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MANAGING CULTURAL POLICY: PITFALLS AND
PROSPECTS

CLIVE GRAY

Cultural policies have become increasingly used by governments to fulfil a large number of policy
requirements. The extent to which such policies are capable of being effective in fulfilling govern-
mental goals is open to doubt since there are considerable definitional, methodological, analytical
and structural difficulties associated with such policies. This paper identifies and analyses these
difficulties and indicates that considerable pitfalls lie in the way of attempts to develop, manage
and implement effective cultural policies.

INTRODUCTION

‘Culture’ is an essentially contested concept and has no commonly accepted core de-
finition. The consequences of definitional complexity for cultural policy form an impor-
tant element of the discussion in this paper. Culture nevertheless is increasingly seen by
governments as a tool that can be utilized for a variety of developmental practices — from
urban regeneration (Evans 2001, Ch. 8), to social inclusion (Long and Bramham 2006),
to health care and treatment (Wolf 2002; Madden and Bloom 2004), or even for what
seems like personal or state glorification (Looseley 1995; Collard 1998). In the managerial,
evidence-based views of public policy that are supported not only by the current Labour
government in Britain but also by many other governments, the utility of cultural inter-
ventions in policy terms is something that is increasingly examined (Evans and Shaw
2004; Ruiz 2004; Scottish Executive 2006). This examination has been not only in terms
of the effectiveness of cultural contributions for specific policy interventions, but also in
terms of the ‘value’ that resides in culture itself, rather than simply in terms of the instru-
mental contribution that it can make to other policy agendas (Cowling 2004; Holden 2004;
Jowell 2004). The bases upon which these twin developments in the utilization of culture
in policy terms rest are, however, as this paper will show, open to questioning. Much of
the examination that has taken place to date has tended to be in terms of the social impact
of the arts, as a particular example of cultural policies in action (Merli 2002; Belfiore 2002,
2006). It can be argued, however, that the problems that confront the utilization of cultural
policy for instrumental means in this fashion extend far beyond the particular concerns
of any given case (Gray 2007). They ultimately raise questions about whether ‘culture’ is
capable of producing the major benefits that are being claimed for it, not only in Britain
but in the other countries where a ‘cultural turn” in policy has also been marked.

This paper investigates a number of key difficulties that confront the utilization of
‘culture” in public policy. These difficulties differ from the dilemmas of cultural policy
that have been identified by Matarasso and Landry (1999), in that while their dilemmas
were derived primarily from practical matters of policy (for example, centralization as
opposed to decentralization; heritage or contemporary; subsidy or investment), the dif-
ficulties identified here are concerned with deeper matters of methodology and analysis.
The extent to which cultural policy can become meaningful or be effective in attaining
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the multitude of policy goals to which it has become attached — without a satisfactory
resolution of such methodological and analytical concerns — is an important matter for
consideration. This is both because of the increasing usage of culture as a focus for state
activity, and because it provides lessons for both new and already established policy areas
in terms of managing complex policy structures.

THE PROBLEMATIC OF CULTURE

While the precise amounts that are spent on cultural policies by governments are difficult
to identify in a satisfactorily unambiguous fashion, it is clear that it is becoming an in-
creasing arena of state intervention. Even adopting relatively restricted definitions of the
content of culture indicates that in European Union countries between 0.2 and 1.9 per
cent of GDP is spent on governmental support for this policy area; a broader definition
suggests that the amount spent is between 0.4 and 2.0 per cent of GDP (European Parlia-
ment 2006, p. 28). Even at this relatively low level of support, this still means large levels
of absolute expenditure: Arts Council England, the dominant arts funding body in
England, for example, spent over £580 million in 2004/05 (including lottery funding dis-
tributed through Arts Council England) (Arts Council England 2006, p. 47), and still spent
less than the combined expenditure of the English local authorities in this same field
(European Parliament 2006, p. 29). A concern for the practical difficulties of managing
the policy sector is therefore of some interest to governments around the world.

