Exporting creative industry policies to 'transitional' economies': St. Petersburg and Shanghai.

Dr. Justin O’Connor
Maybe this should be called three city sketches….

This talk came out of work I’ve been doing in Manchester (mainly) in the last decade, thinking about the role of ‘culture’ in regeneration, or more specifically, how might a local culture be mobilised as a resource for ‘regeneration’ and as a resource for ‘cultural industries’ in terms of individual creative production and the sector as a whole. 
The work I have been doing has been thrown into relief by some projects in St Petersburg and Shanghai. In general this is an extension of some work on looking at CI policies and cultures in a number of European cities in 1998-2000, but it also forms part of a reflection on the wider explosion of cultural industries policy discourse in Eastern Europe and in the Far East. In the former (and I take the Russian case here, though it applies elsewhere in different ways) CIs has had very little impact on mainstream policy thinking, it has been viewed suspiciously and even actively resisted by a range of agents. In the Far East – in Singapore, Korea, in Macau and Hong Kong, in Taiwan and Mainland China – the cultural industries (or I should say creative industries – of this more later) have, since at least 2000, become ever more central to government policy discourses, playing a key role in their narratives of modernisation and strategic development beyond the competitive advantages of cheap labour manufacturing. 
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The idea of ‘culture as resource’ has of course become much more central to a whole range of economic and urbanistic literature – part of a general ‘cultural turn’ which is subject to lots of debates which I don’t intend to outline here. I want to look at how this has been used in terms of cultural industries discourse. 
I’ve traced elsewhere the shift in discourse from culture critique to ‘political economy’ to policy discourse. This is a complex series of shifts which I don’t want to reduce – but it’s about a wider development of cultural studies; sociological writing around modernity and globalisation - signalled by Lash and Urry; writing about the ‘new economy’ and the ‘information society’; and of course the increasing links between ‘culture’ and urban transformation – from Harvey, Zukin etc. 
But since GLC it’s been driven at a policy level – first in metropolitan councils then by New Labour. Within this there are shifts – from GLC’s retro take on Italian urban culture to produce a contemporary democratic cultural policy, to various takes on culture-led urban regeneration, and then to wider discourses of creativity, innovation and the new economy. 

I’ve made the comment before that this was not driven by the sector itself – who were largely unaware and often resistant to the term, and indeed, this was often part of the justification for an active interventionist approach to the sector – to create it as a self-conscious sector. 

Much of this was done outside academia within a network of consultants and local then national (arts council, DCMS) policy making bodies. Indeed, it was not until the late 90s that I would say academic writing began to catch up with this emergent discourse, shifting its critique or adopting it enthusiastically and often less critically. I would say this latter characterises those who want to use the term ‘creative industries’ (will return to this).
Consultants adopted work in ‘political economy’ approach to cities. Groups like Comedia used value chain analysis to audit the local sector, and evolved a ‘creativity scale’ to differentiate cities: from barely existing CI production to full blown global capitals (1-10 scale). This was sold as a ‘toolbox’. 
But these never addressed the issue at a high theoretical level – either from economic or urbanistic perspective. In particular, it never really looked at how localities worked as economic-cultural entities and what role local culture played in them. It exhorted local policy makers that they had to find their own way, and that all solutions would be different, and that local traditions and cultures were key resources. But not theorised at all. 
The theoretical work that has emerged in this area has tended to come from local economic theorists – especially those looking at innovative milieus, local competitive advantages, theories of local and global knowledge etc. What allowed certain places to be competitive?

Networks, institutions, traditions, atmosphere – tacit knowledge versus formal knowledge – the former inheres in place. This tacit knowledge approach has some limitations – not least in that the more successful places seem to be learning from international links and are heavy into formal knowledge – but let’s not go into this. It obviously points to culture as a local resource which, if challenged in the wider sense, would certainly seem to play a key role in cultural industries.
They thrive on easy access to local, tacit know-how – a style, a look, a sound – which is not accessible globally. Thus the cultural industries based on local know-how and skills show how cities can negotiate a new accommodation with the global market, in which cultural producers sell into much larger markets but rely on a distinctive and defensible local base. (Leadbeater and Oakley, 1999:14)

