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Cultural policy has been changing in similar ways across many countries in recent years, with these

changes placing an increasing emphasis upon the use of “culture”, and particularly the “arts”, as

instrumental tools for the attainment of non-cultural, non-arts, goals and objectives. It is argued that

this process is closely related to a broader set of societal changes – specifically the establishment and

acceptance of a commodified conception of public policy – and that the future shape of cultural policy

cannot be fully understood without reference to these changes. The fact that the precise nature of both

the cultural policy and societal changes that are taking place differ considerably between nation-

states implies that arguments concerning the “globalisation” of culture and cultural policy require

reformulation to take into account the specific variations that are generated by governmental choices.

KEYWORDS commodification; instrumental policy; globalisation; political choice

Introduction

Politics in a literary work are a pistol shot in the middle of a concert, a crude affair though

one impossible to ignore. We are about to speak of ugly matters. (Stendhal, The Charterhouse

of Parma)

The increasing emphasis that has been placed upon the “need” for arts and cultural
policies to demonstrate that they generate a benefit over and above the aesthetic, has
become a major development within political systems. The search for at least alternative, if
not actually superior, justifications for the creation of cultural and artistic policies has led to
an increasing “attachment” (Gray 2002) of arts and cultural policies to other sets of policy
concerns in an instrumental fashion. This instrumentalisation of arts and cultural policies has
a clear and specific set of consequences for both their design and for the intentions that
underlie them. These, in turn, are associated with alternative forms of service delivery to
those that have been commonly used in the past, as well as with different connections
between states and their citizens.

The development of this tendency in arts and cultural policies is part of a wider set of
political, social and economic changes that have been taking place over a period of time
stretching back to the late 1970s/early 1980s. These changes effectively led to a commodifi-
cation of public policy through the creation of the ideological conditions within which
exchange-value becomes increasingly favoured over use-value in the creation, implementa-
tion and evaluation of policies (Gray 2000). This commodifying process occurs within the
specific context of each political system, leading to the generation of a variety of responses
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CLIVE GRAY204

to common underlying developments. The process by which commodification leads to a
seemingly inexorable instrumentalisation of arts and cultural policies requires examination
to identify both the causal mechanisms through which it takes place and the reasons for the
creation of differential responses between nation-states.

It is not the intention in this paper to deal in detail with specific arguments either for,
or against, the instrumentalisation of cultural and arts policies (see, for example, McCarthy
et al. 2004 on this subject). Instead the intention is to identify the processes by which instru-
mentality has become an important feature of these policies in recent years, and to explain
why this shift in policy emphasis has taken place.

Forms of Cultural Policy

Before undertaking this investigation it is important to clarify the extent to which instru-
mentality is actually a new phenomenon within these sectors. If the claim that instrumentality
is a consequence of relatively recent developments in the frameworks within which govern-
ments are operating is to hold true then there needs to be some basis upon which it can rest.

Pick (1988, pp. 113–128) identified a range of motives behind governmental involve-
ment with arts and cultural policies, giving rise to the creation of distinct policy forms for each
basic motive. These motives, ranging from the promotion of “national glory” (p. 114),
through to the maintenance of “order and control” (pp. 127–128), are marked by the primacy
that is attached to them as arts and cultural policies in the first place. The underlying motives
that are employed are largely a secondary concern compared with the specific content of arts
and cultural policies per se. This effectively differentiates them from instrumental cultural and
arts policies which are intended, ab initio, “to use cultural venues and cultural investments as
a means or instrument to attain goals in other than cultural areas” (Vestheim 1994, p. 65). The
central importance that is attached to the cultural and artistic content of policies provides
Pick with a stick to beat governments with for involving themselves in areas where, it is
argued, they do not rightfully belong: either for reasons of irrelevance (pp. 115, 122), or that
arts and cultural policies cannot achieve what governments want, or that they achieve it at
an irresponsible cost (p. 114), especially as they are intended to achieve cultural and artistic
objectives before any others. Any spill-over into other policy intentions is a more-or-less
unintended consequence of this intention, and the idea that arts and cultural policies can be
deliberately utilised for instrumental ends is seen as being intrinsically flawed, either because
they are not intended for these ends (pp. 123-127) or because states cannot control what
artists and cultural activists will do in practice (p. 120), with this independence making polit-
ical control otiose. (An almost identical argument is advanced in Thatcher 1993, p. 632, indi-
cating that it had a wider acceptance, especially amongst political leaders, than is, perhaps,
commonly perceived.)

