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INTRODUCTION

European Cultural Policies 2015: A Report with Scenarios
on the Future of Public Funding for Contemporary Art

in Europe

Maria Lind

It is 2015. Art is almost completely instrumentalised

—regardless of whether its financing is private or public.

Art services either national or European interests, where

it is especially useful in the construction or reinforcement

of specific identities. At the same time, art is a desirable
commercial product. It is ideal for collecting and it contributes
to regional development whilst providing society with new
creative employment opportunities. Visiting art museums and
centres is a popular, easily digested leisure activity. In 2015 art
is also used to stave off undesirable fascistic and nationalistic
tendencies in society.

This is one way of viewing the near future according to
the eight contributors to European Cultural Policies 2015: A
Report with Scenarios on the Future of Public Funding for
Contemporary Art in Europe. The report is a collaboration
between laspis (International Artists Studio Programme in
Sweden) eipcp (European Institute for Progressive Cultural
Policies) and abéke, an international design group based in
London. The report has been produced on the occasion of the
Frieze Art Fair 2005.

The other way to view future development would be
towards a more critically oriented art—a cultural practice that
finds its own route via the establishment of self-supporting
micro-systems. This vision of art is not necessarily adapted
for exhibitions and other established institutional formats
while it would remain an important component of civil society.
This more engaged system would encompass more forms
of collaboration than present-day art appears to do. All
according to the contributors to the report. But how would it
be funded?

It would be useful to take a moment to look at the
present. Without making any value judgements about the
question of the relationship between commercial and non-
commercial art activities, you could say that it is increasingly
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difficult to distinguish the private and commercial from the
public and non-commercial. The categories are extremely
porous. Different values and capital flow in diverse directions
and are exchanged. Frieze Foundation—the not for profit
organisation responsible for administering, commissioning
and producing a curatorial programme (Frieze Projects, Talks
and Education) realised annually at Frieze Art Fair—does

for instance receive public funding from amongst other
organisations, Arts Council England. The Frieze Art Fair is a
commercial company, initiated in 2002 by the publishers of
Frieze magazine, and it is still *brought to you’by them, as the
website states. The fair is in turn organised by Frieze Events
Ltd. All entities clearly being part of the ‘Frieze brand’, and
with some of the same individuals appearing in all of them.!
In addition to the commercial galleries, publicly financed
institutions such as the Portikus, Frankfurt; the Stedelijk
Museum Bureau Amsterdam; Sala Rekalde in Bilbao and the
Project in Dublin participate in the Frieze Art Fair, through
their collaboration with Frieze Foundation. It is established
practice now for art fairs to invite public institutions to take
part. But the Frieze Foundation has changed the nature of the
collaboration involved by entering into a formal relationship
with public institutions involved in the fair, which involves
commonly applying for public funding. The Frieze Foundation
has received large sums of money from the European Union’s
cultural fund, Culture 2000. In many ways the activities of the
Frieze Foundation and the Frieze Art Fair seem to anticipate
the Private Public Partnerships that the report claims will
increase drastically in the next decade.

The Frieze Art Fair is generally considered to be a
success.? Business is going well and there are many visitors.
Ambitions are high and the purpose of the Project (Frieze Art
Fair 2005-7: Artists Projects and Talks Programme, organised
by the Frieze Foundation), which plays an important role
at the Fair is, among other things, ‘to increase the general
acceptance and awareness of international contemporary
art; inform and educate artists, critics, curators, gallery
owners, students and the general public about international
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contemporary art, create an annual programme of challenging
debate, feature leading international practitioners, that will
become part of the cultural landscape and help broaden

the public’s interest in contemporary art’.® This sounds like

a statement that could come from any museum or public
gallery. It could be claimed that art fairs have taken over
aspects of the public art institutions’ role and have become
arenas for exchange and innovation. Public spaces struggle
with increased revenue quotas. Politicians and civil servants
insist on external project financing. They make greater
demands for public-friendly exhibition programmes. They also
display a concomitant nervousness about more experimental
and critical art. Successful art fairs on the other hand can
afford to be challenging. Their funding is rarely in danger

and everything that can be linked to investigation, challenge
and exchange is an added bonus.* So connecting a non-
profit foundation to a commercial fair is a win-win situation in
today’s cultural economy.

Does this mean that the agenda of the art-world has
shifted from art museums and galleries to art fairs? If so, what
are the consequences for artists and the art they produce
today? It can be illuminating to look at the specific types of
collaboration between the Frieze Foundation and publicly
financed institutions. In addition to placing their expertise
and credibility at the disposal of the art fair, art institutions
each participate by collaborating and financing a new art
project. Preferably these projects involve timely work. The
budget should be at least 15,000 €.5 As a result, in 2005
this cooperation with the Frieze Foundation has made it
possible to apply for and receive 179,000 € from Culture
2000.% In return, the art institutions receive ‘the expertise and
credibility of Frieze Foundation and Frieze Art Fair’s resources,
space at the fair appropriate to the material manifestation
of the project, any relevant production, construction or
distribution support, project documentation and evaluation,

a number of paid-for nights at a hotel in London, invitations
to participate in a plethora of hosting and networking events,
comprehensive national and international print and digital
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marketing plus the relevant media support and—not least—
access to a very large number of visitors®.” In 2003, 27,602
people came to the art fair and in 2004 the number had

risen to 30,822 visitors, which is about the same attendance
as an average exhibition at the Whitechapel Gallery. Media
coverage of the fair, however, is impressive and you have the
chance to attract a different sort of attention than you might
usually. Interestingly enough, the collaborating institutions
and the artists they work with, receive no other project funding
beyond that of the “Project’ agreement from the 179,000 €
that the Frieze Foundation has received from Culture 2000,

i e no additional funding.