Attempts to utilize ‘culture’ in the pursuit of policy goals (whether these goals are
‘cultural” or not) is a difficult one for governments (see, for example, Gray 2004, 2006;
Craik 2006a). The underlying reasons for these problems can be found in a number of
distinct issues that have yet to be entirely satisfactorily resolved — even if governments
have often managed to find a modus operandi that allows for the creation of a variety of
effective cultural policies (for discussions on Australia, see, for example, Craik et al. 2003;
Craik 2006b; for discussions on Scandinavia, see Duelund 2003).

The issues that are involved here vary from the definitional to the technical and limit
the extent to which ‘culture’ can be straightforwardly accepted as the appropriate solution
for the range of policy concerns to which it is currently attached. In brief, the problems
that will be discussed here are:

Problems of definition;

Problems of causality;

Problems of measurement;

Problems of attribution;

Problems intrinsic to the policy sector.

SUESIS

These problematic issues do not, of course, exist independently of the entire policy frame-
work within which ‘culture’ operates (Gray 1996), and their significance and impact upon
questions of policy will be, at least in part, determined by the policy context in which they
are to be considered. To this extent, a comparative awareness of policy systems is neces-
sary to avoid mistaking the particularities of the British example for the more general na-
ture of the problems that are involved. Given that ‘culture’ has also become a rapidly
developing sector for state intervention around the world, the extent to which these prob-
lems can be demonstrated to have clear cross-national similarities and consequences, the
greater the potential to develop a common basis in the search for solutions.
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The issue of definition

Williams (1976, p. 76) argued that ‘culture is one of the two or three most complicated
words in the English language’, and it is this complexity that lies at the heart of many of
the problems that are associated with the use of ‘culture” as both a word and an entity
for policy purposes. The difficulty is not so much that the word is hard to pin down in
a definitional sense as that the word is an essentially contested concept. (Gallie 1955/6,
pp. 181-3, in his original discussion of these concepts, used ‘art’ — which is generally as-
sumed to have something to do with ‘culture’ — as a specific example of them). As a con-
tested concept (as noted above, the word ‘culture’ cannot be defined with any precision),
this opens the probability that any particular usage will be subject to debate, with atten-
dant difficulties in resolving such debates in an unambiguously satisfactory fashion. In-
deed, the explosion in usage of the concept to cover a host of almost entirely distinct
concerns — cultural policy alone can be taken to include community cultural development,
cultural diversity, cultural sustainability, cultural heritage, the cultural and creative in-
dustries (Craik 2006a, p. 7), planning for the intercultural city (Bloomfield and Bianchini
2004) cultural planning per se (Evans 2001), support for national languages (Gray and
Hugoson 2004), to the ‘culture wars’ in the United States (see Singh 2003, especially Chs.
1-2) — can be seen to have muddied the waters of definitional clarity to such an extent
that a good deal of care needs to be exercised in identifying precisely which meaning of
‘culture’ is actually being employed, whether by governments, academics or commenta-
tors (McGuigan 2004, Ch. 1). A clear consequence of this variety of meanings is that the
identification of an exact definition that is acceptable to all users is unlikely to occur, as
each directs attention to specific aspects of ‘culture’, and identifies different processes,
actors and institutional arrays as being of analytical concern (see Bennett 2004).

Such a variety of usages does have advantages, however, for actors in the cultural
policy sector, since it allows a great deal of room for manoeuvre in choosing between
potential policy options. It is possible for a wide range of actions and solutions to per-
ceived problems to be labelled ‘cultural” without creating contradictions between these
widely differing approaches to both action and choice. This would, then, allow for a va-
riety of policy options to be made available to participants within the sector, each of which
could, with justification, be subsumed under the catch-all title of ‘cultural policy’. Such
flexibility has obvious political advantages in demonstrating the commitment of actors
to ‘culture’, even if what is undertaken lacks much in the way of overall sectoral coher-
ence or, in some cases, even sense.