Bennett (1995) has similarly discussed the justifications that have been utilised for
supporting state involvement with the arts in the British context, identifying how the arts
could contribute to such themes as “national prestige” (pp. 204–205) or “the welfare state”
(pp. 211–213). The collapse of these justifications, dating from the 1970s, is seen to have
opened the way for the increasingly common view of the arts as simply another policy arena
that must be subsumed to the wider, instrumental, interests of governments (such views
have a long, if contested, history within Britain – see Minihan 1977). The focus within this shift
is away from the role of arts and cultural policies within their own sectoral terms and towards
their location within an instrumental framework.
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COMMODIFICATION AND INSTRUMENTALITY 205

These discussions of the bases upon which governments can justify the existence of
cultural policies are significant in so far as they implicitly recognise that policies can be seen
to have a wider set of secondary effects than simply those affecting arts and culture. It is the
way in which these effects are utilised that would appear to have the greatest impact on how
arts and cultural policies are actually used by governments. In this respect the intention that
lies behind the policies that are pursued becomes a central feature of how they are to be
understood. It also implies that there is always an element of instrumentality in public poli-
cies (they are, after all, designed to achieve something): what is important is the form of this
instrumentality.

The current concern with the use of arts and cultural policies for non-arts and cultural
reasons (purely “instrumental” policy in Vestheim’s (1994, p. 65) terms) is effectively a
concern about changing governmental attitudes towards, and uses of, cultural and artistic
resources within society. The changing nature of the justifications that have been given for
governmental action within these areas, with stresses upon the role of culture and the arts in
terms of, for example, community redevelopment (Stanziola 1999) and urban regeneration
(Evans & Shaw 2004) has certainly become more common in many different political systems
in recent years (see Bianchini et al. 1996, p. 299; Protherough & Pick 2002, ch. 5; Caust 2003,
p. 52) and would seem to indicate that a shift is in the process of taking place from the
cultural and artistic component of policies towards the secondary, purely instrumental, aims
that can be associated with them. What is significant is not necessarily that this instrumen-
talisation of arts and cultural policies is taking place – given that an element of this, pace Pick
(1988) and Bennett (1995), has always been present in these sectors – but, rather, the direc-
tion in which it is taking them.

Volkerling (1996) and Gray (2000) both argue that changes in the way in which states
intervene in cultural and arts policies are a consequence of other developments that are
taking place within societies, shifting the focus of attention away from the content of these
policies themselves towards the context within which they exist: “cultural policy does not
operate in splendid isolation from broader pressures within society” (Gray 1996, p. 218). Both
argue that cultural and arts policies are the result of conscious choices that are made by polit-
ical actors, either to garner support from particular class fractions (Volkerling 1996) or in
response to a perceived need to manage the changing, and competing, pressures arising
from broader re-structurings within societies (Gray 2000). In each case, however, there is an
expectation that there will be shifts in the policy forms that state (and non-state) actors will
produce and pursue in response to the changes that confront them. Equally, the develop-
ment of instrumental cultural policies in Scandinavia has been explicitly seen as arising from
“the changed economic conditions and the economically harder times of the 1980s”
(Vestheim 1994, p. 64). This argument asserts that significant changes in cultural policies are
clearly related to broader changes within societies themselves. It has not, however, demon-
strated that the development of “pure” forms of policy instrumentalism is particularly new,
nor that it is associated with any sets of societal changes in particular, even if both are
implied.

Instrumental Policy in Culture and the Arts

Culture was altogether unknown territory for most of the senators. The … members of the

board were proud of the fact that since their childhood they had never opened a book.