As ‘lead partner’ in this arrangement, the Frieze
Foundation has the right to decline project proposals that
the “partners’ submit. This happened to laspis’ proposal
this year, which was rejected on the grounds that one of the
two suggested artists had already been invited to carry out
one of the Frieze Foundation’s own projects. This resulted
in internal discussions at laspis, a state-financed institution,
about the relation between publicly financed art institutions
and the commercial contexts today. Specifically how these
relationships influence artists and what kind of latitude
artists have in different economic contexts. And importantly,
what constitutes a ‘collaboration’ today. A new proposal
was submitted and after a slight hesitation, this report,
European Cultural Policies 2015: A Report with Scenarios on
the Future of Public Funding for Contemporary Art in Europe,
was accepted by the Frieze Foundation. In the report eight
authors from various parts of Europe have studied and
analysed today'’s situation, in seven regions. In addition,
forward-looking European Union policymaking has been
taken into account and on this basis the authors have drawn
up scenarios for what the situation might look like in 2015. As
the future of public funding for contemporary art is closely
connected to the future of cultural policy in general, many of
the authors also discuss that here.

The picture that emerges in the eight texts shows many
local variations. What the authors found was sometimes



10 European Cultural Policies 2015

obvious and already discernible but on occasions they have
come up with surprising results. An undeniable thread of all
the texts is that art is becoming more and more instrumental.
This is especially true in terms of national/European identity
and when it is seen as primarily an economic stimulant.
Rebecca Gordon Nesbitt, who has studied the situation in
Great Britain, with Scotland as a case study, traces a clear
trend of instrumentalisation of art on the part of the state. This
is partly in relation to notion of social inclusion and stimulation
of the labour market. This situation has arisen as a result of
the growth of Public Private Partnerships, which are common
in other areas of society and dominate within transport and
health care. The Arts Council of England supports the idea
that the private art market is superior to the endeavours
that have traditionally been associated with public activities.
This tends to stimulate a certain type of art production while
suppressing the kind of art that challenges the status quo and
is critical. According to Rebecca Gordon Nesbitt, in ten years
this will lead to a serious polarisation of art. On one hand
the public and the private will have combined into a unified
market; on the other, many artists will have started up new
organisations alongside political activists in order to develop
new self-sustaining cultural micro-economies.

Branca Curdié’s study of Serbia and Montenegro reveals
a situation that is best described as fragmented. State
institutions are wholly dependent upon state subsidies,
which flow automatically to them. Independent organisations,
however, are constantly forced to reapply for minimal
grants. Nevertheless, a number of small organisations with
independent financing—for example, Rex and kuda.org—
have taken on the responsibilities that usually come under the
jurisdiction of state institutions. Direct support for artists is
limited, as is the influence of the market. Interestingly enough,
some direct support comes from the Swiss Pro Helvetia—a
possible harbinger of the future. Branca Curéié’s prognosis
is that the primary financing of art in 2015 will come from
international public sources, albeit ones based on strictly
regulated cultural policies. Parallel to this, individual, working
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artists will face competition from new networks and informal
groupings of artists who will join together to obtain greater
influence. Curgi¢ underlines the necessity of a clear distinction
between commercial and non-commercial production of
culture. This will require education about how different
spheres function if we are to avoid a situation where the art
market becomes ‘the most important regulator of aesthetics
and trends in the art field’.

When Berlin once more became the capital of a unified
Germany a significant shift in German cultural life took place
—from the regions to the capital. This ‘nationalisation’ has,
according to Cornelia Sollfrank, coincided with the renewal of
a view of Germany as a “cultural nation’, whose culture can be
understood as Leitkultur, i.e. as a ‘leading culture’. This has
led to several prestigious and politically motivated projects.
For example, the private Flick Collection at Nationalgalerie,
Hamburger Bahnhof has been financed with public money.
The collection’s value has therefore increased as a result
of public funding from a virtually bankrupt city. Cornelia
Sollfrank sees this as a typical example of how public/private
partnerships have for the most part favoured the private
sphere and its criteria of success. A notion of success based
on high attendance and large supplementary sources of
revenue. Against this background it is hardly surprising that
less than 1% of public subsidies go directly to artists—and
that this proportion is diminishing. The classic humanist-
bourgeois tradition of supporting ‘non-mainstream® work and
art with a narrow public has now been replaced by economic
and functionalist attitudes and actions. Sollfrank’s hope rests
on self-organised micro-systems. They can offer resistance to
a view of the next decade where everything creative must be
saleable and where the number of art museums has halved.
The alternative is that by 2015 art institutions will have become
equal parts leisure centre and theme park.

Huseyin Bhari Alptekin is more optimistic about
developments in Turkey. Since there is no serious cultural
policy in Turkey today—certainly none that favours art
—there’s not much to lose. Private sponsors and companies
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are becoming more and more active and are learning to
appreciate links to EU policies. Turkey has become prominent
with several art projects in Istanbul and Ankara and also in
Diyarbakir and Izmir. Bhari Alptekin notes that more and
more non-Turkish artists and other cultural producers come
to Istanbul to live and work—but cautions against exoticism
and its consequent conditioning that can so easily accompany
policy-related exchanges. But such exchanges do create
fruitful collaborations and enable Turkish artists to have
greater possibilities to do projects abroad. By 2015 Hiseyin
Bhari Alptekin would like to see a diminished hierarchy
between artists and public funding. An alternative would
favour more critical perspectives based on similarities rather
than differences, where art is another form of knowledge
generator.

Historically, art in Belgium has been characterised by
cultural policies based on a separation between Flemish and
French. There have also been a comparatively large number of
private collectors within a rich system of alternative activities.
Frédéric Jacquemin points out that this has created the myth
that artists benefit from the commercial system, while in fact
beside a handful of artists it is only the middlemen who profit.
The newly-established state-funded ‘artist statute’ (funding
of 1,000 €/month) which is supposed to guarantee a regular
income for artists has not functioned properly. The criteria for
receiving this social benefit is more closely associated with
the ‘creative industries’ —advertising and communication
—than with serious artistic work. According to Frédéric
Jacquemin, 2015 will see many small steps completed in the
global transformation of the cultural apparatus. The many art
centres in the previously dilapidated regions of Belgium will
be financed mainly by supra-state organisations like the EU
as part of a massive investment in cultural infrastructures. The
primary direction will be towards satisfying the new corporate
hunger for art and to keep the *body politic* free from
undesired fascistic and nationalistic movements.