This has not, however, prevented attempts to delineate the central components of
‘culture”: a common starting-point for discussing the niceties of the definitional prob-
lems that are involved is with the work of Williams (see especially Williams 1958, 1961)
where a tri-partite division is drawn between ‘culture” as a form of Platonic ideal, ‘culture’
as recorded experience, or ‘culture” as ‘a way of life’. Williams (1981, pp. 10-4) draws
a simpler binary division between idealist and materialist conceptions of culture but this
separation has been much less frequently adopted in discussion. The ‘way of life’ concep-
tion appears to have become a dominant model in policy terms for discussing the focus
and intentions of governmental actions, and is frequently labelled an anthropological
approach — even though anthropology itself has changed the conception of culture that
it employs to refer to a continuous process of rule and meaning negotiation instead
(Wright 1998). A consequence, however, of adopting a ‘way of life’ model of culture is
that it becomes possible to disaggregate this ‘way of life’ to identify the precise elements
of which it is composed. These components can then be manipulated in various ways,
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through policy means, to affect people’s behaviour. This approach to ‘culture” implies a
highly mechanistic view of what ‘culture” is and how it operates, and it is questionable
whether such a view is actually appropriate for what is meant, at least in anthropological
terms, to be a living process. There are, however, clear analytical consequences that arise
from this dominant approach that, themselves, generate further difficulties for using the
term ‘culture’; these are discussed below.

The issue of causality

One difficulty in adopting such a mechanical model of culture lies in demonstrating how
culture has an effect (see Belfiore and Bennett 2008). At a superficial level, on the basis of
the definition as a ‘way of life’, culture appears to be assumed to have an effect upon the
ways in which people behave and interact with each other and their environments. Dem-
onstrating precisely how culture does this is a much more difficult proposition however.
Given that policy is often predicated on the idea of utilizing culture because of its as-
sumed effects, the extent to which the mechanisms by which it operates in this way can
be explained remains unclear and thus casts doubts upon whether assumed effects are,
in fact, real ones. The lack of clarity about the precise mechanisms that are involved in
this process is a long-standing one and works on the doubtful causal (and circular) logic
that: if culture is everything concerned with a way of life then the detail of this way of
life can be explained by reference to culture. Following this line of argument, the idea of
needing to specify the explicit detail concerning the mechanisms that are involved in this
process is not one that is particularly strongly pursued.

It is possible to undertake ethnographic and anthropological investigations to uncover
the assumptions and interpretations that policy actors use in social exchanges (see, for
example, Bevir and Rhodes 2003; Richards and Smith 2004), or even to identify and in-
terpret the patterns of formal and informal structures and behaviours within which social
life takes place (as with new institutionalist approaches: see Lowndes 2002), but these are
not the same as identifying the specific details of precisely how these things have an ef-
fect. While the chains of causality that lead from ‘culture’ to ‘behaviour” remain unclear,
it is difficult to see how an assumed mechanistic model can be demonstrated to be a rea-
sonable approximation of reality. While there is some implicit evidence to indicate that
certain patterns of behaviour can be understood to have been at least constrained by di-
mensions of culture, the mechanisms of transmission from the latter to the former remain
unclear. For example, Knill’s (1999) explanation of differences in national management
of European Union environmental policy depends upon differences in administrative
culture between states as being the dominant variable. At a general level, the differences
in administrative culture can be used to make sense of the management of European
Union environmental policy, but only at this level: at the specific level, the explanatory
value of the variable rests on somewhat less steady foundations.