(Klaus Mann, Mephisto (1983, p. 244))
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CLIVE GRAY206

Examples of the development and increasing use of instrumental forms of cultural and
arts policies can be found in many countries. Indeed, the prevalence of this policy form has
led to the British Minister with responsibility for the sector to argue that “politicians have
enough reasons to support culture on its own merits to stop apologising for it by speaking
only of it in terms of other agendas” (Jowell 2004, p. 17). The United Nations’ Declaration on
Cultural Diversity (2001, Article 8, emphasis added) further argues that cultural “goods and
services … must not be treated as mere commodities or consumer goods”, implying that
such an approach, valuing cultural products for their economic status rather than for
anything else, already exists and should be resisted.

The explanations that have been given for this development have ranged from a
simple “privatisation” argument (Wu 2002) whereby arts and cultural policies have increas-
ingly had to generate their operating funds from their own, and private sector, sources,
rather than rely on the state (and consequently have to demonstrate their utility for donors
in more than cultural and artistic terms, such as for reasons of prestige or marketing), to a
more complex structural argument (Gray 2002) in which the lack of political interest and
power associated with the sector, particularly at the local level, leads to the development of
policy “attachment” strategies whereby funding for the sector can be gained by demonstrat-
ing the role that it can play in the fulfilment of the goals of other policy sectors. In this case
an instrumentalisation of arts and cultural policy is the consequence of a conscious strategy
pursued by policy makers to generate the support that is needed for them to pursue their
own objectives, and the development of instrumental forms of policy is a side-effect of the
intention to produce “effective” (however this may be defined, and whoever it is being
defined by) cultural and arts policies in the first place.

The development of this “attachment” strategy is a clear consequence of the choices
that are made by political actors in the conditions of structural weakness that are associated
with the cultural and arts sectors, but the increasing use of it only makes sense within a
context where the justifications for policy have themselves shifted (see also Craik 2005 on
this point). The increasing determination of governments to demand particular forms of
justification for continuing to spend money on arts and cultural policies indicates that views
about these policies have changed. The dominant forms of justification that are increasingly
demanded by governments are, firstly, economic and, secondly, social in orientation. Thus
governments have increasingly emphasised the role of cultural and artistic resources as
contributors towards subjects as diverse as the encouragement of economic growth
(dating back in Britain, for example, to the later-1970s; Arts Council of Great Britain 1977),
reduction of public debt (Benedikter 2004), urban regeneration (Bailey et al. 2004), the
remedying of social exclusion (Belfiore 2002), and the creation of social benefits from
personal development to community empowerment (Matarasso 1997) – regardless of the
evidential basis for these.

The ultimate consequence of this reference to non-arts and non-cultural requirements
has been seen in England where the development of cultural strategies by local authorities
required them to take into account 

at least five different central government departments, four separate task forces, and ten

“arm’s-length” “sponsored agencies”, as well as at least ten statutory plans and five non-

statutory ones, alongside the local authority’s own corporate strategy, best value plan,

[and] individual service strategies and plans, and more or less anything else up to and

including the planning kitchen sink. (Gray 2004, p. 40)
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COMMODIFICATION AND INSTRUMENTALITY 207

While this may simply be indicative of the conception that “culture” relates to every-
thing that organisations, whether public or private, may do (see Stevenson 2004 for criticism
of this position), it also indicates that there is a burden of expectation that cultural policies
should provide a host of solutions to problems that are originally economic, social, political
or ideological (or some combination of these). Whether this adds a burden that cultural poli-
cies are simply unable to carry is open to debate, but shifting the focus away from the
“cultural” component of such policies and viewing them as instrumental means to non-
cultural ends is likely to become an increasing concern for policy makers and makes an
understanding of why this instrumentalisation of cultural policy has taken place of some
significance.

