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The business models of arts and cultural organisations have received
sustained attention in EU cultural policy of late, with a combination of
technological and economic change providing the impetus for these
developments. Whilst there has been substantial work on business
models in management research, and a wealth of critical perspectives
on the introduction of practices and principles from ‘business’ into
the arts, the business models of arts and cultural organisations and
indeed, what occurs within these organisations in response to an
external prompt to change the model, have been comparatively underresearched.
This literature review was written as part of the four-year cooperation
project called Creative Lenses funded by the EC via the Creative Europe
programme. A key aim of the research is to explore the business models
of arts and cultural organisations and to test the extent to which ‘business
models’ provided an appropriate and beneficial tool for organisational
development. As such it aims to provide a broad overview of existing
approaches to theorising the relationship between the principles and
practices of ‘business’ and arts and cultural organisations. It does so in
order to help create a common starting point for shared learning and
discussion between project partners within Creative Lenses, both of which
are key objectives of cooperation projects. It is therefore written with a
particular objective in mind and does not aim to provide a comprehensive
review of academic perspectives. Instead it concentrates on three

headline debates – practicalities, ideology and organisational missions,
summarising the debate in these areas to provide a springboard for crosspartner reflection and discussion.
The majority of the research reviewed displays academic caution towards
the spread of business logics into the arts, particularly where this appears
to be driven by reductions in government funding. However, empirical
study of how practitioners negotiate these developments is limited, with
the problematic influence of ‘business’ or ‘market’ logics often being
assumed rather than posed as an empirical question. This suggests a
key task of Creative Lenses is to start to correct the balance between
assumption and actuality by exploring what happens at the level of
practice when ‘business models’ are introduced as a focus for discussion
and organisational change.
In addition to a thematic literature review this paper includes an introduction
to the research project as a whole plus a short review of the policy
developments which have led to business models being named as a
(short-lived) policy theme.

5

’ N E W B U S I N E S S M O D E L S ’ F O R C U LT U R A L O R G A N I S AT I O N S :

C R E AT I V E L E N S E S W O R K I N G PA P E R N O. 1

A C R I T I C A L L I T E R AT U R E R E V I E W

1. INTRODUCTION

6

EU cultural policy contains many potentially disparate
themes: ambitions for equality and accessibility sit
alongside a drive for innovation and economic growth.
Culture is used to address several issues confronting
the EU and the member states. Emphasis is placed on
telling a ‘European story’ to promote a sense of shared
identity at the same time as culture being seen as key
to the future competitiveness of cities, regions and
states against a backdrop where manufacturing and
economic production has shifted elsewhere.

The introduction of a language of
business models, particularly within policy
documents and initiatives originating from
the European Commission (EC), can be
linked to discursive shifts associated with
this latter use of culture.1 As discourses
of the ‘creative industries’ and ‘cultural
economy’ have become firmly implanted
with policy circles, practices and languages
familiar within the private sector have
been presented within cultural policy as
appropriate areas for intervention. In its
current programme of support for the
cultural sector, Creative Europe (2014-2020),
‘new business models’ are one amongst
several themes. Creative Lenses was
developed in response to this and aims to
test how such concepts are received at the
level of practice.
Creative Lenses is a cooperation project
rather than a conventional research study.
This is significant as it means the project
brings together partners from different
organisational and institutional contexts
with the aim of producing knowledge about
the research objectives through action and
experimentation at the level of practice.
Cooperation projects must address at
least one of the priorities of the Creative
Europe programme. These are transnational
mobility, audience development, capacity
building, intercultural dialogue and social
integration of migrants and refugees and
supporting the legacy of the European Year
of Cultural Heritage, with ‘new business
models’ coming under the capacity building
priority.