Oleg Kireev describes Russia as a society in genuine
transition, where artists strive for international acceptance
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and integration. This means increasing commercialisation.
This has already begun with a large number of new galleries
and an art fair in Moscow where the local middle class
comprise important visitors and potential purchasers. There
is no public support for artists, apart from the so-called Black
Square Prize of 5,000 €, which was first awarded in 2004.
According to Oleg Krieev this development has already had
three palpable consequences: the vulgarisation and de-
conceptualisation of art, which can easily fall to cartoon levels;
the disappearance of critics and the critical discourse, that
are surplus to the requirements of selling art. Finally there

is the growth of a new avant-garde that emerges from the
margins of the prevailing system. He views the avant-garde
as part of society’s nervous and immune systems and he sees
it growing around the National Contemporary Art Centres,
that are financed by the Ministry of Culture, such as those

in Yekaterinburg, Nizhni Novgorod and Kaliningrad. In these
situations individual artists and groups who were born since
the mid-70s have begun to test new ideas. People located

in the peripheries make contact with each other, bypassing
the centre of power in Moscow. In the future, Kireev predicts
that art in Russia will have a greater role in establishing

civil society and that it will function as an important contact
between intellectuals and the general public.

Tone Hansen writes that by 2015 the situation in Norway,
which is still not part of the EU, will see more money than ever
invested in art through a Forum for Culture and Business and
foreign aid. The State is also keen on using its institutions
and it wants to see palpable social effects from its cultural
support. However, a number of public institutions have been
privatised which has resulted in diminished transparency and
accountability. This has reduced debate in the public sphere.
Outsourcing of projects has widened the gap between artists
and institutions. Artists can no longer rely on exhibition fees,
which has been introduced in the 1970s. Institutions now
see themselves as facilitators rather than responsible actors
within the social sphere. As several of the other authors have
pointed out, Tone Hansen underlines that artists who refuse
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to become part of the entertainment industry will inevitably
live under deteriorating conditions.

How do all these regional reports relate to what is going
on on the supranational, European level? Plans for a new
cultural programme, to follow Culture 2000, have existed
as a proposal fom the European Commission since 2004.
However, due to the rejection of the European constitution
in France and the Netherlands, and the failed budget
negotiations for 2007-2013, the process has been delayed.
Nevertheless, according to Raimund Minichbauer some
changes are expected: structural improvements such as a
more open style of governance, including the obligation to be
more user-friendly. There have also been more conservative
proposals that would involve increased funding for translations
of Greek and Latin classical works and economic proposals
limited to stimulating so-called ‘creative industries’. Political
ambitions are reduced in Culture 2007 in comparison to
earlier programmes. The basic attitude is more defensive,
abandoning the old idea of culture’s intrinsic value in favour of
its functionality as part of EU citizenship, image-making and
foreign policy. More clearly than its predecessor, Culture 2007
only relates to Europe.

As part of the restructuring of the whole EU budget,
funding for agriculture will be transfered to knowledge-based-
economies, which should benefit the cultural industries.
Whether this will positively affect the non-commercial art
field remains an open question. Another change is that the
structure of desired cooperations, now called ‘co-operation
focal points®, will require more partners, longer co-operations
and higher budget thresholds, thereby privileging big
players from richer member states. Parallel to this, support
for European networks has resulted in an infrastructure
for transnational cooperation on a more self-organised
level which has made such structures visible as a funding
possibility. One of the main questions therefore is how much
the EU is ready to invest in long-term basic funding for
transnational infrastructures.
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At the Frieze Art Fair in October 2005, the report will be
distributed free of charge. In November 2005 a workshop will
be held at laspis in Stockholm in which tactics and strategies
for concrete action based on the report will be discussed. The
workshop in Stockholm will later be followed up by workshops
in Vienna and elsewhere. The report will also be available as a

pdf-file on www.iaspis.com and www.eipcp.net.

1. www.friezeartfair.com
Frieze Foundation shares the same office
and many of the same administrative staff
as Frieze Art Fair and Frieze magazine.
Each organisation is run separately as its
own distinct company. Amanda Sharp and
Matthew Slotover are the directors of Frieze
Art Fair and publishers of Frieze magazine,
as well as the directors of the Frieze
Foundation, where they act as advisors to
the programme.

2. In 2008 the turnover of the galleries at the
Frieze Ar Fair was officially £ 11.1 million but
is estimated to be more like £ 16-20 million.
In 2004, the official sum was £ 19.6 million
but estimated to be more like £ 26 million.
The profit is not made public.

3. Quote from the Co-Operation Agreement
(C&C CORP/SJE: LN:1A31AES5_45(5)).

4. ‘Frieze Foundation’s funding is not and
has never been “ensured or assured”.
Since it’s inception in 2002 funding for the
programme has been raised independently
by the directors, the curator and the
curatorial assistant. In years 2003 and 2004
funding was secured annually. In 2004 core
funding was secured for years 2005-2007
from European Union and Arts Council
England. “investigation, challenge and
exchange™” is not “an added bonus™ it is
central to what we do.”

Quote from Polly Staple, Frieze
Foundation Curator from email
correspondence with Maria Lind,
Director of laspis, 20 September 2005.

5. Synopsis of *CULTURE 2000:
SPECIFICATIONS FOR 2005: ANNEX C:
FORMAL ELIGIBILITY AND EXCLUSION
CRITERIA B. ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA":

‘The specifications for the Culture 2000
application stipulates that each co-

organiser of an annual or multi-annual
project must contribute a minimum of 5%
of the total budget. In August 2004 laspis
was invited to participate in an annual
co-operation agreement project. As the
total budget for the 1-year project was
300,000 €, laspis was invited to participate
on the condition that the organisation
would contribute 15,000 €. In return for the
15,000 € contribution, Frieze Foundation
agreed to allocate 15,000 € of the grant to
project production costs as well as several
other non-monetary benefits.

‘In October 2004 it was decided that it would
be preferable to submit a multi-annual co-
operation agreement, to secure funding for
a longer period. As the budget for the 3-
year project was approximately 900,000 €,
the 5% contribution from each organisation
had to increase to 45,000 €.