A policy-centric view of cultural policy would see the policies that are created within a
sector as only ever arising from the internal concerns of that sector itself, with any other policy
outcomes being either a result of unanticipated consequences (see Bevir & Rhodes 2003,
ch. 7); the result of inter-sectoral power struggles (thus explaining the central role of national
finance ministries; Denters & Rose 2005, passim); or the outcome of some process of policy
learning between policy sectors (see Craik et al. 2003, p. 29: “globally, the direction of policy,
we have argued, is influenced by trends in other sectors”). The first two such views largely
downplay the extent to which developments within policy sectors can be seen as the result
of not only endogenous factors, but also as arising from non-sectorally based, systemic,
factors that transcend individual sectors.

The consequence of accepting such a view of the motors of policy change would be
that the sources for the development of instrumental forms within the cultural and arts
policy sectors must be anticipated to be located within both these sectors themselves and
within the meta-sectoral, structural, level as well. The precise factors that give rise to policy
change will depend upon the circumstances that provide the context for existing forms of
policy, and how actors respond (or feel forced to respond) to the pressures arising from
both endogenous and exogenous factors. This implies that the policies that are produced
develop from political choices that are made by actors within circumscribed structural
limits.

The Commodification of Policy

There are a number of potential explanations for the transformation of arts and
cultural policies in recent years. Globalisation, for example, has been identified as being a
generic account of what has been affecting many policy areas, including that of cultural
policy (Canclini 2000; Dewey 2004; McGuigan 2004, pp. 125–129; 2005), although the varia-
tions in how states react to globalising pressures (see, in terms of cultural policies, Craik et al.
2003; in broader, systemic, terms see Lawson 2003) cast doubts on such generalised explan-
atory models that have yet to develop a coherent causal account of the linkages that exist
between the macro and the micro levels.

The commodification thesis (Gray 2000, ch. 1) provides an alternative basis for under-
standing how and why instrumental policy forms have become increasingly common in
recent years. In this model the major motor for change within policy systems is associated
with a shift in conceptions of value from use-value to exchange-value. This is not intended
to imply that there is an absolute increase in the strict economic commodification of goods
and services (see Williams 2005), rather that the conceptualisation and consequent policy
development of the provision of goods and services within the public sector has undergone
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CLIVE GRAY208

an ideological re-orientation that connects policy and programme shifts to a larger pattern
of change that is operating at the societal level.

Neither is this argument concerned with questions of the specific “value” of the arts
and cultural policy: these arguments, as with those of Pick (1988) that were discussed earlier,
are largely concerned with the ways in which these policies can be assessed in terms of their
intrinsic merits (see Holden 2006). In the context of the commodification argument, “value”
is associated with Marxian notions of value-form (see, in an introductory form, Howard &
King 1985, pp. 44–48) and, in particular, the shift from intrinsic notions of use to extrinsic
notions of exchange. In effect, goods and services are re-defined in terms of how they are to
be understood, their social role is re-designed, and the management of them requires
change for the most efficient and effective realisation of their exchange status.

This larger pattern of change originated in the perceived failure, especially amongst
political oligarchies, of the post-Second World War welfare state consensus in many western
societies during the economic turmoil of the 1970s. This “failure” gave rise to the conditions
where not only the underlying models of state economic management were seen to require
reform, but so also were the relationships between states and their citizens, and the admin-
istrative structures that existed to deliver state services. The point of these changes was to
generate a new settlement between the competing demands of economic viability and
social consensus within capitalist systems (Gray 2000, pp. 16–18). The changes that have
been introduced, particularly since the mid-1980s, have had major impacts on the financial
systems that are utilised within the public sector; the organisational structures that have
responsibility for the delivery of public goods and services; the managerial ideologies that
are employed to control public sector organisations; and the overall ideological structures
that give sense and meaning to what is occurring within both the public sector as a whole
and within specific policy areas (Gray 2000, pp. 16–19).