Notably, cooperation projects are open to
the majority of ‘organisations active in the
cultural and creative sectors’ (European
Commission 2017), including ‘market or
non-market orientated’ activities (Council
regulation EU 1295/2013: 225). There is
no requirement for a higher education
institution to be a partner in these projects.
The Creative Lenses team includes cultural
organisations, both cultural centres and
performing arts companies, international
networking organisations, specialist
creative business incubators, universities
and consultants. This means some of
us are seeking to make change, and
support the process of change; others are
interested in understanding the causes
and consequences of the types of change
occurring in the cultural sector; others
are interested in reflecting on the role of
policy interventions in shaping change. In
this context, this review aims to provide
a broad overview of existing approaches
to theorising the relationship between the
principles and practices of ‘business’ and
arts and cultural organisations. It does so
in order to help create a common starting
point for shared learning and discussion
between project partners within Creative
Lenses, both of which are key objectives of
cooperation projects. Before doing so it is
useful to review the policy developments
resulting in the identification of business
models as a policy theme.

¹ Multiple EU institutions undertake work which addresses cultural organisations. As there are competing positions on the role of cultural
policy both within and between the main EU institutions we focus on the policy and instruments originating from the EC.
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The EU’s involvement in culture (both as a way of life
and as that which is produced by cultural practitioners
and consumed by audiences) extends across its
main institutions, namely the European Commission,
the Council of the European Union and the European
Parliament, with each promoting different agendas and
adopting their own points of emphasis. The focus on
business models primarily originates from the EC. We
concentrate on the strategic efforts of actors situated
in this context to claim the economic benefits of
culture. This, we would argue, laid the foundations for
a language of business models to be introduced into
policy.

2.1 EC Cultural Policy
Developments
The dynamics of cultural policy making
in the EU have been described using a
terminology of ‘control’ and ‘agenda-setting’,
particularly to understand the increasingly
central role played by the EC’s DirectorateGeneral for Education and Culture (DG-EAC)
(Littoz-Monnet 2015: 25-36). Littoz-Monnet
diagnoses a shift in emphasis within the
language used by the DG-EAC in recent
years from an identity-based justification
for cultural policy to an economic one.
From 2006 onwards the DC-EAG has
sought to evidence a link between culture,
creativity and economic growth. As Europe
is currently beset by economic problems,
the DG-EAC’s claims that culture held the
potential to play a key role in solving them
was an effective way for the DG to argue
that culture be afforded a more prominent
role on the political agenda.
Relatedly, justifying EU intervention in the
cultural field has always been complicated
by the principle of subsidiarity in EU law.
This is defined as ‘the principle…rules out
intervention when an issue can be dealt
with effectively by Member States at
central, regional or local level and means
that the Union is justified in exercising its
powers when Member States are unable
to achieve the objectives of a proposed
action satisfactorily and added value can
be provided if the action is carried out at
Union level (European Parliament 2018). ²
The discursive framing of culture as central
to European competitiveness, economic

growth and job creation appeared to be
enough for the EC’s agenda for culture to
be widely endorsed (Littoz-Monnet 2015:
28-29).
As Littoz-Monnet argues, the DG-EAC
desired greater recognition, capacity and
legitimacy for its activities. To do so, it
raised the profile of culture by associating
it with broader economic and political
goals, a necessary part of which involved
conflating the cultural sector with a
variety of domains of activity that became
known as the ‘creative industries’. (2015:
31). The purpose of this was to enable the
DG to use the commercial achievements
of very specific parts of the digital
economy and IT services to substantiate
their claims about the potential of ‘culture’
to reinforce the competitiveness of the EU
and to provide jobs and growth (Campbell
et al. 2018). Definitional work done by the
UK government’s Department for Culture,
Media and Sport (DCMS) was influential
here as it had already provided the allencompassing definition of the creative
industries for DG-EAC to utilise.
An internal challenge to the conflation
of the ‘cultural’ and ‘creative’ industries
under the Creative Europe programme
was mounted by other legislative
bodies (the European Parliament and
European Council) and advisory groups
(the Committee of the Regions and
the European Economic and Social
Committee) (see Bruell 2013; Kandyla
2015). This resulted in amendments to
the core regulatory document linked to

