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CULTURE AT THE CENTRE

CULTURAL PLANNING: A STRATEGIC APPROACH TO SUCCESSFUL AND SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY-BASED REGENERATION IN SCOTLAND
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“Culture cuts across every aspect of government – it can make a

difference to our success in tackling poverty, it can make Scotland a healthier place and it has a significant contribution to make towards our economy.”

Jack McConnell, St Andrew’s Day, 2003
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I. Report Summary 

This report has been developed by Lia Ghilardi of Noema Research and Planning on behalf of the National Cultural Planning Steering Group (N.C.P.S.G.).The purpose of the research was:

· To assess the relevance and application of Cultural Planning as an overarching vision for cultural and community regeneration in Scotland

· To propose Cultural Planning as a successful strategic tool for real community engagement in Community Planning. 

· To consolidate the understanding and participation of mainstream funders and decision makers.

The report highlights some of the examples of existing good practice in the practical application of Cultural Planning as a basis for regeneration strategies at community and city levels. It also indicates the considerable potential of the approach if it were to be adequately supported at a national policy level in Scotland and makes some recommendations for implementation. 

The research, consultation and production of this report has been made possible with the generous support of the Scottish Executive, the Capital City Partnership and the Scottish Arts and Communities Association. The NCPSG is grateful their assistance and co operation.
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I.1 Introduction and Commissioning of Report 

Scotland, since devolution, is demonstrating a new confidence across its broad cultural remit, which is increasingly set in the context of Europe and the global economy. First Minister Jack McConnell chose culture as the theme for his key ‘state of the nation’ address in Glasgow on St Andrews Day, 30 November, 2003. This was a major speech which showed a national region rediscovering its confidence, and regaining the political determination to restore the cultural agenda to its most productive place for the good of its citizens. 

By this we mean that cultural entitlement can only become a reality if Scotland rises to the challenge of moving from the compensatory logic of traditional arts policy to more ‘productive’ forms of cultural development, where funding is understood as investment in creativity and in providing employment and wealth-creation opportunities for its people. Culture's special and often difficult association with policy resides in its relationship to civil society. In both historical and contemporary terms, culture is about citizen-formation and about conduct and affiliation, identity and sense of place: folk, work and place, as Scottish biologist Patrick Geddes once put it. 

Culture, moreover, is an important structure for democracy, autonomy and self-expression. Culture is also about social exclusion and inclusion. We know these things both tacitly and theoretically and until now there had been little work done (in Scotland and elsewhere) to translate this knowledge into democratic, inclusive and effective forms of delivery. This is why we believe that the St Andrews Day speech, and the establishment of a Cultural Commission by the Executive to review cultural provision in Scotland, open the way to radical and exciting policy mechanisms which, for the first time, see culture in its broader definition at the centre of nation building. 

However, since the delivery by the Cultural Commission of their report to the Executive in June 2005, there has been relatively little (public) debate among the interested stakeholders about the content and the recommendations contained in that report. However, the parliamentary debate that took place in September 2005 on this issue brought some clarification and a mid-December statement by the Culture Minister is expected. This document, therefore, constitutes an attempt to address some of the issues raised in the Cultural Commission report. In particular, the aspiration of this document is to focus the discussion on the delivery mechanisms identified by the Commission under the Cultural Planning heading (Section 8.5). 

Critical to the commissioning of this discussion document was the role played by the National Cultural Planning Steering Group (henceforward NCPSG). This is a co-operative group of individuals from a range of different backgrounds and organisations, sharing a common interest in promoting the role of Cultural Planning at all levels within the Scottish inclusion, education and regeneration policy framework. 

As well as advising the Cultural Commission on issues of policy implementation, the NCPSG participated in the first public discussion of the implications of the Cultural Commission report at a Scottish Urban Regeneration Forum (SURF) Open Forum in July 2005. In the conclusions to this meeting, the group noted that Section 8.5 of the Cultural Commission’s report is devoted to the concept of Cultural Planning and the NCPSG is cited in the Commission’s report as potentially the appropriate vehicle for undertaking the task of developing and sharing national and international experiences of the Cultural Planning approach with other partners and, particularly, with local authorities. 