Alan Scott in a series of books and articles has tried to show how this works.
He is clear that, ultimately, the knowledge effects of the city provide the key factors in their competitiveness. These effects refer both to city life per se as well as the qualities of particular cities. Scott points to the speed and complexity of city life as central to innovation: ‘the rapid, ever-changing circulation of information through the social and economic networks of the city, and the intensity and variety of human contact’ which ensure that there is an ‘ever present tendency to destabilisation of prevailing norms and practices and a certain propensity for new insights and new ways of proceeding to arise’ (Scott, 2001:3). On the other hand there is a persistence of tradition in that cities represent ‘collectivities of human activity and interest that continually create streams of public goods – both as a matter of conscious policy and as unintended outcomes of social and economic interaction – that sustain the workings of the creative field.’
This is an urban ecology which involves ‘those meanings that adhere to the urban landscape’ and which are used as factors in the production of cultural commodities; these meanings are re-assimilated into the ‘urban landscape of the producing centre’, acting as ‘a source of inputs to new rounds of cultural production and commercialisation’, and ‘a further enrichment of the urban landscape’ (Scott, 2001:7).  

ii Creative Cities
Scott links specific support for CIs with a wider management of the urban ecology - the symbolic infrastructure of the city.

This takes us back to that mobilisation of local urban identity which we might call ‘creative cities’ – a narrative, usually by the city development agencies of local identity as a cultural resource. 

Manchester city council and the coalition developed around the Olympics bid was very adapt at such a mobilisation – though this is not some pre-thought out strategic but a series of moves and backtracks assembling a narrative that works (including mistakes – such as ‘Manchester – we’re up and going’). 
The original modern city - The mobilisation of Manchester’s history as an urban centre, from shock city, rather than simply as industrial revolution or workshop of the world is quite complex, and responds to a renegotiation of urbanity, the value of the city, which is more general but in which the city has been an active participant.  

A more academic account could be found in Ian Taylor’s attempt to identify Manchester’s ‘structure of feeling’ (Tale of Two Cities). He was amongst the first to try and adopt Williams’ notion of ‘structure of feeling’ from a national to a local city context – (again a sign of the times). He does this via John Urry’s account – which is very much rooted in a fairly traditional socio-economic/ class analysis. 
Taylor takes it and adds something. If Sheffield is rooted in a monoculture of the steel industry Manchester has always been open to the booms and slumps of a global economy and to the volatilities of an early insertion into a global economy. The restructuring of the 1980s and 1990s were somehow more easily dealt with – as a culture amongst the populace and the governance of the city. 
Peck et al – Manchester men, a robust, entrepreneurial boosterism. (Book: City of Revolution)
This is mobilising culture as a ‘whole way of life’ – ‘structure of feeling’ somehow managing to refer to a sense of identity and the objective characteristics of a local socio-economic and socio-cultural formation. 

Many problems with this – structure of feeling too essentialist – and relates to those critiques of Williams’ notion of ‘community’ as being simply not workable to describe contemporary urban culture (Donald, Bennett).  
What about the ‘culture’ in Williams’ more restricted sense – cities as cultural centres which might provide the material and the resources to become creative cities? 
Peter Hall struggles in over 1,000 pages to come up with answers as to why certain cities should emerge as centres of innovation at any particular time. More recently, quoting Scott and others, his survey of the great creative cities makes for very ambiguous reading. 
Hall tentatively concludes that creative milieux do have certain common features. These cities are chaotic, often structurally unstable, many sided entities. They are cities undergoing social and economic transformation. They are wealthy usually but with an abundance of creative talent drawn from social outsiders, often from migrant currents (another common factor), needing, like the cities themselves, to react against something, ‘kick over the traces’. These creative cities were ‘societies troubled about themselves’; they were in a state of tension, of ‘transition forward to new and unexplored modes of organisation… societies in the throes of a transformation in social relationships, in values and in views about the world’. Hall concludes that creative cities and creative milieux ‘are places of great social and intellectual turbulence: not comfortable places at all’.
In the case of Manchester much of the re-imagination of the city came from hatred and despair, certainly from a space far removed from the narrative of the city council. Only retrospectively are they being run together.

But not wanting to dismiss this out of hand, we at MIPC have attempted to use ‘structure of feeling’ in a sense akin to Bourdieu’s habitus – as a way of inhabiting a field of cultural production, this time in some way linked to a local cultural field. 
Part of our narrative of CIs in Manchester – part of a wider national sense of ‘Thatcher’s children – oppositional, entrepreneurial by default, but also in some sort of conflict with a traditional idea of ‘the artist’, this somehow transposed to a more popular cultural notion of authenticity and ambition. 

This not entirely fixed on one city but certainly points to Manchester as a space where this might emerge more clearly. 