² The European Capitals of Culture is a notable example here as local governments are required to have a series of cultural policy and strategy documents approved by the EC in order to be eligible. This suggests that EU cultural policy does inform and shape action at regional
and local levels in subtle ways.
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the programme. These modifications
centred on ensuring that not-for-profit
organisations were given priority in the
culture sub-programme (Creative Europe
is open to any organisation ‘active in the
cultural and creative sectors’) and that
several statements acknowledging the dual
value of culture (i.e. economic and cultural,
intrinsic and instrumental, commercial
and non-commercial) were included to
temper what was perceived as an overly
commercial emphasis in the policy.
This move to aggregate distinct fields of
cultural practice into one category or policy
object has had implications across policy,
research and practice. In relation to the
concerns at hand, it could be argued that
it has meant vocabularies, practices and
principles developed with discrete parts
of the ‘creative industries’ in mind are now
travelling to domains of cultural practice
where different norms and principles
dominate. The focus on business models
is most pronounced in the documentation
and guidelines surrounding the Creative
Europe programme.

2.2 Creative Europe and Business
Models
The main channel through which the EC’s
support of the cultural sector flows is
the Creative Europe Programme, running
from 2014-20 with a budget of €1.46
billion. Creative Europe exists to replace
the previous Culture, MEDIA and MEDIA
Mundus programmes. The programme
has five priorities, transnational mobility,
audience development, capacity building,

intercultural dialogue and social integration
of migrants and refugees and supporting
the legacy of the European Year of Cultural
Heritage. ‘New business models’ comes
under the capacity building priority. A closer
look at the policy in which this theme is
presented suggests it is helpful to view the
introduction of ‘new business models’ as a
vague headline under which a diverse range
of themes loosely associated with business
rather than business models can then be
introduced. The following extract taken
from the guidelines accompanying the call
for proposals to commence in 2019 helps to
clarify this point:
‘The opportunities offered by the new
technologies make it necessary to
develop and test new models of revenue,
management and marketing for the
cultural sectors. At the same time, the
cultural and creative operators should
enhance their financial and business skills,
to allow them to better perform at the
market and to take full advantage of the
funding opportunities that are changing
along with the financial context.’
New business models, then, appear to
function as a container for a whole host of
other areas policy makers have identified
as issues practitioners ought to address.
As the extract quoted above makes clear,
nestled under the umbrella of ‘new business
models’ are several priorities which are
liable to being claimed as part of the
extension of economic and managerialist
principles into the largely publicly-funded
cultural realm.

3. EXISTING
PERSPECTIVES
ON BUSINESS AND
BUSINESS MODELS
There are several bodies of literature
which are relevant, in different ways,
to the concerns of Creative Lenses. To
provide a starting point for discussion
with project partners, this section reviews
three headline debates – practicalities,
ideology, organisational missions – and
assesses the relevance of their insights
to the topics in hand, namely EU cultural
policy and the discourse of business
models it contains.

3.1 Practical issues associated
with business models
Although policy texts originating from
the EU are vague as to their intentions
in introducing a language of business
models, the extract quoted in the

previous section illustrates that this is
partly about developing managerial and
financial capacity within the cultural
sector. It is arguable that there are a
number of assumptions underpinning
this move, particularly as policy explicitly
highlights the ‘financial context’ as part
of the problem ‘new business models’
are expected to solve. That is to say, in a
context of austerity, where government
grants for culture have diminished or have
been consistently limited, these policy
developments imply that by developing the
appropriate skills cultural organisations will
be able to sufficiently adapt their practices
such that they are unaffected by the
significant changes to public funding taking
place in several European countries. Further,
the phrase ‘better perform at market’ could
be seen as part of a neo-liberal political
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strategy where the market is favoured
over the state as the proper mechanism to
decide which organisations survive, with
those unable to compete in the market
deemed to have failed to develop the
appropriate models or skills. Tied up with
this is the assumption that ‘new models of
revenue’ implemented by practitioners with
sufficient management skills can replace
public funds without adversely affecting
outcomes.
A number of commentators have
made a convincing case as to why
financial sustainability without public
subsidy may be unrealistic for many
cultural organisations, particularly those
considered as part of the cultural sector
before it expanded into the ‘creative
industries’. These critiques boil down
to the hypothesis that the commercial
successes of the creative industries cannot
be replicated by the cultural sector, and
certainty not without affecting outcomes.
The crux of the problem is that, implicitly,
the futures of the cultural sector are said
to be able to proceed along similar lines
to that of the creative industries. Not only
are these sectors informed by different
priorities and interests, the possibilities for
self-generated income are not the same.
For example, compare a software design
company with a theatre company. What
is more, the notion of generating financial
value from intellectual property is intrinsic
to software design yet may be anathema
to a performing arts company where the