Whether a deterministic model of causality in the area of culture can ever be identified
is an open question, and is likely to remain so as long as alternative assumptions about
free will and choice are available. At best it may be possible to identify a range of con-
tributory factors that lead towards the determination of boundaries within which choices
will be made by policy actors, but this is not the same thing as demonstrating that there
is an unambiguously cultural causality to choice. In this respect the acceptance of mecha-
nistic assumptions about cultural effects needs to be treated carefully, and the presump-
tion that cultural policies will have mechanistic effects requires serious reappraisal bearing
in mind the above.
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The issue of measurement

Given the difficulties of pinning down a definition of ‘culture’, it is not surprising that
there are difficulties in developing any clear devices for measuring its impact on, or con-
tribution to, particular policy outcomes. This problem is of some concern if evidence of
such cultural contributions is required or desired — particularly in terms of instrumental
policy considerations. How is it possible to know precisely what impact ‘cultural” inter-
ventions have had on the regeneration of run-down areas, for example, or in increasing
people’s sense of self-worth, or in relieving general social exclusion, if there are no clear
measurement criteria available? While it may be possible to identify the quantity and
types of resources that have been dedicated to cultural matters (input measures), the es-
timation of the effects of such resource usage (output measures) is rather more difficult.

The fact that there are difficulties in measuring the effects of cultural interventions has
not, of course, stood in the way of attempts to do precisely this. The usual methods that
have been employed involve either some form of economic cost-benefit analysis
(Myerscough 1988 being an early example), the use of impact and input/output studies
(see Heilbrun and Gray 1993, Ch. 15), or the assignment of weightings or rankings to
various categories deemed to have relevance and/or significance for the phenomena
under consideration (an example here is the “creativity index” of Florida 2002, pp. 244-8,
327-66). Such studies have generally indicated that being ‘cultural” provides large-scale
benefits for local areas that are generally second-order spin-offs from its presence. In other
words, the benefits that are generated from either the provision of direct cultural inter-
ventions, or from having members of the ‘cultural” class living in an area, have little to
do with culture per se and are more to do with the general environmental features of an
area, of which cultural factors are, of course, one component.

Identifying an unambiguously ‘cultural” component to such measurements is inher-
ently difficult given the multi-causal nature of the effects that are being investigated, quite
regardless of whether they are actually relevant forms of measurement in the first place
(see Self 1975, for example, on cost-benefit analysis). Such difficulties are also to be found,
however, in other attempts to measure culture that seek to identify precisely what leads
to the creation of cultural benefits in the first place, as in the case of attempts to identify
‘cultural value’ (Throsby 2001; Holden 2004). In such cases the forms of analysis that are
required move beyond the ‘simply” economic and may require the utilization of aesthetic
judgements (see Gerlach 2006, for example) which are, themselves, somewhat difficult to
quantify. In these circumstances the already difficult task of measuring such a nebulous
concern as ‘culture’ becomes even more so as the identification of precise and unambigu-
ous tools of measurement become multiplied.

Such methodological difficulties in the search to develop measurements of culture for
analytical purposes are not the only ones. Even at the level of descriptive quantified data
there are problems in identifying what are appropriate measures to use for the assess-
ment of, for example, public expenditure on culture, regardless of the difficulties in then
obtaining the actual data that is required to undertake the measurement (Casey et al. 1996,
pp. 179-85; Selwood 2002). The UK Audit Commission measures for the assessment of
cultural services in English local government, for example, are divided between matters
of access, participation, quality and value for money (see Audit Commission 2006, pp.
29-33). The extent to which the measures that have been adopted are actually capable of
doing any more than applying a level of basic quantification to complex issues is another
matter altogether. In some respects the measures simply reflect what can be measured
rather than anything else (‘quality’, for example, being measured through satisfaction
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surveys of facilities, library stock standards and library stock levels: at best these are
rather blunt measures of what is meant by ‘quality” in terms of, for example, the pleasure
derived from actually reading books or piecing together a family tree from library
archives).

In the field of cultural policy, this issue is one that appears to be endemic, with similar
problems of appropriate data availability being present in many countries (Madden 2005).
Likewise, there are problems with measurement in other policy sectors (on education,
see, for example, Bache 2003), indicating that there may actually be deeper-rooted prob-
lems of data and measurement in the specifically cultural case than is immediately ap-
parent at the methodological level.