Many specific examples from the fields of arts and cultural policy to illustrate each of
these areas can be found: the changing financial structures for culture for the old East Germany
as a consequence of German re-unification (Wolf-Csanady, 1999); the re-structurings of
state organisations with responsibilities for culture in Britain (Gray 2000) and Germany (Gray
& Hugoson 2004); the use of “new public management” (Belfiore 2004) nostrums and the
political rhetoric of “the third way” (Stevenson 2004) in cultural organisations; and the
increasing emphasis on economic justifications for cultural and arts policies that is associated
with perceptions of the “privatisation” of these sectors (Lewis 1990; Wu 2002). All of these
disparate changes are understood within the commodification thesis as being partial
responses to the systemic level changes that are occurring within political systems as political
actors seek for workable solutions to perceived economic, social, political and ideological
problems.

These searches for viable solutions within policy systems will be influenced by both
endogenous and exogenous factors that are specifically related to each policy sector, and
similarities between nation-states in terms of the changes that occur within them will be
general rather than specific in nature. The variability between nation-states in terms of their
starting positions when responding to perceived necessities for change will mean that exact
duplication of effect as a consequence of undertaking similar types of reform is unlikely to
occur. Thus, French reforms will be taking place within a particular general framework of
ideas and assumptions about the role of the state, as well as a specific sectoral framework
concerning the provision of cultural and artistic policies (Eling 1999; Looseley 2003). These
will differ from those in Germany (Burns & van der Will 2003), just as much as they will differ
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COMMODIFICATION AND INSTRUMENTALITY 209

from those in Singapore (Lee 2004), Japan (Zemans et al. 1999, ch. 2) or the United States
(Alexander & Rueschemeyer 2005, ch. 2). The result of this is that reform processes will lead
to distinctly different outcomes between nation-states.

The specificity of effect in each nation-state will lead to different emphases between
political systems in terms of which parts of the major areas of change (financial systems,
organisational structures, managerial approach, and ideological framework) will be tackled,
when they will be tackled, and the shape of reform that will be adopted. These differences
will depend upon the particular circumstances that each nation finds itself to be (or, more
importantly, perceives itself to be) confronting. The impetus to reform financial and organi-
sational systems within Germany, for example, cannot be understood without reference to
the national reunification process; in Britain, on the other hand, the changes that have
been taking place in the arts have to be located in the context of the ideologies that central
governments have been espousing, and the core values that are maintained by the domi-
nant oligarchies that exist within that sector (Gray 2000). Likewise, the attempts to “moder-
nise” management systems in the public sectors of different countries have given rise to
quite distinct local variations that have developed out of national circumstances and
particularities (see, for example, Capano 2003 on Italy; and Hendriks & Tops 2003 on The
Netherlands).

At the same time that these specific effects are developing there is also a range of
generalised impacts (created through the larger processes of systemic change) that have
little to do, directly, with specific policy sectors but which have an impact on them. An exam-
ple of this would be the economic pressures that the French state (and, particularly, its social
security system) is currently in the process of reacting to. Whilst these economic pressures
are sometimes portrayed in parts of the French media (and by some French politicians) as
being created by some form of Anglo-American economic imperialism, there is also the view
that factors such as rising unemployment and an ageing population have placed increasing
pressure on the social security system, and it is these endogenous, rather than exogenous
factors, that have led to pressures to contain costs (see Kilkey 2004). One consequence of
such pressures has been to generate demands for changes to the French taxation and social
security systems that would, as a side-effect, affect the benefit rights of workers within the
cultural and arts sectors. This unintended consequence has, potentially, large-scale implica-
tions for the delivery of arts and cultural policies in France even though it has its roots outside
of these sectors altogether. The similar pressures that surround the social security and taxa-
tion systems of most other advanced economies (the general elections in both Japan and
Germany in 2005, for example, were accompanied by similar arguments about financial
reform) have the potential to generate further unintended consequences for the cultural and
arts sectors.