Quote from Kitty Anderson, Frieze
Foundation Curatorial Assistant in reference
to the co-operation agreement between
Frieze Foundation and partners by email

21 September 2005.

6. In 2003 the Frieze Foundation received
135,616.97 € from Culture 2000, and
the following year, 148,520 €. The
Foundation’s application for 2005-2007,
granted in May 2005 is comprising
537,900 € over three years.

7. Quote from Polly Staple, from email
correspondence with Maria Lind,

20 September 2005.
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Gerald Raunig

Cultural policies in Europe are not only a marginal political
field in the EU’s range of competences, but also a vague
terrain in terms of relevant research and theorisation. Even
though numerous empirical studies on individual partial areas
of the theme exist, they remain not only restricted to certain
regions or narrowly delimited topics, in most cases they are
also instrumental, trivial or under-theorised. This makes it all
the more difficult to seriously comply with the ambitions of the
present study, specifically to formulate statements pertaining
to the mid-term perspectives of this complex field and to our
specific focus on contemporary art. To avoid succumbing to
poetic speculation or fiction—even though that would hold
a certain charm—the coordinator of the study, Raimund
Minichbauer, and our institute eipcp have secured the
approach to this endeavor with the following preconditions.

1. Instead of preparing a comprehensive study taking
a totalizing view of Europe as a whole (regardless of where
the borders of this Europe are fantasised to be), we have
asked seven experts from different regions to develop the
regional specificities and disparities of their cultural-political
experiences. This is intended to highlight both the respective
distinctive features and the similarities of various national and
regional tendencies in cultural policies.

2. We have supplemented these reports with a critical
view of the specific developments of EU cultural policies,
including the future of public funding for contemporary art
in Europe. Plans for the future EU cultural programme that
is intended to operationalise European cultural policies from
2007-2013 as the successor to Culture 2000 provided a useful
standard of comparison.

3. In order to be able to make a reasonably realistic
assessment of future cultural policies, the individual essays
draw specific lines from the developments of the past ten to
fifteen years. Extending these lines into the future, projecting
images of possible cultural-political arrangements in relation
to contemporary art into the year 2015 on the basis of hetero-
geneous experience and reflection, is the method of this study.
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4. Our hope is that the foundation of assessments of
cultural-political developments thus formulated will enable
drawing conclusions about progressive cultural policies in
Europe and especially about their resistive positioning in
a field of cultural producers, who regard the critique of
cultural policies in Europe as a necessary component of
their own work.

Sometimes it seems as though the political and social
conditions that we live in and within Europe are simply
regressing back to the rigid forms that marked the 1950s in
respectively different ways on both sides of the Cold War:
authoritarianism, top-down consensus and the rigid exclusion
of minorities in general, the persecution of political artists,
the abolishment of undesirable institutions, censorship
and criminalisation in the realm of cultural policies. In this
respect, the year 1968 and the 1970s could be seen as a brief
rupture, which was and will continue to be followed by the
reconstruction of the constrained, ordered conditions of the
subsequent decades well into the new millennium.

A closer look, however, shows the developments of the
past fifty years to be less of a briefly interrupted repetition
of the same reactionary pattern, but rather a complex and
successive advancement of neoliberal capitalism and the
increasingly rapid appropriation of the respective forms of
resistance. In the years following World War Il, the European
nation-states in Western Europe were still constructed in a
way that the state apparatus regulated the capitalist machine.
Without affording more room to the molecular hot spots,
the micro-fascisms of the various forms of fascism from
the first half of the century, these molar state apparatuses
were models of hard segmentarity, of totalisation and
centralisation. The task of cultural policies was accordingly
to striate the nations as cultural nations and strengthen
national identities. State attacks on avant-garde (or even just
modern) art—which were in Austria, for instance, even partly
in continuity with the NS regime—were able to contribute to
strengthening this cultural-political authoritarianism.

With the molecular revolutions of the 1960s and 1970s
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this paradigm of hard segmentarity in the nation-states of
Western Europe was finally ruptured. A phase of testing
empancipatory concepts emerged at the cultural-political
level, which the Western European left-wing derived primarily
from the cultural policies of the early Soviet Union (Proletkult,
LEF, Productivism, Constructivism). ‘Culture for all* and
‘culture from all* were to bring art to the street and into life
for a second time, but failed this time not because of the
structuralization of the state apparatus and cultural policies
as in Stalin’s Soviet Union, but because of post-fordist
capitalism’s potential for adaptation.

Here appropriation turns around completely: the
state apparatuses are now merely parts of the capitalist
machine, which can be opposed or added to. Whereas
the movement of deterritorialisation and reterritorialisation
in the post-war years could still be regarded as the over-
coding of the capitalist machine by the state apparatus, in
the context of the development labeled globalisation, we
must speak of an inverse appropriation and coding of the
state apparatus by the machine. The 1968 generation is
part of this deterritorialisation; in its anti-military, feminist
and non-representationist streams this generation opposed
the authoritarian nation-state, but also increasingly paved
the way for the shattering of the welfare state in the years
thereafter. This also applies to the withdrawal of state cultural
policies and financing. While supposed to contribute to ever
new waves of molecular battles, during the 1980s and 1990s
the emancipatory cultural policy concepts of the 1970s lost
their explosive force and turned into a new paradigm of the
spectacle, of creativity, and of productivity.

In both the current practice and the programming of
cultural policies in Europe today, there are traces to be found
from all three phases outlined above:

1. The old pathos of the concept of culture appears as a
replica of the authoritarian 1950s in phrases that continue to
invoke culture as an instrument for forming identity, yet even
in its most up-to-date form of ‘European identity”’ it is hardly
able to deny its origins in the culturalism, cultural humanism
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and cultural essentialism of past centuries. Coupled with the
old colonial idea that culture is eminently suited as a vanguard
of expansion or as a marketing instrument for the nation (or
super-nation), cultural identity (especially as European cultural
identity) is popular for all kinds of links between identitary
politics and kulturkampf politics. At the level of European
policy papers as well, harmonious sounding phrases often
mask culturalist (community through cultural identity),
economic (location factor) and exclusionist phantasms
(excluding the Other of Europe, whether it is Islamic, American
or extraterrestrial).