The issue of attribution

Despite the claims that have been advanced for the contribution of ‘culture” to employ-
ment (Myerscough 1988), regeneration (Evans and Shaw 2004), health, transport, educa-
tion, ‘creating safer and stronger communities” (for all of these, see IDeA 2004; see also
Cowling 2004), as well as a host of other policy issues, the extent to which the claimed
consequences are unambiguously derived from ‘cultural’ activities is open to some
question.

At one level this could be seen as a simple matter of organizational politics, where ac-
cess to resources depends upon the attachment of cultural activities to better resourced
and, politically at least, more significant policy issues (Gray 2002). In this respect, matters
of the precise contribution that ‘culture” has made to the achievement of wider organiza-
tional goals is largely irrelevant as long as it is ‘claimed” to be significant (and as long as
nobody casts doubt on the claim). At another level, this is a central problem for the use
of culture as a tool for instrumental purposes in a climate where a body of evidence is
required for the justification of expenditure and/or investment. In this context, it is neces-
sary not only to claim that ‘culture” has been the effective factor in producing policy results
but also to show it.

The difficulties of developing a clear-cut evidence trail are not, in themselves, peculiar
to ‘culture” alone (Sanderson 2002); however, it can be argued that these difficulties are
multiplied in the cultural case, making attributions of policy effectiveness even more
difficult to make. The major reasons for this multiplication are concerned with the ways
in which ‘culture’ is utilized within the political process. In the case of Britain, for exam-
ple, it is clear that ‘culture’ is used as a toolbox of resources that can be managed (or ma-
nipulated) for pre-determined (and seemingly unproblematic) policy ends (see Gray 2006,
pp- 102-3). As such, a degree of multi-causality must be anticipated in terms of how
‘culture” has an effect and, as cultural resources consist of multiple components (see
Bianchini 1996, p. 21; Department for Culture, Media and Sport 2000, p. 7), which oper-
ate both independently of, and co-dependently with, each other, an unambiguous evalua-
tion of the contribution that each makes to the final policy outcome is likely to be at least
difficult, if not actually impossible, to determine.

The question of whether attribution in this sense is actually a relevant concern for cul-
ture is a further matter of debate. While governments may be concerned with attribution
for reasons connected with the validity or effectiveness — or otherwise — of public
expenditure — or investment — it can be argued that this is actually only capturing one
particular dimension of what cultural policies exist for. Holden (2006, pp. 9, 14-18), for example,
argues that cultural policy is concerned with three distinct forms of value: intrinsic,
instrumental and institutional. A concern with the public expenditure aspect of policy
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attribution is primarily related in this view to the second of these values, and is not con-
cerned with other aspects of policy, such as the actual quality of the cultural products
and interventions that are being discussed. In effect, the search for attribution in the cul-
tural field could be argued to divert attention from the prime purposes of cultural policies
towards secondary considerations. By making these secondary considerations the prime
ones in terms of evaluating policy, as the British Secretary of State for Culture, Media and
Sport has acknowledged (Jowell 2004, p. 8), there can be a lack of concern for what Holden
would see as the intrinsic value of cultural policies themselves. In this respect the ques-
tion of what effects are being evaluated in terms of policy attribution becomes an impor-
tant one to consider, and there is no simple, let alone objective, answer to it. At the very
least issues of evaluation are likely to become increasingly important ones for cultural
policy as the pressures to demonstrate effectiveness grow, and the interests of those doing
the evaluations, and attributing effects to the component parts of such policies, are equally
as likely to become important in the future.

THE ISSUE OF THE CULTURAL POLICY SECTOR IN GENERAL

While there are considerable problems with attempting to utilize ‘culture’ as a policy de-
vice in terms of the methodological and analytical problems that have been discussed
above, there are further problems at an organizational level that can also limit the possi-
bility of developing effective cultural policy, however defined, in a practical sense. While
many of these difficulties stem, in the first instance, from the methodological problems
that exist in this area, others are concerned with questions of political choice about how
the policy sector should be managed within the political system. The answers that have
been given to these questions have had clear policy consequences for the management
of ‘culture’, and these have contributed to the confusions about what cultural policy is
intended to achieve.

