultural Entrepreneurship (Giep Hagoort HKU; Erich Poettschacher, an independent consultant researching  creative enterprises in Vienna)
Giep Hagoort described the distinctive characteristics of ‘entrepreneurial’ management among cultural organisations and the role of researchers and universities in recognising and supporting this approach. He highlighted the extent to which cultural organisations deviate from the management orthodoxies and structures set out by mainstream management theory. 

The first point of departure was the importance of networks to cultural organisations. Cultural organisations tended to rely on systems and processes rather than structures. Research at HKU had attempted to involve artists / practitioners and to acknowledge the individualised structure of many cultural enterprises. 

The second point of departure was the need to balance ‘money’ and ‘meaning’ – artists were intrinsically motivated by the meaning of their work as well as being extrinsically motivated by the need for money in order to survive. Cultural entrepreneurs were described as ‘acrobats’, engaged in a balancing act between these pressures and rationales.

Cultural entrepreneurship attempted to balance between three forces – the cultural mission, the cultural infrastructure, and the process/ content. 

Erich Poettschacher described research into cultural entrepreneurs and businesses in Vienna. The sample covered a cross section of the creative industries at varying stages in the organisational cycle, and ranged from sole traders up to organisations with 35 employees. The researchers were struck by a paradox: while many of these businesses were very successful both commercially and artistically, they did not feel comfortable with the perception of themselves as ‘businesses’. In many cases their identity was an oppositional one – they had set up in order not to be like a certain type of mainstream, successful business and were very uncomfortable when they found themselves growing into a role they had previously opposed. 
These distinctive organisational cultures often drew upon ‘creation legends’ – stories retold about the point when the enterprise was first established. They were sustained through a distinctive vocabulary opposed to ‘business’ language, and by an oppositional approach to their identity. Instead of defining themselves positively, the enterprises being surveyed would often describe themselves oppositionally as ‘not like other businesses’ or ‘other businesses may seem like us, but they are not authentic’.

As a consultant, the challenge was how to address these myths of identity; even if not objectively true, the idea that cultural enterprises and entrepreneurs are not involved in ‘business as usual’ is clearly important both to their own self-perception and to their motivation and morale. So rather than trying to ‘correct’ the enterprise’s view of itself, the consultants attempted to identify the different types of cultural enterprise and design interventions accordingly. The paradoxical identity of cultural enterprises related in part to their status as ‘organisations’. They could use the language of business, but while from the outside they appeared like a normal business, from the inside they felt very strongly that they were not a business, certainly not a conventional. In response to the earlier discussion of ‘exceptionalism’, the evidence from Vienna suggested that consultants and advisers should accept the self-perception of the cultural entrepreneur as ‘different’ or ‘exceptional’ – even if this self-perception appeared to them to be ‘objectively’ false.

For the cultural entrepreneur, the challenge was not so much to ‘get organised’ but to become organised in a different way.

Discussion again centred on the exceptionalist arguments put forward by speakers. One business adviser emphasised that in order to be successful, all business consultants had to customise their approach to specific businesses – if they only offered general advice and principles, their advice would not be effective. The arguments about self-perception and identity were echoed by several other participants.
Session 3: Cultural Leadership (Sara Selwood and Nicola Jennings, City University;  Paola Merli, De Montfort University)

Sara Selwood outlined the emergence of ‘cultural leadership’ as a central topic in UK cultural policy. There was a growing perception of a crisis in cultural leadership in the UK (especially in the subsidised sector), with ‘star’ managers often imported to top arts jobs from outside the UK. In response to this perceived crisis funds has been made available by the Creative and Cultural Skills Council, by private trusts (the Clore Duffield Foundation’s leadership programme represented an investment of £1.43 million at an average investment of £15K per person) and by the Treasury (resulting in a £12m fund to be administered by the Arts Council.

Alongside these perceptions of a general crisis, there appeared to be a distinctive problem for female cultural leaders in particular. Research indicated that women were under-represented in the higher ranks of the cultural sector and over-represented at lower levels; typically women were likely to find their careers reaching a plateau at head of department / deputy director level, seldom achieving positions of overall leadership (artistic director level). If there was a ‘glass ceiling’ for cultural managers, what might be the causes of this? 