Clearly this makes any attempt to present a simple model of change within policy
sectors difficult, but it does indicate that within the parameters of national variability it is
possible to identify a combination of general and specific factors that lead to seeming inter-
national similarities. In the case of the development of instrumental forms of policy for the
arts and cultural policy this can be achieved through an investigation of systemic and struc-
tural features that affect these sectors in particular. Within this a key area of concern is why
governments have increasingly become attached to the idea that arts and cultural policies
need to justify their existing levels of state support not through reference to the artistic or
cultural benefits that they produce but, instead, to their contribution to other policy
concerns altogether.
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CLIVE GRAY210

Commodification and Instrumentality

It might have been a borough council, assembled out of duty, for a discussion of something

not specially earth-shaking, such as a proposal for a subsidy to the civic theatre. (C. P. Snow,

Corridors of Power (2000, p. 332))

The commodification thesis proposes that a prime reason for this change in govern-
mental perception is that the ideological shift amongst political actors from a concern with
use-value towards exchange-value serves to re-focus the attention of policy makers away
from the internal detail of policy itself and towards the manner in which policy as a whole
contributes towards commodified forms of exchange relationships and social behaviours.
The instrumentalisation of policy embodies this ideological change by ensuring that consid-
erations that are external to the content of the policy sector itself receive much greater atten-
tion than had previously been the case, and become much more central to the consideration
of what public policies are meant to achieve. This necessarily involves a shift in the focus of
policy towards concerns that would more traditionally have been considered to be largely, if
not utterly, irrelevant to the functional requirements of the sector: thus, the opening of Tate
Liverpool in 1988 was largely discussed in terms of urban regeneration and social cohesion
and it took some time before more traditional concerns of the museum system, such as cura-
torship, began to be considered for their significance in the context of this development
(Lorente 1996, p. 3).

The systemic nature of this commodification has not taken place in a policy vacuum
however. The structural weaknesses of cultural and arts policies – limited political interest
amongst the majority of policy makers and the general public, and both limited expendi-
tures by governments on these sectors and a lack of political significance in comparison with
other policy areas (e.g. taxation, education or defence) (the results of these are apparent in
the British context – see Gray 2002, 2006; some preliminary international comparison can be
found in Gray 2000, ch. 8) – serve to make these policy sectors ripe for the development of
instrumental policies. If sectoral development, or survival in the worst case, depends upon
the extent to which policy areas can demonstrate their real contribution to a range of other
concerns that are perceived to be of greater political, social or economic significance to
policy-makers, then it is not surprising that there will be a shift in policy emphasis towards
these new requirements, particularly if the dominant actors within the policy sectors in ques-
tion do not have the range of political and structural supports that would enable them to
withstand such external pressures in the first place.

A movement towards the commodification of public policies has clear implications for
the structure and content of such policies, as well as for the processes by which they are made
(Gray 2000, pp. 20–33; see also Freedman 2003 on the significance of local level negotiations
for the liberalisation of trade in the audio-visual sector). In terms of instrumentality it is the
content of policy that is of most significance, and it is predicted that there will be an increas-
ing emphasis on the benefits of public policies for individual “consumers” at the expense of
the broader social collectivity, leading to the development of a fragmented set of policies
that are increasingly focused on the demands and interests of individuals. (An example of
such an approach would be the changes in the Dutch Beelende Kunstenaars-Regeling, which
has increasingly shifted the focus of arts policy attention away from a form of generalised
social welfare support and towards issues of individual artistic quality: see Rengers & Plug
2001: see also Alexander & Rueschemeyer 2005, p. 122, on similar changes in Norwegian
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COMMODIFICATION AND INSTRUMENTALITY 211

policy). Such a shift in focus requires both organisational and managerial re-structurings to
allow change to become effective.

Secondly, and arising from this individualisation of policy, public policies can be
predicted to become both more selective (in terms of their intended audiences) and more
directed (in terms of their intended impact). In both cases there arises the need to gather
new forms of management information that will allow for the effective assessment of
whether policy is achieving its intended ends, with the introduction of ideas from the “new
public management” being a clear example of this (Belfiore 2004).

Thirdly, as a consequence of the shift from use-value to exchange-value, the financial
mechanisms that are involved in funding policies are predicted to undergo changes, both to
avoid the perceived problems of the public financing of policies (not only arts and cultural
policies, but all policies), and to open the possibilities for new, non-state, funding mecha-
nisms altogether. In this respect the case of the United States – which has consistently relied
heavily on the financial support of individuals and private sector companies rather than the
state – is potentially an informative example, particularly in the context of the seeming
increase in the use of the arts for instrumental, economic development, ends at the local
level within individual states themselves (see Strom 2003).