The first major issue in this respect concerns the approach that is adopted towards
‘culture” by governments. In many countries the general line appears to be that culture
should be a governmental concern — but one that is preferably dealt with at arm’s length,
and certainly one that involves as little direct, central governmental, activity as possible.
Characterizations of state involvement with cultural policy tend to differentiate between
those which seek to work through funding via intermediate institutions (such as Arts
Council England (Gray 2000) or the Australia Council for the Arts (Craik 2006a)) or
through tax incentive schemes as in the United States (see O’'Hagan 1998, Ch. 5), and
those which more positively take responsibility for forms of cultural production and
management, usually in either an ‘architect’ mode (as in France) or ‘engineer’ mode (as
in China) (see Hillman-Chartrand and McCaughey 1989; Craik 2006a, Appendix C). These
more directly interventionist forms of state involvement tend to form a distinct minority
amongst governments, with most adopting a less directly activist role. The advantages
of operating in this fashion are that governments are able to have an effect by laying
down general policies but they can then avoid direct accountability or responsibility for
the choices that are made on their behalf by the intermediate organizations that are
involved.

The reluctance of national governments to become directly involved in cultural produc-
tion is often reflected in a preference for making cultural policy a discretionary, rather
than statutory, function for regional and local governments. Policy consequences arising
from this are that there is the possibility for the development of diverse forms of policy
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intervention by sub-national actors — where, that is, they actually intervene in the first
place — and also, as a concomitant of this diversity, the subsequent creation of a lack of
policy co-ordination within states at any level. The result of this is not simply the creation
of a mass of un-co-ordinated policies but also the possibility, if not probability, of the
creation of contradictory policies within the sector, where the intentions and expectations
of local and central policies, for example, not only fail to meet but actively oppose each
other (on the results of this for France, see Kiwan 2007; see also Craik 2006a).

Such negative policy consequences are exacerbated by the problems of attempting to
develop more co-ordinated approaches to cultural policy through the adoption of ‘joined-
up government’ strategies (Gray 2004). Leaving to one side the definitional problems that
governments are confronted with (and which can lead to the creation of widely diverse
policy approaches within the sector), the multiple organizations, plans, types of policy
and foci of policy that are involved in the provision of cultural goods and services in-
creases the possibilities of failure in establishing any form of overall policy commitment
and implementation, and often leaves governments to make grand-sounding but opera-
tionally vacuous statements about what policy is meant to achieve (Gray 2006). At the
very least, the territorial tensions between national, regional and local policy concerns in
the field of culture (Gray 2001) cannot be simply overcome by a demand for a ‘joined-up’
or ‘whole of government’ approach to the sector: a more coherent appreciation from
governments of what their cultural policies exist for and are intended to achieve is re-
quired in the first place.

State reluctance to become involved in the cultural field has tended to lead to a con-
centration of effort on particular areas of activity (such as libraries, museums, sport and
theatres) rather than others (such as circuses or direct cultural production through record-
ing studios). Even where the latter forms of intervention exist, it is often the case that
they are dealt with in a directly instrumental fashion — such as using studios to not only
teach the technical skills to enable young people to become club DJs but also to equip
them with electronics qualifications that can be used in the wider job market (as has been
done in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea in London, for example). Whether
this means that activity in this area is more properly described as forming part of an edu-
cation policy rather than a cultural one is not necessarily the point: the attachment of
cultural policies to other policy sectors in this fashion contributes to the instrumentaliza-
tion of culture whatever the reasons may be for doing so (Gray 2007).