Amongst its current stated aims, the NCPSG is committed to research, consult on and respond to important questions raised by the Scottish Executive and others as part of a process of further refining concepts, promoting engagement and ‘buying into’ the Cultural Planning approach by key partners. The commissioning of this report by the NCPSG (with support from the Scottish Executive, the Capital City Partnership, and the Arts and Communities Association) signals the NCPSG’s intention to provide the Executive with an informed response to the Cultural Commission’s report on the opportunities for strategic implementation provided by the Cultural Planning policy model. 

The methodology employed in the development of this report consisted of desk research and consultation (face-to-face meetings, telephone and email interviews) with key stakeholders involved in the delivery of cultural and community development programmes across Scotland. The desk research aspect focused on a close examination of the Cultural Commission’s report in order to highlight the opportunities for linking references to Cultural Planning to practical processes and initiatives within a coherent framework. 

The consultation process focused on testing out in practice perceptions of the Cultural Planning approach and its applicability to the Scottish context among key stakeholders such as Local Authorities, COSLA, Communities Scotland, the Scottish Arts Council, HMI Education, Scottish Enterprise, academic bodies, and the Arts and Communities Association. In addition, feedback from the audience taking part in a half-day event organised on the 30 November by SURF on behalf of the NCPSG was also considered as part of the consultation exercise. 
II. A Broader Context for Culture

In Scotland and elsewhere, at neighbourhood, city, regional and national levels, there is a growing realisation that culture can deliver on many aspects of community engagement, empowerment and leadership. As the World Conference on Cultural Policies, held in Mexico City in 1982, put it: “Culture is a leading source of intellectual renewal and human growth, and can be understood as embracing all creative activity, not only the traditional, or ‘high’, arts but popular mass culture as well.” 

Anthropologist Ulf Hannerz defines culture as “The meanings which people create, and which create people as members of societies”. In The Long Revolution, Raymond Williams states that culture can be understood as “a particular way of life, which expresses certain meanings and values not only in art and learning, but also in institutions and ordinary behaviour”. 

Culture is linked to society and it is in the urban context that this link has progressively been negotiated over the past twenty years in the Western world. The next section of this report briefly sets the context for the connections being created between culture, quality of life and urban development. 

Cultural activities both traditional and new create meaning as they are concerned with expression, celebration and achievement. They embody the identity and values of a place. They express local distinctiveness and can engender social cohesion. Culture, moreover, can assist in providing positive solutions to problems resulting from social exclusion by developing self-confidence and capacity in individuals and communities. 

There is a strong and growing evidence base of the links between cultural participation, including sports, and social capital (bonds and networks of trust and reciprocity) in communities. In particular, connections have been established between a range of forms of cultural participation and access to cultural capital in:

· civic participation and volunteering rates;

· improved literacy, writing, numeracy skills 

· increased skills in the key competencies of problem solving, planning and organising, communication, and working with others; and 

·  sustainable and innovative economic development 

Social Capital is seen by many agencies not as an ‘additional’ or supplementary factor in sustainable development but as a fundamental condition for development simultaneously in social and economic fields. 

Culture is associated with a high quality of life. For this reason, place-marketing strategies tend to focus on the local cultural offer, on the presence of artists and creative people and cultural industries in general. Thus, by helping to create positive images the cultural sector has a direct impact on inward investment. 