12

very act of creation is felt to be a collective
and continual process, upsetting the notion
of an owned and tradeable idea.
Bakhshi and Cunningham’s recent report
for Nesta, Cultural policy in the time of the
creative industries (2016) provides a useful
summary of these arguments. Bakhshi
and Cunningham dispel the suggestion
that the cultural sector can contribute
to economic growth in the same way as
the creative industries via the financial
value they generate (6-7, see Toepler
and Dewees 2005 on museums). Whilst
the latter comprises industries such as
gaming, design and software, which present
more obvious opportunities for revenue
generation through licensing of intellectual
property, the cultural sector has long
been a recipient of public subsidy for the
precise reason that they are viewed to be
socially and culturally valuable yet unable
to survive the ‘competitive realities of the
market’ (Clarke 2001: 3).³ As already noted
in the discussion of EU policy above, the
difference between those industries which
come under the umbrella of the ‘creative
industries’ and small and medium-scale
independent cultural organisations (i.e.
those not directly managed by national
or regional governments) is pronounced,
and their ability to maintain the status quo
without subsidy is questionable.
Similarly, the variable capacity of cultural
organisations to generate revenue should
not be downplayed. Clearly, there is a

The CREATe project, the RCUK Centre for Copyright and New Business models in the Creative Economy ‘s (2015-17) positions ‘copyright
reform’ and the consideration of copyright by ‘SMEs and individual creators’ as key to ‘maximising profits, growth and cultural production’.
its associated projects and working papers illustrate the challenge of applying this thinking to certain types of cultural organization as they
focus on film, television, computer gaming and publishing. See: www.create.ac.uk
3

difference between a cultural centre located
in an urban area whose assets include a
building which can be rented out and an
experimental performing arts company in a
rural area without similar assets. Expecting
a small-scale cultural organisation to
be able to increase their revenues and
commercialise their operations in the same
fashion as, for example, the software or
design realms is untenable. For example,
although licensing content to create revenue
is a possibility across both fields, primarily
due to significant differences in the type
of content produced by these sectors,
the opportunity for revenue generation is
unequal.
The central issue here, as discussed
previously, is that EU cultural policy tends to
consider the cultural and creative industries
as one, as illustrated by the quotidian use of
the acronym CCIs. This language is often
situated as a contemporary construct,
yet the 1992 Maastricht Treaty refers to
the audiovisual sector as a target for EU
cultural intervention alongside cultural
heritage preservation (48-9). The problems
associated with such a conflation were
less visible when public subsidy was
higher or, in post-communist states,
where an independent cultural sector was
suppressed.
Arguing against one-size-fits-all solutions
is a common reaction to universalising
policy frameworks, yet the cautionary
note accompanying it takes on greater

or lesser significance depending on the
specificity of the context being addressed.
In its universalism, EU cultural policy and
programmes are distinct from much
member state cultural policy wherein the
variability of the sector is visible, if only
at the level of language used. There is
an underlying question here about the
relationship between EU and member
state cultural policy. In the UK context
where cultural policy is well developed,
this imprecision and conflation is less
problematic as it is crowded out by the
definitions emanating from domestic policy.
However, where cultural policy is nascent,
terminology such as CCIs and the way it
suggests cultural work should be organised
stands to influence domestic policy in
significant ways.