So: the emergence of a context in which CIs works as a description of a new economic reality; as part of a wider narrative of local culture and regeneration; and as somehow resonant with a habitus. And, this also includes a wider configuration of regulation and market structures which those writers associated with the ‘production of culture’ perspectives have made us aware. 
These seemingly ‘natural’ developments are very much linked to specific socio-economic and cultural contexts. This will come as no surprise – except that these presumptions underlie much of the cultural industries discourse, and this is especially revealed when they are promoted in a very different context.

St Petersburg
Transfer. Our project was about transfer of expertise within a narrative of transitional economy. 

Recent events in Ukraine and certainly the rise of Putin have begun to dent this notion of transition as it was in the 1990s. 
One thing we were struck with was a sense of distrust and even rejection of CI discourse which was frequently put down to ‘old –fashioned-ness’ but had some complicated routes. Also a real lack of ability to use cultural resources for tourism and image creation etc. - even making money on gallery shops and cafes. There was an active resistance from top to bottom.
Why?

I traced some of these in a previous article – the memory of oppositional culture, an older notion of artist still in play, good reasons for this. Shostakovich, Ahkmatova. The ‘artist’ still an active position, and with a sense of social connection which was very different to the modernist and ‘postmodernist’ tradition. 

Though there were clear divisions between the ‘artist culture’ and that of the state culture apparatus, both shared a sense of Russian culture and heritage. Russian national identity expressed in its classical heritage 

We tend to forget this notion of cultural policy (ignoring our own contemporary rationale – cf. Bennett’s work on policy) but this still operative in Eastern Europe. And it certainly comes into play in dealing with ‘the West’ in post-Soviet Russia. This has a long and ambivalent history – westerners and Slavophils etc. These debates still resonant.

Globalisation seen as threat, as US imperialism. Something to be resisted. This also works at a cultural policy level. City and Russia’s mobilisation of classical culture – difficulty with the contemporary culture, but also about preserving self-identity, not selling out to the West (brain drain, icons) CI argument often seen in this way – mix of cynical money grabbing and outright refusal.

St Petersburg: Atlantis and Ark – re-emerged as one of the world’s great cities, and this animates the City authorities attempts to promote the city. Lot of investment in classical cultural heritage. But very much about a preserved culture – the Ark. The commercial spin-offs exist, but do not touch its core operations. They have a problem with contemporary culture; and with the whole notion of cultural industries, which they equate exclusively with mass commercial culture, which has its place but not within art and state policy. They will eat with the devil but the long spoon is always there – to the frustration of many consultants and advisors.

Not just a State thing:

Discussions about globalisation tend to emphasise hybridity as opposed to homogenisation. In Russia we have something akin to schizophrenia. 
Western consumer culture, previously seen as a sign of the new, the beyond, has become normalised. Indeed it is no longer associated with the oppositional bohemia but with new rich and the unthinking mass. It is superficial, an out there, to be used selectively, but not to have direct impact on Russian culture – which is preserved beneath the surface of westernisation. 

How does this affect the ‘entrepreneur? We found in many areas resistance to this – money and culture should not mix, the artist was above material concerns. The active embracing of the habitus of the entrepreneur in an urban popular culture was absent. Mass culture was western and superficial; Russian culture was spiritual but not something that was to be exported – it was beyond commerce.

Entrepreneurialism seen as bad – see for instance the attitude to ‘new Russians’. 

There are also structural reasons for this – a lack of regulatory context – legal redress, taxation, representation – mean that entrepreneurialism is not an easy option for Russian cultural producers. 
St Petersburg artists come from a culture of long opposition – a victim city. T active he heritage of culture is strong, and opposed to the superficiality of Moscow. This situation of course the reverse of the historical opposition of real Russia in Moscow, versus inmp[ortant western civilisation in Petersburg.
But the city was also the window on world– the aspiring European city. We do find an active bohemia – plugged into global circuits and wanting to develop chances which a new global cultural economy seems to hold out. The tensions in the Ukraine echo this – but there is still a strong sense of the entrepreneurial and the artistic. Western means, Russian culture? 
Shanghai

At the forefront – a winner in globalisation

Chinese government – adopted creative industries. Internal market, but also seen as filling in the ‘innovation deficit’, the sense that they will have to start being creative. Creative industries concept has been bought as a way of addressing a series of new industries, but also avoiding the word culture (like UK, but for different reasons). 
The word culture is heavily loaded in China – simply not amenable to immediate commercialisation. China conscious of long historical debate of westernisers and the Chinese way (as in Russia). The question was always can modernisation be done without westernisation? The answer of Mao was both yes and no.
It’s a negotiation that is by no means complete – whilst modernisation has taken place since 1990s, this has been done in a non-ideological way – or rather one in which this has been re-routed. Intellectuals involved in 1980s and early 90s – trying to develop a new Chinese culture out of some Confucianism, a combination. The debate has been buried because of the enormous economic gains of the last decade. There is simply no arguing with success. 
But this non-debate is most noticeable in the question of communist party and democracy – and the role of contemporary culture. The connection of both to the notion of ‘modernity’ are so obviously close that the questions have to be sidestepped.