Culture’s role in tourism is key. However, tourism offers are now increasingly focused on what is unique in a place, and ‘cultural tourism’ represents an average of 6% to 8% of a nation’s GDP in Europe. Cultural tourism gives visitors the opportunity to understand and appreciate the essential character of a place and its culture as a whole, so a good cultural tourism strategy can also satisfy the requirements of sustainable economic development. According to the World Tourism Organisation in 2002, 37% of all tourism (265 million international trips) was cultural tourism and this is growing at a remarkable 15% per annum. According to the European Commission, 45-50% of tourist motivations in the world’s largest single market are ‘cultural’ in nature and origin. 

As well as the 'multiplier effect' spending on cultural activities has on income and employment with regard to local economies, it is worth mentioning the key role of contemporary cultural industry development. The cultural industries  – in forms ranging from publishing to television, video production and design – are claimed to be the fourth or fifth fastest growing sector in the world’s developed economy after financial services, information technology, pharmaceuticals, bio-engineering and tourism. In global cities such as London or New York, the cultural industries employ over 500,000 people. In both these cities, investment in culture is seen as a key goal of their global competition strategies. 

Culture-led Regeneration. The increased concern with culture, consumption and image in urban policies is well documented, and, from the late 1980s onwards, cities and regions with different economic functions in the European urban hierarchy have used cultural policies to improve and develop their internal and external images. In this scenario, cultural activity is seen as the catalyst and engine of regeneration. The design and construction (or re-use) of a building or buildings for public use and for hosting creative businesses (see for example, the Baltic and Sage Music Centre in Gateshead, Tate Modern in London or the Lace Market in Nottingham); the reclamation of open space (e.g. for festivals, parades and large scale events) and the creation of Cultural Precincts or Cultural Quarters are all examples of culture-led regeneration. 

However, although, so far, this culture-led type of regeneration has been the preferred model for re-positioning cities and localities in the global economic hierarchy, issues are emerging regarding the sustainability of these developments over time. In particular, doubts have been raised in relation to the capacity of big developments to reflect the ‘specificities’ of local life and to set in motion a virtuous cycle where economic, social and creative development go hand in hand. 

II.1 Culture-led Regeneration: The Issues 

The key concern about large cultural developments (for example Cultural Quarters) relates to the fact that local cultures are packaged in order to appeal to potential inward investors, and, in so doing, ‘distinctive’ urban lifestyles become absorbed into the progressive gentrification of city centres. In some cases, city centres have been developed as sites for tourism and cultural consumption, while peripheral neighbourhoods have been left to their old functions of dormitory areas, with a few derelict leisure and cultural amenities. 

This process of post-modernisation of the urban space has resulted in a short-term, property-led form of regeneration with an urban scenario characterised by urban commentator David Harvey as ‘voodoo cities’, where city-centre redevelopment is used to cover the slow decline of everything else around it. An associated risk is that of the banalisation of both cultural production and space. In this scenario, ‘anywhere-ville’ is the playground for visitors endlessly consuming the same standardised product (the same exhibition touring from city to city, the same cultural event, or drinking from the same cappuccino bars). 

This tendency to use banal forms of culture for regeneration runs in parallel with a general concern, at least in Western societies, that globalisation processes may be putting at risk cultural policies as nation-state projects. The argument put forward within this debate centres mostly on the observation that economic and political power is increasingly transferred to international commercial networks existing in a global “space of flow” creating a legitimisation problem. Whereas in late 19th century Europe, cultural policies were developed in nation-state-based societies legitimated by the slow and contested growth of democratic politics, today the nation-state as “an imagined community” (Benedict Anderson) appealing to public interests in terms of collective identity, meaning and purpose, is constantly challenged by a variety of other imagined communities. 

This is why there is a need for more inclusive, transparent and accountable forms of delivery mechanisms for urban governance. In particular, integrated approaches to culture and place-making is what policy-makers are increasingly turning to. 

The argument policy-makers are using is that, in order to be effective, local cultural plans must be joined up to all the different aspects of the local quality of life agenda and citizenship. 