3.2 Ideological motivations
associated with business models
There is a vast and well-established critique
in the academic literature of the introduction
of commercial imperatives into the cultural
domain, seen as part of an imposed neoliberalism. Taking aim at the same target,
professional organisations have sought to
promote the non-monetary value of culture
as well as suggesting that the criteria for
success in the arts cannot be reduced
to a strong balance sheet or business
model (IETM 2017 n.pag.). Condensing
these arguments in the space of this
review is an impossible task, particularly
as discussions across several disciplines
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are potentially relevant to the dynamics
at play here. For example, critiques and
empirical work on the introduction of
social enterprise discourse illustrate the
dangers of assuming a one-dimensional
normative agenda is hiding behind policy
that infiltrates practitioner identities and
approaches in a straightforward way
(e.g. Day and Teasdale 2013). Debates
surrounding the introduction of managerial
techniques and evaluation strategies from
the private sector into the public sphere
(see Belfiore 2004) provide another lens
through which to view the language
and principles associated with business
models. This section provides a flavor of
the debates within critical policy studies.
14

Within this literature, the story is one where
a neoliberal worldview pervades a cultural
sector vulnerable to external influence. The
language of warfare is frequently used to
suggest an ‘invasion’ of sorts, suggesting
a pre-neoliberal golden era of autonomous
cultural endeavour. Here, culture is said
to have become an instrument used by
government to ‘promote certain overall
ideological aims’. Culture is thus defined
into ‘the useful and the useless’, the
deserved and the undeserved (Häyrynen
2018: 177), with the economic and financial
topping the list of priority outcomes sought
from culture. The cultural practitioner is
seen to be caught up in broader processes
that have little regard for their livelihood
or the other forms of value their practice
generates, and the differences between

types of cultural endeavour are downplayed.
The starting point for this line of analysis
tends to be policy documents and
government-supported initiatives.
McGuigan, a central commentator in
this tradition, diagnoses a cultural sector
‘saturated with a market-orientated
mentality that closes out alternative ways
of thinking and imagining’ (2005: 229).
On the one hand, McGuigan’s comments
are specific to the recalibration of the
public sector in Britain over the past three
decades. On the other, his analysis of a
process of government accomplishment
where ‘market reasoning’ is inserted into
the public sector ‘in effect calling upon
organisations that are not themselves
private businesses to think and function
as though they were’ (1996: 62) could
equally be applied to the values and norms
contained within EU cultural policies. His
analysis of how neoliberalism has sought
to shift the role of the state, from a provider
of patronage on the basis of need to an
enabler of self-sustainability on the basis
of performance (2005: 235), captures the
normative character of a policy moment
that believes in an enterprise model as
an unproblematic frame in which to
organise the production and consumption
of culture. The insertion of the business
model as a way of thinking about one’s
cultural endeavours could be seen as one
manifestation of this process. However,
in the same way as McGuigan has
emphasised that neoliberalism manifests

variably across history and geography
(ibid: 231), initiatives which attempt to
support cultural practitioners as they
adapt to challenging financial conditions
are not all of the same type, as there is
no straightforward equivalence between
policy and practice. Likewise, a range of
framings of the role of culture, and the role
of the state in relation to culture are present
within EU cultural policy, meaning there
is a need to empirically investigate rather
than assume the degree to which different
policies, instruments, and the EU institutions
they originate from, spread values and
norms that are ‘neoliberal’ or ‘managerialist’
in character.
Academic commentary on the dismantling
of the public sector since the late 1970s,
accelerated by post-2008 austerity
measures, offers a positive view of the role
of the state as part of the cultural sphere
(e.g. Newsinger 2015). However, these
commentaries are situated within social
democratic traditions where the role of
the state has been to lift culture out of the
market, in the interests of securing equality
of access based on the belief that access
to culture is a right and serves broader
social objectives. From a different vantage
point, where the state has used cultural
expressions and institutions to promote
partisan worldviews and values, the invasion
of neoliberal thought may be welcomed
because of a desire for change. Hence, a
narrative which celebrates a self-reliant
cultural sector may be associated with a