This instrumentalization of culture, whether it is an intended or unintended conse-
quence of policy attachment, is not peculiar to systems where the function is discretion-
ary. It is also commonly found where the duty is a statutory one (see Vestheim 1994;
for further discussions of individual Scandinavian countries, see Duelund 2003, Chs 2-6).
This is symptomatic of a further problem affecting the policy sector, that of the lack
of political support that it commonly has within individual political systems. Regardless
of governmental rhetoric that emphasizes the importance of cultural policy, not only for
instrumental means but for the country as a whole (in the British case, see Smith 199§;
Jowell 2004), it is commonly the case that further political commitment to the sector
is relatively weak. In this respect cultural policy forms a clear example of ‘low politics” —
‘residual matters’ of ‘embellishment and detail” (Bulpitt 1983, pp. 3, 29) that central politi-
cal actors neither need to nor, often, wish to, become centrally involved with.

Even where individual politicians become closely associated with cultural policy as
an arena for action (perhaps most obviously seen in the French case with the influences
of Malraux and Lang, and the personalizing of the development of the grands travaux
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under Mitterand), the significance of this in making culture a central matter for political
debate across the wider political community is open to question. The continuing domi-
nance of technocratic forms of professional and bureaucratic control over the policy
sector in France, for example (Collard 1998; Eling 1999, Ch. 8), indicates that there are
severe limits to what individual elected politicians can actually do in circumstances
where the major debates exclude, rather than are led by, them. Such constraining of the
impact of elected politicians is not peculiar to cultural policy (Peters 2001, Ch. 6), and
neither is it restricted to France (see Jenkins 1979, especially Part III). If, however, the
policy sector is not seen as being a particularly significant or politically important one
then an absence of political support can have potentially limiting effects in overcoming
this restraint.

The reasons for such a lack of political support clearly vary between political systems
and can involve questions of ideology (such as the idea that culture is best dealt with
through market mechanisms rather than state intervention), a concern with accusations
of either state censorship of cultural production, or of the idea of state “approved” art (that
is, a concern for complaints about direct control by the state of cultural expression for
directly ‘political’ reasons), or a wish to simply avoid being given increased responsibility
and accountability for a vexatious set of policy concerns. Whichever precise set of reasons
are involved, however, the lack of political significance that is attached to the policy sector
is evident — not least in terms of the amount of resources (financial and human) that are
normally devoted to it. A consequence of this is that the sector is vulnerable to pressures
from other policy sectors that have greater political importance or credibility, and this
can encourage the development of either attachment strategies or the instrumentalization
of the sector itself (Gray 2002, 2007), with a subsequent diminution of concern for the
specifically cultural, rather than the educational, health, regeneration or other sectoral,
content of policy.

CONCLUSIONS

Clearly these sectoral concerns are closely related and, in conjunction, serve to limit the
extent to which the sector can develop an effective role in terms that are not dictated by
the requirements of other policy sectors. The result of this is to reinforce the lack of policy
significance that the sector has and this, as a consequence, makes attempts at the resolu-
tion of the other problems that afflict the policy sector more difficult to undertake suc-
cessfully. Regardless of the complexities and methodological challenges that confront the
sector in terms of causality, measurement and attribution, and the political challenges
arising from the structure of the sector, major issues still exist around the definitional
quagmire that has developed about the subject.

Without clarity about the precise content, meaning and intentions of undertaking ‘cul-
tural” activity, state actors will be consistently confronted with competing pressures that
cannot be dealt with in a simple manner by imposition from above. The inherent com-
plexities of usage that are generated by the essentially contested nature of the concept of
‘culture” will be a sufficient condition for the creation of multiple forms of cultural policy
at different levels within the political system and in different organizations operating at
the same level, regardless of whether this is desirable or simply an unintended conse-
quence of this definitional ambiguity. Each of these forms of policy will contain their own
requirements for identifying what are appropriate forms of measurement, attribution
and causal structure for analysing and assessing how they are operating. As such, the
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alternatives for state actors would appear to be to either develop single paths of analysis
that are simply inappropriate for many, if not most, forms of cultural policy, or to recog-
nize the multiplicity of forms of policy that exist by developing multiple forms of analysis
that are incompatible with each other and non-comparable in effect. Neither, however, is
likely to remove the political and administrative problems that exist within the policy
sector.
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