2. With the adaptation, or rather the perversion of
emancipatory practices of the 1970s, the field of cultural
policies increasingly becomes a space of action for neoliberal
governmentality: participation becomes obligatory, creativity
becomes an imperative, transparency becomes total
surveillance, life-long learning turns into a threat, education
means permanent social control, and grassroots democracy
means developing software that applicants for cultural funding
can use to evaluate one another. Diverse outsourcing models
and mediator positions form a network of dependencies,
operating in a way that is far more complex and thorough than
the old lord—vassal hierarchy of cultural support in the past.
Autonomous cultural initiatives meet with a fate similar to that
of the autonomous genius-artist; specifically in the precarious
aspect of their autonomy, they become necessary agents of
governmentality control.

3. However, in addition to the control society instruments
of internalising control in an increasingly complex network of
institutions and NGOs (and in the self of the actors), the old
disciplining authority of the state arises again, but this time
as an effect of neoliberal economisation and unbounded
deregulation, appearing in the realm of culture in the form
of requirements for ‘third-party funding’, public-private
partnership, audience numbers, economic evaluations,
cultural support for the creative industries, or simply
substituting private resources for state responsibility. In
the advancement of post-fordist capitalism, it seems that
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a transition has taken place here from a purportedly liberal
phase to an authoritarian one, in which economisation and the
dispositive of security supplement one another. Everywhere
that these tendencies are picked up and in conjunction with
a broader movement to repress critical elements, exceptional
cases of criminalisation and direct repression become more
widespread. Current examples of this renewed turn to the
authoritarian in cultural policies as well include such very
different cases as that of the PublixTheatreCaravan in Italy,
the Critical Art Ensemble and Steve Kurtz in the USA, or the
exhibition Caution, Religion at the Sakharov Center

in Moscow.

For the future it may be expected that there will be an
even closer interweaving of these three lines of identity
culturalism, governmentality control, and renewed
authoritarian interventions on the part of a nation-state
otherwise staging its retreat. Along with this, there is the
danger of a further loss of autonomy in the content of art
production, cultural work and cultural policies, of the political
in art increasingly being taken over and of a greater scarcity of
funding for democracy-political and critical aspects in cultural
policies. For the prognosis of developments for cultural
policies and cultural funding in Europe over the next ten
years, this juncture is the most important point of reference,
suggesting that negative effects are to be anticipated at every
level (from the local through the national to the supranational).

This is why strategies are needed to strengthen and link
radical reformist elements of the cultural-political discourse
in Europe—in other words the elements that not only aim
for smaller regulating measures within the limited field of
cultural policies. The term ‘radical reformist’ is intended to
demonstrate that—particularly in the governmentality setting
—it is not sufficient, in our opinion, to attack the various
state apparatuses in an abstract negation, to regard social
movements as the absolute Other of institutions (whether they
are state bureaucracies, independent NGOs or autonomous
self-organisations). On the other hand, it is indeed a matter
of producing ruptures that cut through monopolising
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entanglement in the network of multiplied mediation. The
point is to find methods other than the interventions of
special interest groups and lobbies, and to promote contents
that at least temporarily resist re-coding: for instance in the
exemplary idea of the French Intermittents, who not only
defend their rights, but also demand the extension of these
rights from the field of cultural work in the direction of a
general basic income; or in pushing for a general strategy
against the Fortress Europe to fight against repressive
measures in the area of security, migration, asylum and
legal policies.

In addition to the exchange of knowledge about cultural
political developments in the various regions of Europe, this
study is also a means of the concatenation of actors in this
segment. Among other things, it is intended to strengthen
awareness, (self-) criticism and reflection of the political role
of (art) institutions as agents (with their power of positive
and negative impact). Finally, the strategies that are to be
developed are intended to promote the transversalisation of
the radical reformist, cultural political discourse. The code
2015 thus takes on the character of a possible objective of
political formation.

| would like to thank Isabell Lorey and my
eipcp colleagues Andrea Hummer, Raimund
Minichbauer and Stefan Nowotny for
criticism and advice.



DON’T LOOK BACK IN ANGER
Rebecca Gordon Nesbitt

Despite a modicum of autonomy having been devolved
to Scotland, Wales and (in times of peace) Northern Ireland,
policy in the United Kingdom'is still largely dictated by the
central government at Westminster? which, in turn, reflects the
increasingly neo-liberal priorities of the Blair administration.
In May, 2004, Tessa Jowell, Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport, published a discussion document which
exemplified the New Labour vision of culture.® Defending
art from leftist charges of elitism, in language that sought to
endear the culture sector, she argued for the recognition of
the inherent worth of culture:

Too often politicians have been forced to debate culture
in terms only of its instrumental benefits to other agendas
—education, the reduction of crime, improvements in well-
being—explaining—or, in some cases, apologising for—our
investment in culture in terms of something else. In political
and public discourse in this country we have avoided the more
difficult approach of investigating, questioning and celebrating
what culture actually does in and of itself.

In somewhat contradictory fashion, Jowell went on to
argue that ‘as a Culture Department we still have to deliver
the utilitarian agenda and the measures of instrumentality that
this implies..." Having thus paved the way for the sensitive
instrumentalisation of art, she lauded its transformative
potential. Exempting government from tackling the root
causes of inequality, she appropriated culture as a tool in
combating ‘poverty of aspiration’, which she identified as
the main obstacle separating rich from poor, presumably on
the basis that aspiration is all that is necessary to remove
individuals from poverty. One of the few critical responses to
this document decried the lack of acknowledgement of the
critical potential of art:

...Jowell edges uncomfortably close to a new social
mission for the arts... What this leaves out—if not denies—is
art’s provocative role. Through much of the past 50 years, art
has been properly concerned not to cement national identity
but to question it. In that, it continued the great modernist
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project of ‘making strange’, of disrupting rather than
confirming how we see the world and our place in it...*

Indeed, as we shall see, little understanding of criticality
has been factored into state funding models. By examining
as case studies the cultural policy of England and Scotland
in the early years of the twenty-first century, it is possible to
identify trends and, to some extent, predict the trajectories
that culture will be forced to follow in the next decade.