Censorship is the most immediate manifestation of this - from the perspective of both politics and morals, though it is creaking badly. But it still has to go through these channels. The notions of cultural innovation in terms of avant-garde, rule breaking, challenge even ‘epater le bourgeoisie’ – these have no place in the debates.
 In these circumstances ‘creative industries’ is more useful – digital content creation is a way of avoiding a direct confrontation with those questions that ‘culture’ brings with it.

A further issue is that of the entrepreneur. ‘Keep hold the big, let go the small’ is the motto of the Chinese government that has massively deregulated the economy – outside of the key commending heights which it still controls. To call it capitalist is a misnomer. In this context entrepreneurialism is severely curtailed by the need to link to the overall direction of the communist party and the meshes or guanxi – which often amount to the same thing – favours from the party bosses. 

In which case the cultural entrepreneur is doubly restricted in how they can innovate. This is fairly invisible to the naked eye – yet present nonetheless.

Added to this is the Chinese cultural tradition which does militate against innovation – a problem the party are acutely conscious of. Can creative industries bring innovation – without the other more troubling aspects of this?

This can be seen more clearly in the urban context. Spaces of innovation, creative milieu are missing. In China no real context in which this can be thought.
Shanghai is the city that is going for capital of modernity. Beijing used Canton as first experiment – quarantined by distance. Shanghai then is declaring itself the new Asian metropolis – intent on supplanting Hong Kong as a dominate node of the Pacific Rim. 
The word used at all times about Shanghai is ‘exciting’ – and its name animates journalists (Guardian, Wallpaper, Fashion shows - though not yet musicians, though this will come) and film makers and travel agents. 

But the ‘excitement’, the cachet of the city is complex. Shanghai’s claim is very much based on one of return – as the Rough Guide says – a great Asian city rediscovering itself. Modern Shanghai seems permeated by the ghost of Shanghai Moderne. 
This is a very ambiguous notion yet one I encountered at all turns. Refers to the colonial city of the Bund, and to the Art Deco of the 1930s, the cities great moment where a hybrid Chinese culture, maybe global culture came into being, teetering on the edge of the abyss. But it was colonial  - a source of shame, humiliation, resentment. It was also a symbol of the corruption of China by foreign (capitalist/ imperialist) influences – but also maybe by urbanity itself. Mao’s revolution was very much anti-urban. Cleansing the city was more than just getting rid of foreigners but of a range of pernicious influences stemming from urban life.

This past is being mobilised in odd ways. Take the Bund: yes, a symbol of colonial power but it is also its surpassing – Pudong dwarfs it across the river – ‘that was then and look at us now’!

But the Urbanity of Shanghai Moderne is also mobilised. Its modernity surely equips the city to be China’s global city; as opposed to Beijing it sees itself as always open to foreign influences (now in a good way). Its sense of confidence is a sense of its return to autonomy, a confused memory of the international settlement and its leadership of the cultural revolution. 

The excitement of the memories of Shanghai – glamorously decadent – work to promote its image as a location where those ‘foot-loose professionals’ all want to go. It’s a name in the way that ‘Canton’ is not. And the city is beginning to catch on. Too late to stop the ripping out of its art deco heritage – preserved in sand wrote one woman in the 1980s – or the wholesale destruction of the old single story workers houses (now available in postcards only), it was begun to encourage re-fitting (Armani shop on the BUND) and rebuilding. Its new leisure destination (almost exclusively for foreigners) is a recreation of the Lutongs, but full of restaurants and cafes at (for Chinese) ridiculous prices). Ye Shanghai…..
This retro modernity is being used to commodify the past in ways that open it up to a new wave of global investors – no longer the brash super-skyscrapers – we need a more culture-led leisure regeneration. This works for the western press – style magazine, English language listing magazines etc. 
Yet does it really exist – most ignore it – buried in rush to get rich. It does not seem to me like an active memory. Things are moving  too fast. The developers are ripping heritage down – even building retro!
In the process they are destroying artists’ warehouse and the culture that even 10 years ago was the beginning of urban space. The problem of production space in European cities – hits Shanghai even before it gets going! 