One interesting factor both in the perceived crisis of cultural leadership and in the status of women cultural workers was the distinction between management and leadership. Cultural organisations were seen to have an ‘anti-managerialist’ bias and to rate art form expertise over managerial competence. This had contributed to a ‘heroic’ model of cultural leadership (as opposed to cultural management) and had tended to hinder career progression at the higher end of the organisational scale; effective cultural managers were not always seen as potential cultural leaders.

What might the solution be to this dilemma? City University had initiated a new programme for training female cultural leaders; at the end of the first year a decision would be made as to whether to open up the programme to men. One of the questions the programme would address was whether the absence of female cultural leaders was simply an equal opportunities issue, or whether there might be a distinctive female management style – and hence the absence of female cultural managers might have a detrimental effect on cultural organisations not just on female cultural workers.

Nicola Jennings referred to research into distinctive ‘feminine’ styles of leadership. Five claims were highlighted. Firstly, female leaders were seen to have a ‘transformational’ leadership style (enabling and inspiring) rather than a ‘transactional’ style (disciplining and rewarding). Secondly female leaders tended to share information rather than withhold it (reflecting a different approach to power-sharing). Thirdly, female leaders were seen to have a ‘democratic’ rather than ‘hierarchical’ style of leadership - more consultative and less confrontational. Fourthly they were seen to rely on ‘personal power’ rather than ‘formal power’. Finally male leaders tended to adopt a style of ‘management by exception’, intervening only when something went wrong in response to a crisis, rather than attempting to intervene proactively in an attempt to pre-empt emergent problems.
Acknowledging that these claims were still tentative, it was argued that a diversity of managers and management approaches might allow for a more creative approach to cultural management. These links between gender, diversity and effectiveness in the management of cultural organisations would be explored through the programme. 
Further information on the City University Cultural Leadership project can be found at the following url: http://www.city.ac.uk/cpm/CL/index.html
Paola Merli argued that cultural leadership is a relatively new concept which ignores the longer history of management, administration and leadership in the cultural sector. Echoing the previous speakers, she pointed out that the term cultural ‘leadership’ was a relative new coinage replacing ‘cultural management’. Cultural management had at the same time, and relative recently, begun to imitate a simplified model of leadership adopted from the commercial sector. The values of this approach were individualistic and drew on North American traditions of managerialism. These traditions led to a prescriptive approach which seem at odds with the realities cultural organisations. Management research tended to have a prescriptive approach, based on an assumption of rationality and a desire to remove unpredictability. From a managerialist perspective, the next step would be to identify and manipulate the variables in the product mix in order to improve performance. 
The speaker argued for a longer historical perspective. Historically cultural leaders could be seen as individuals who have transformed the cultural environment of their time, not simply managers of cultural organisations. Research into the distinctive history and context of cultural leadership challenged the ‘managerialist’ paradigm of contemporary cultural leadership. Historical research revealed a more holistic model of cultural leadership as a system, embedded in a specific social and historical context, rather than basing the category on a list of talented individuals who possessed certain desirable traits or skills.
Management research had failed to adopt of endorse this broader and specifically cultural context. The speaker was currently engaged in a longer research project aiming to identify some alternatives to the dominant paradigm. 
For further details, please see: Merli, P. (2006) 'The organization of culture between bureaucracy and technocracy: an agenda for the humanities', IN: International Journal of the Humanities 3, ISSN/ISBN:ISSN 1447-9508 print / ISSN 1447-9559 online (forthcoming).
Discussion: It was suggested that some of the current problems in cultural leadership have their origin in a more recent political / historical context, specifically the culture of Thatcherism in the 1980s, which had irrevocably reshaped the new historical reality for cultural leaders. There was also a danger in criticising the ‘managerialist’ tradition – might this not also lead to a dismissal of all management methods and processes as ‘inappropriate’ to the cultural sector? There was some discussion of the distinctively ‘female’ approaches to management and leadership – in response Nicola emphasised that these hypotheses were the beginnings of a research project rather than its conclusions.