X
Evidently believing culture to be a burgeoning area and
one over which a relatively toothless Scottish Executive
might exert some influence, First Minister of Scotland Jack
McConnell asserted in 2003:

| believe we can now make the development of our
creative drive, our imagination, the next major enterprise for
our society. Arts for all can be a reality, a democratic right, and
an achievement of the early 215 century.®

Three years earlier, Scotland’s National Cultural Strategy
had laid the foundations for policy North of the Border.® Aside
from the obvious use value of culture in consolidating national
identity, one of the four main strategic objectives set out in
this document was to ‘realise culture’s potential contribution
to education, promoting inclusion and enhancing people’s
quality of life’, presaging future instrumentalisation. When the
time came for the ‘arms length’ funding bodies to implement
policy, the Scottish Arts Council responded by including in its
Corporate Plan (2004-2009) a consideration of the benefits
of art within Education, Social Inclusion, Tourism and the
Creative Industries. Of these, perhaps the biggest white
elephant is social inclusion, a catch-all term for using the
arts to improve health and wellbeing, while targeting minority
ethnic communities and disabled people for participation in
arts activities, on the understanding that:

Tackling the complex relationship between education,
health and poverty is fundamental to a concerted and long-
term effort to revitalise Scotland’s economy and to improve
the quality of life of all its communities. We know the arts play
a crucial role in making Scotland a better place to live and work
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and in narrowing inequalities in society.”

For the Scottish Arts Council, increasing participation in
the arts now takes precedence over supporting artists, with
£43 million (57.8% of total budgets) being allocated for this
purpose in 2005/06 in the hope that *by 2006 [it will] increase
the number of cultural programmes in areas of economic and
social disadvantage and the numbers of partners engaged
in supporting these programmes by 10% from a baseline set
in 2003/04° .8 The adoption of this rhetoric caused sufficient
concern within arts communities to prompt the formation of
a group of unnamed artists and arts professionals, known
as the Cultural Policy Collective, who published a pamphlet
examining the premises of social inclusion and concluding
that it is:

...premised on the top-down ‘democratisation’ of
culture, a process aimed at engaging members of ‘excluded’
groups in historically privileged cultural arenas. Such a policy
neither reforms the existing institutional framework of culture,
nor reverses a process of damaging privatisation. Instead, it
attempts to make the arts more accessible in order to adapt
its target audiences to an increasingly deregulated labour
market.®

Not only does the use of culture within a social inclusion
agenda encourage previously disenfranchised workers to
play a productive role in the economy, but it also aims to
project a veneer of job satisfaction from within the sector, with
‘empowered’ arts workers finding self esteem through their
poorly paid work. By ring-fencing cultural spending in this
way, to plug the gaps in health and education, social inclusion
policy acts as a palliative that simultaneously does nothing to
address the causes of inequality in society and again fails to
recognise the critical potential of art.

While an examination of the 1991 census identifies
an estimated 2% of the workforce of Scotland engaged in
cultural occupations and an extrapolation of figures collected
in a 2003 audit shows that visual artists contribute £22 million
to the Scottish economy, the same report demonstrates
that 82% of visual artists in Scotland earn less than £5,000
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per year from their practice, with 28% earning nothing
whatsoever.” The Scottish Artists’ Union™, established in
2001 along traditional trade union lines, aims to address
such inequalities of income, following similar attempts by the
Artists’ Union® in London (1972-1983) and initiatives beyond
the UK. Current realities would suggest, however, that artists
are barely more empowered than when they first began
unionising.

Rather than investing in the research and development of
artistic practice or in the grassroots organisations that do the
most to support this practice, the visual art department of the
Scottish Arts Council cites the maintenance of core institutions
as its main priority within its remit to increase participation
and pours the majority of its funding (more than 93% of voted
funds) into an infrastructure of galleries and museums under
the misapprehension that some of it will trickle down to artists
through nominal fees.™ Only a tiny percentage of visual arts
funding reaches artists directly, tending to favour those with
a proven track record rather than those at the start of their
‘careers’.™ There is little transparency about how grants
are awarded and minimal involvement of artists in decision-
making processes or strategic planning committees.

In April 2004, a Cultural Commission was set up by the
Scottish Executive to review cultural provision in Scotland,
which is likely to see the demise of the Arts Council in favour
of centralised (Scottish Executive) or localised (local authority)
control of cultural provision.® Representations have been
made on behalf of artists and grassroots communities for
better direct support and resources, but it remains to be
seen, when the Commission reports back to the Executive at
the end of June 2005, the extent to which these wishes are
taken into account. Elsewhere, questions are being raised as
to the viability of continuing to accept compromised public
funding. Francis McKee—who curated the first dedicated
representation of Scotland at the Venice Biennale in 2003
and the recent Glasgow International and is, therefore,
well placed to understand the national and local funding
situation—has commented:
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At root, there is a lack of confidence in public funding
for the arts. The government do not demonstrate any
passionate commitment to the funding for artists —either
forgetting the reasons for the introduction of such public
funding or no longer believing in the original principles of that
contract. Perhaps it is time to reassess the whole basis of the
relationships between the art community and the government.
It may be wrong for the government to have any involvement
with the arts in contemporary society and the old expectations
of funding may be redundant. In this case, artists might have
to accept that it would be healthier to expect no public funding
rather than continued funding from bodies unconvinced or
unable to understand the role of the arts in their culture...®

Whether artists are rendered ineligible for public funding
by failing to meet ever more stringent criteria or whether they
relinquish their claim to it altogether, it is clear that a viable
economic alternative will have to be found that sustains
artistic practice in the future. Public funding bodies, it seems,
have their own, rather surprising, ideas on what this might be.