welcome freedom from state interference
or it may be viewed as a challenge to
foundational values, depending on context.
What this adds up to is a need to discern
the degree to which neoliberal norms
and values inform policy originating
from different contexts. Context refers to
geographical scale (e.g. regional, national,
transnational), institutional origins (e.g. EU
institutions, professional networks that
mediate the space between policy and
practice) and project-specific formulations
(e.g. the translation of the business model
as a means of organising strategic planning
by participants in Creative Lenses). Further,
while a neoliberal agenda for culture is
widely critiqued by academics for privileging
an unwelcome worldview, practitioners
may look on these moves differently, and
bring their own histories, experiences,
professional values and politics with them
as they navigate the space between policy
imperatives and their own practice.

3.3 Organisational missions and
business models
The impact of commercially-orientated
thinking is arguably detrimental to the
individual missions of arts and cultural
organisations as well as to the outcomes
policy rhetoric suggests policy makers
desire for them.
A manual written for practitioners on the
question of whether to use the concept of
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the business model as a way of identifying
income generation opportunities illustrates
this tension. In one sense, the piece
attempts to overcome resistance from
cultural organisations to the ‘business
rules’ they feel accompany the concept
(Rodriguez 2016: 8) by proclaiming its
pragmatism. At the same time, however,
the potential for the legitimacy of cultural
organisations to be damaged in the long
term is recognised (ibid: 31). Organisations
in receipt of public subsidy are argued to
be of value to society yet undervalued by
consumers and the market. The behaviour
and practices of these organisations
contributes to this value and it is these
attributes that are potentially undermined
when ‘business rules’ occupy a dominant
position.
The compatibility of the concept of the
business model and the values and
ethical codes of cultural organisations
is a key concern of Creative Lenses.
Hence, although the debate on what
attributes provide arts and cultural
organisations with their distinctive value
is extensive and ongoing (see Crossick
and Kaszynska 2016) and we should
be wary of generalising across the
‘sector’ it is possible to trace some broad
commonalities in terms of missions
and values that could be affected by the
discourse of business models and the
practices and logics accompanying it. As
discussed previously, the effect of any
externally driven change on the realities of

practice is an empirical question. Yet, it is
possible to hypothesise that accessibility
(namely a goal for policy makers) and
autonomy (namely a desire of cultural
practitioners) stand to be affected should
the market logics that appear to underpin
EC cultural policy be embraced by
practitioners.
The discourse of accessibility is central
to political arguments justifying subsidy
for those organisations in receipt of
these funds. As such, policy interventions
are often aimed towards encouraging
individuals or groups that do not currently
participate in certain forms of culture
to change their habits. Consumption of
subsidised culture has been shown to be
largely a middle-class pursuit in the UK
context (Warwick Commission 2014).
Subsequent analysis of government and
professional attitudes in Denmark and
Scotland towards such claims show how
these consumption patterns are understood
to result from shortcomings amongst
audiences. As Stevenson et al. (2017)
observe, this is a persistent assumption that
has crystallised into a narrative where nonparticipation is explained by the existence of
‘barriers’. These barriers may be understood
as socioeconomic, environmental,
psychological or demographic. In each
case, subsidy is received on the premise
that it will be used to address one or more
of these barriers. An example of these
assumptions in action is pricing structure
whereby the problem is presented as one