The structural weaknesses of arts and cultural policies means that the responses that
are created to meet these new, commodifying, pressures for change require a major shift in
direction – a far greater one than will be evident in policy sectors that are more greatly
commodified already. To demonstrate that there is a clear individual benefit from the provi-
sion of arts and cultural policies requires not only the development of new assessment and
evaluation criteria (Cowling 2004) but also a shift in the focus of such policies away from
some generalised conception of “the public good” and towards an individualised concep-
tion of the content and nature of public policy (Vestheim 1994, pp. 62–63, 67). In practice this
coincides with a range of other public policies that states are already pursuing in other
sectors, and re-directs the attention of policy makers towards arenas that would not neces-
sarily have been previously perceived as an appropriate location for arts and cultural policies
to be attached to. To justify such attachment, cultural and arts policy makers need to demon-
strate that there is a clear benefit to be gained not only for their own policy sector but also
for the sectors to which they are attaching themselves. Given that these other policy areas
(such as urban development and re-development or social cohesion and inclusion) generally
have the structural strengths that the arts and cultural policy sectors normally lack, particu-
larly in terms of political salience and support, it is not surprising to find them in a dominant
position in policy terms, with arts and cultural policies adopting a secondary, contributory,
position in comparison with them.

The instrumentalisation of cultural and arts policies, therefore, develops from a combi-
nation of the endogenous weaknesses of these policy sectors in comparison with others, and
the exogenous shifts in policy expectations that have arisen from the commodification of
public policy. The development of a new policy environment as a consequence of the shift
towards more commodified forms of policy creates the structural conditions within which
policy makers must operate. Within these, primarily ideological, constraints, however, policy
makers are free to choose whichever strategies and tactics are the most appropriate for the
particular contexts within which they are located. The development of instrumentalised
forms of cultural and artistic policy is therefore not something that has been inevitable: it is,
instead, a particular choice that has been made within the circumstances that policy makers
have found themselves.
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Conclusions

Thousands have lived without love, not one without water. (W. H. Auden, First Things First

(1979, p. 236))

The variations that exist between the cultural and arts policies that are present within
differing political systems implies that there is no single explanation that can account for
policy choice in all cases: the commodification thesis predicts that there will be interna-
tional policy variation not only in terms of outcome but also in terms of process. The exam-
ple of the instrumentalisation of cultural and arts policies across nation-states demonstrates
that such variation is explicable through the differences in endogenous (particularly the
structural context surrounding these sectors) and exogenous variables (particularly the
shifts in ideological perception that have taken place) between systems. As such it is impor-
tant that analyses of developments within these sectors take into account not only the fine
detail of policy processes at national, regional and local levels, but also examine the struc-
tural context within which they are located. Either of these levels of analysis can provide
valuable information about the politics of arts and cultural policies but it is only by combin-
ing the two that effective explanations of national variations in policy choice are likely to be
developed.

The development of instrumental approaches to policy development in the arts and
cultural policy sectors depends upon a combination of not only ideological changes but also
the structural weaknesses of these policy sectors. These weaknesses provide a suitable
context for the introduction of new approaches to policy formation and implementation for
arts and culture as they effectively make policy flexibility an essential part of ensuring their
political survival. Given the increasing emphasis on exchange-value as a consequence of the
developing commodification of public policy, this flexibility is unlikely, however, to generate
more than some slight extra room for manoeuvre for policy makers who believe that the arts
and culture are not simply reducible to questions of economic value, particularly when
confronted with policy makers who think that they can, and should, be so treated. The results
of developing an instrumental approach to arts and cultural policies have serious implica-
tions both for what is produced and how it is produced in these sectors: understanding why
and how this is occurring is only the first step towards a full analysis of the consequences of
these changes.
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