Where once it might have been possible to speak of a
division between public and private interests, within the art
microcosm, as elsewhere, there has been a steady erosion
of any semblance of distinction, with a mesh of interweaving
solidarities ensuring that there is an ongoing symbiosis
between the two realms. It is important to note that this does
not entail a nation state entirely subordinate to corporate
interests; rather that ‘the illusion of a weakened state is the
smokescreen thrown up by the designers of the “new order”.
Margaret Thatcher concentrated executive power while
claiming the opposite; Tony Blair has done the same’."” But it
is a truism that nowadays no consideration of cultural policy
in the UK public sector would be complete without mentioning
the private sector.

Throughout the 1990s, multinational corporations
intervened into publicly-funded arts institutions, primarily
through sponsorship programmes and networking clubs.™®
This move was, by and large, embraced by institutions whose
ambitions had exceeded their budgets. Initially centred on
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London, there is evidence that the practice of corporate
sponsorship has spread throughout the UK.™ Additionally, in
struggling to meet the increasing obligations of their public
funding, multi-functional arts centres have largely adopted

a model described elsewhere in the public sector (transport,
education, health) as Public Private Partnerships, through
restaurant franchising and corporate hires.

Rather than countering the trend for direct corporate
intervention into the arts and publicly-funded attempts to
fuel the private labour market through policies like social
inclusion, or by lobbying for recognition of the critical value of
art in order to safeguard it, Arts Council England responded
by commissioning a report from private consultants called
Taste Buds: How to Cultivate the Art Market.?® This document
unequivocally places the flourishing private market at the
centre of the art system and examines how it could be better
exploited, identifying a further 6.1 million potential collectors of
contemporary art. In a final assimilation of public into private,
the report identifies *subscription [...] the process by which art
is filtered and legitimised® whereby:

Networks of art world professionals, including academics,
curators, dealers, critics, artists and buyers, provide advocacy
and endorsement for an artist’s work through exhibitions,
critical appraisal and private and public purchases. The
value of an artist’s work increases in direct proportion to the
subscription it attracts and sustains.?

Taste Buds demonstrates exactly how this process
works, with all activities in what was traditionally regarded
as the public sphere—from art school and artist-led activity
to public gallery—rendered subordinate to the market.
Significantly, the report places ‘special emphasis on the
sales of “cutting edge” contemporary work, which is critically
engaged’. Combined with the fact that the Department of
Culture, Media and Sport has just frozen Arts Council England
funding (which essentially means a £30 million shortfall over
the next few years??), that the Welsh Arts Council narrowly
escaped being scrapped in favour of centralised Welsh
Assembly control®® and that the Cultural Commission in
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Scotland is likely to recommend more centralised control, it
could be assumed that, by potentially finding a private home
for even the most challenging artwork, Arts Council England is
pre-emptively exempting itself from support.

In Scotland, this move towards the private market has
been paralleled by funding being ear-marked for art fairs®
and a ‘collecting initiative’?® (which has so far seen the
production of a leafiet?® to engender a new art-buying public
and the introduction of interest-free loans for the purpose?®).
Ongoing public funding for Glasgow’s internationally
successful commercial gallery, The Modern Institute—which
has arguably influenced a general move towards more
readily commodifiable artwork discernible in the city—has
been secured for the next three years.? The 2004 Glasgow
Art Fair included stands by many grassroots organisations;
lack of funding for travel means that attendance at art fairs
is advocated by public funders for those voluntary initiatives
wishing to broaden their networks and has been cited as the
reason for artist-run Transmission taking part in the Frieze
Art Fair 2004, something that would have been unthinkable
a few years ago.? It comes as little surprise, therefore, that
the content of artist-run spaces increasingly parallels that of
commercial galleries.

What the concept of a thriving private market bridging
the public funding shortfall fails to take proper account of is
the position of critically-engaged art in relation to the private
market. Aside from the fact that it is unrealistic to expect the
most contentious work to find buyers, it is also conceivable
that artists may not want to offer up their practice for
commodification. In 1991, Glasgow-based artist Ross Sinclair
noted that artist-led initiatives defined their own terms for
how work should be made and shown and, particularly when
occurring outside London, were most successful when dealing
with a specifically local context rather than aspiring to adopt
the language of the commodified centre:

When the context of art dissolves into the realm of
formalism and the art world exclusively, it has relinquished
much of its potential for social function. It loses an important
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dimension and diminishes from a potentially rounded, holistic
art practice and becomes a two-dimensional veneer. Then its
meaning and location exists primarily for the market and the
cultural activity. Art ceases to have a wider social function other
than in matters of economics.*

X
Fast-forward ten years and the logical consequence of current
cultural policy is that the majority of artists will no longer be
able to rely on public funding for the research and production
of their work.

In kowtowing to regressive, market-driven policies like
social inclusion, the *arms-length® funding bodies rendered
themselves indistinguishable from Government and will have
ceased to exist, replaced by bureaucrats, with no specialist
arts knowledge, intent on instrumentalising culture to neo-
imperial ends. When consideration is given to the negligible
amount of unencumbered public funding remaining, those
artists intending to voice dissent through their work—by
destabilising fragile notions of national identity or challenging
the wisdom of Government policies—will be the first to
be discounted. While the state will continue to hand out
occasional accolades in the form of residencies and awards,
for those with career paths validated by its core infrastructure,
artists will largely be abandoned to finding alternative sources
of income, such as teaching and installation work, that is
increasingly the norm.

In order to avoid this, battle needs to be waged on
several fronts. Those who believe in the public provision of
independent culture as a fundamental democratic right must
continue to lobby for improvements in the system, to ensure
that more money is disseminated directly to artists and free
of obligation. As a defence against the instrumentalisation
of artistic practice, a sound case needs to be made for the
primacy of artistic autonomy, which has been all too easy to
dismiss in the rush to harness art to a questionable political
agenda. This will necessitate grassroots research into
historical and contemporary practice and its appropriation
by various regimes. The findings of this research will provide
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sympathetic Secretaries of State with the tools they need to
justify “what culture actually does in and of itself’.