of the inability of the audience to afford to
attend, rather than a purposive choice of the
audience to spend their money elsewhere.
Despite the unresolved issues about how
public funding is allocated and who benefits,
policy objectives centred on accessibility
are one of the outcomes that stand to be
influenced by the market logics that could
be argued to underpin contemporary policy.
Cultural work is often sold as a space
of freedom, autonomy and progressive
politics (McRobbie 2002). There is a history
here as contemporary discourses that
claim cultural work as a space where such
personal goals can be realised draws on
long-standing myths of the autonomous
artist traceable to the Romantic period.
Nevertheless, the reason why many people
pursue careers in the art and cultural sector
is because they see this work as a way to
achieve their social, political or aesthetic
objectives. If business models is about the
introduction of market logics coupled with
a loss of public subsidy then there is reason
to believe that these twin developments
would deny some of the autonomy an
organisation previously enjoyed. A word
of caution is needed here for it would be
inaccurate to present cultural organisations
as previously autonomous entities that are
only now being subject to external influence.
Receiving public funding generally requires
an organisation to achieve particular
outcomes and to evidence that they have
done so. That being said, the dynamics
at play here are better understood as

the layering of one set of influences and
demands on top of another. Nevertheless,
as the market is assigned a greater
role in shaping the content of cultural
programming, for example, there is potential
for organisational autonomy to reduce. The
extent to which market-orientated models
preclude the staging of certain events which
draw a different audience is an important
question if we are to understand how the
substitution of one rationale for another is
productive of different outcomes.
Writing in relation to museums, Janes notes
that activities which deliver in the interest of
mission-driven objectives such as furthering
environmental or societal goals (i.e. raising
awareness of climate change or promoting
social change) have ‘no obvious import for
the market economy’ (2007: 232) and may
therefore become less of a priority when
managers turn their attention towards
producing a product or programme which
speaks to the desires of the marketplace.
However, as environmental and social
outcomes become increasingly important
to consumers, this line of analysis may soon
be outdated.
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR FURTHER
RESEARCH
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In terms of situating Creative Lenses within the context
of developments with EU cultural policy, this review
has argued that the introduction of the specific phrase
‘new business models’ can be understood as part of a
reorientation of policy towards the ‘creative industries’
and ‘cultural economy’ as cultural policy is increasingly
expected to form part of the economic strategies of
cities, regions, nation states and supranational entities
such as the EU.

That being said, organisations which
would have been classified as part of the
cultural sector are now confronted with
terminologies and solutions that have
potentially been introduced by policy
makers whose focus is on the expanded
set of organisations that cultural policy
addresses now its intended audience is
the ‘new’ creative industries rather than
the ‘old’ cultural sector. This means there
is important work to be done to appreciate
how these discursive developments are
received at the level of practice, and the
nature of the relationship between policy
ideas, practitioners’ self-understanding and
organisational outcomes.
While the review has cautioned against
the interpretation of policy texts as veiled
ideology, instead preferring to view policy as
but one of several influences that cultural
practitioners interact with on a daily basis, a
close reading of policy documents identified
that nestled under the umbrella of ‘new
business models’ are several priorities
which are liable to being claimed as part
of the extension of market logics into the
largely publicly-funded cultural realm. This
raises questions about the way practitioners
engage with what could be seen as
prescriptive demands and the influence
of local circumstances on the scope for
resistance or rejection of unwelcome goals.
Distinguishing between different practitioner
responses to policy discourses and trends
and turning abstract critical positions

into open empirical questions has been
a core argument throughout this view.
This is largely in response to the state of
academic debate in this field, where the
ready identification of problems is rarely
followed by empirical investigation of how
such matters play out in practice. Despite
the range of debates reviewed here and the
various questions raised by the introduction
of a language of business models into the
everyday practices of arts and cultural
organisations, like any policy intervention,
there is need for further work to unpack the
relationship between policy prescription
and organisational interpretation. Although
this review has outlined rather than
comprehensively reviewed academic
debate, whether the issues are practical,
ideological or relating to organisational
missions, the key themes discussed here,
there is significant scope for empirical
work that attends to the range of factors
(historical, social, political, professional,
economic) with the potential to influence
how practitioners respond to the ideas
contained within policy. These observations
provide the basis for UAL’s efforts as part
of Creative Lenses and a starting point
for dialogue and discussion as the project
progresses.
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