By 2015, the network of “public’ arts institutions will
have consolidated itself, in partnership with the private sector,
with a few casualties falling by the wayside. Without being
held to account, the majority of institutions will continue failing
to make any significant difference to the economies of the
artists they are alleged to serve. To prevent this, the existing
institutions of art need to be made more accountable and
transparent. In this regard, one of the recommendations made
to the Cultural Commission in Scotland on behalf of artists
and grassroots organisations was that institutions should
include a clear line in their budgets detailing fees to artists,
aside from production or exhibition costs. This would allow
for the ready comparison of institutions to each other and to
national standards that are yet to be set. Institutional figures
with a conscience must take a stand on matters of principle
such as this and have a responsibility to set and adhere to the
parameters of what is acceptable in their treatment of artists.

New organisations will be required that are capable
of responding to the changing situation. In London, a
diverse group has formed around Flaxman Lodge, a space
established in response to the fact that ‘very few economic
models, forms of organisation or address|...] have managed
to keep pace with the fields they claim to engage and
critique®. Aiming ‘to imagine building environments that
might offset the crushing corporatisation of cultural space
in London’ Flaxman Lodge has acknowledged the ‘tension
between what could be referred to as its inevitable subject-
centredness (courtesy of the lease, funds and space that
make it possible), and its objective to build models of
collective production, enunciation, sustainability*.®' Following
an initial invitation, in March, 2004, for thirty people to join an
internet forum and play a part in the democratic regulation of
activities, many more people have registered to be involved,
which has generated as much of a mental space as a physical
one and is at the forefront of many of the issues outlined
here.®? As power is concentrated in ever fewer hands, self-
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sustaining economies will need to be developed that do not
rely solely on the logic of capitalism. It is too early to imagine
what these may be but work needs to be done in close
conjunction with economists to develop new possibilities.
Abetted by the public sector, the private market
will have flourished and replaced public funding as the
predominant means of support for those graduating from
art schools in the UK. This will tangibly affect the kind of
work being made by artists. Given the convergence of
public and private interests in the total orientation towards
a market economy, artists wishing to undertake work that is
not determined by market forces will be left with little choice
besides total withdrawal and a refusal to engage with existing
mechanisms. This will extend to both their individual and
collective practice and the multifarious attempts by artists to
bypass institutions, through their self-organised activity, in
recent decades will form the basis for this.
The Cube microplex in Bristol is an interesting example
of non-hierarchical voluntary labour, with more than a
hundred people involved in producing a lively programme of
events in an old cinema space (sometimes only tangentially
related to film), relying on ticket sales for running costs and
programming.® Jeremy Rifkin, president of the Foundation
on Economic Trends in Washington DC, calculated that
government provision of a ‘shadow wage’ through tax
deductions for the partially employed and a guaranteed
income for the unemployed (a move which apparently
received unambiguous support in the United States as early
as 1967), would work out cheaper for the government than
administering community programmes themselves.** Similar
moves within the voluntary sector of the art world would
safeguard its necessary survival. While the introduction
of salaried positions into voluntary organisations would
inevitably force a significant shift in ethos that some may
not be prepared to accept, the right to make a living wage
should be extended to individual artists and those working in
grassroots organisations.
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Another avenue of expression for critically-engaged
practice may be found by linking with broader critical and
activist agendas. In this regard, Variant magazine is a pioneer;
the current issue features articles around the G8 summit, the
detention of refugees in Scotland and the exclusion of women
from the politics of Northern Ireland alongside artwork by
Glasgow-based artists Euan Sutherland and Jim Colquhoun.®®

The predictions being made here are by no means
fanciful; they merely follow the trajectories of current cultural
policy in the UK to their (il)logical conclusions. Rumblings of
discontent are becoming more audible among many disparate
communities and alternatives are beginning to be sought.
Much work needs to be done, on both a theoretical and
practical level, to protect and sustain artistic autonomy for the
future. But, there has never been a better time to start—in ten

years’ time, it will be too late.
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RUSSIA, 2005-2015:
WHERE DO WE GO NOW FROM NOWHERE?
Oleg Kireev

A country in transition—to what?

Hectic, chaotic, full of all different kinds of “flows’, in the midst
of these the capital, which is hardly a small city: Russia today
is an outstanding example of a society in a state of transition.
But a transition to what? There are various possible answers
to this; prognoses for the future also vary accordingly.

Liberals would say, the transition is taking place from
a ‘post-communist’ state of deregulation to a standardised
capitalism. According to this logic, the faster we become
members of WTO, the better. But the Russian market does
not want to open its doors too widely to transnational
corporations. For example, the ongoing discussion about
building Russian IT-clusters like Bangalore is impeded by the
fact that national companies do not want to invest in such
clusters if foreign capital will dominate there. Therefore some
other disputers would say the transition is taking place from
a disastrous age of common destruction (‘Yeltsinism®) to a
healthy and safe ‘national capitalism’. However, there are also
some less obvious, more hidden streams in life and thought
that can open up completely different perspectives, and we
must also keep these in mind when thinking about the
next decade.

Reality shows that while the intellectuals were just
starting to conceptualise a shocking experience of the past
decade, to unite disparate conclusions and to understand the
situation in its complexity, a new mass culture of consumption
had already been created and the new generation was raised
on hi-tech commodities and MTV. This makes a transition
complex and multi-layered and forces us, theoreticians and
artists, good will activists and cognition workers, to think in
multi-dimensional terms, focus on sophisticated scenarios,
probe the feedback, experiment with some essentially new
decisions. History is open, the future is not predetermined.
And if art does not lead the way in an avant-garde of
experiments, will it still be avant-garde art?
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Integrative tendencies

The past year was celebrated with several events proving that
Russia wants to be internationally accepted and integrated:
1st Moscow Biennial, 1st Russian Social Forum, and—from the
government side—a bid from Moscow for the 2012 Olympic
games. Whereas 2000-2003 brought the sweet taste of
being included in the World Wide Web through the domestic
appropriation of the flashmob, the consumerist use of hi-
tech, etc., now Russia is pushing to establish connections
and exchange with the rest of the world. The integration will
probably take place. The 1st Moscow Biennial did not show
an ‘export-import® model of a peripheral art scene, but rather
quite an intrig