The assumption is that the arts and culture should not be viewed only as products to be consumed globally, but also as processes and systems that are integral to the life of local communities. In other words, at a time when culture is becoming strategic in its connections with industry, communications, identity and civic engagement, citizenship is what cultural plans should be about. 
In particular:

There is a need for new policy tools. These need to be holistic, joined up to the mainstream of public policy, and rooted in the local context and embed the cultural factor in planning, development, education regeneration, inward investment and preservation. (Colin Mercer, UK-based Cultural Planner) 

This is the context from which Cultural Planning has emerged over the past fifteen years in North America, Australia and Europe, mainly as a methodology for dealing with the socio-economic changes mentioned earlier. 

III. What Is Cultural Planning? 

In moving towards a definition it is important to point out that: 

Cultural Planning is not the ‘planning of culture’, but a culturally sensitive, understanding of urban planning and policy, and while cultural policies have a sectoral focus (e.g. the arts) Cultural Planning has a broader remit including a territorial and developmental remit. 

Unlike traditional cultural policies – which are still mainly based on aesthetic definitions of 'culture' as 'art' – Cultural Planning adopts as its basis a broad definition of 'cultural resources'. 

There is more to culture than just an aesthetic component. In particular, when we talk about Cultural Planning we are starting from a perspective of a very broad, anthropological understanding of ‘culture’ as ‘a way of life’.
The main purpose of adopting this new way of thinking is to see how the ‘distinctive’ pool of local cultural resources can contribute to the integrated development of a place, whether a neighbourhood, a city or a region. This definition of cultural resources is a pragmatic one and while it includes the arts, it also includes urban design, the leisure and entertainment infrastructure of a place; its history and heritage, and all the creative activity that feeds the contemporary cultural industries. 

Cultural Planning gives culture a high value, and uses it to influence all policy portfolios cutting across traditional divisions between the public, private and voluntary sectors, government departments and different professional specialisations. 

This means that by linking the unique and distinctive cultural features of a place to other aspects of economic and social life, Cultural Planning can be instrumental in creating development opportunities for the whole of the local community. In this way, for example, the Scottish Executive’s focus on citizens, outcomes and entitlements could find its embodiment in integrated policy solutions which respect local needs, aspirations and potential on the ground. 

Cultural Planning derives from a tradition of radical planning and humanistic management of cities championed in the early 1960s, chiefly by urbanist Jane Jacobs. Cities are our own artefacts, argued Jacobs, and the trouble with dealing with them is that planners and policy-makers can only contemplate a city’s uses one at a time, by categories. Jacobs saw the city as an ecosystem composed of physical-economic-ethical processes interacting with each other in a natural flow which connected to create the unique cultural ecology of a place.  

In her thinking, Jacobs implicitly acknowledged her debt to the Scottish biologist and philosopher Patrick Geddes, who, at the beginning of the 20th century, imported from French geography the idea of the ‘natural region’. For Geddes, policy had to start with a survey of the resources of such natural region (whose ingredients were Folk-Work-Place) and of the human response to such a natural region. Thus, the idea of a territory as a living ecosystem, made up of diverse resources which need to be surveyed and acknowledged by the local community at large before policy can intervene, is at heart of Cultural Planning. 

In moving away from a narrow definition of culture as art, and in putting cultural resources at its centre – compared to traditional cultural policies – Cultural Planning is intrinsically more democratic, more conscious of the realities of cultural diversity and more aware of the intangible features of cultural heritage and patrimony.

The notion of Cultural Planning, widely applied in both the USA (since the 1970s) and Australia (since the mid-1980s), is fast gaining ground also among European policy-makers. Whereas in the USA precedents of the concept can be traced back to the civic programmes of the New Deal and to the strong tradition of neighbourhood-based community arts centres, in Australia applications of the concept can be related to the community cultural development of the 1980s, and to the local autonomy lent by the federal systems of government to local agencies, which could then run independent cultural development programmes. 

In Europe, following a period where aesthetic definitions of culture prevailed and policies for the arts were rarely co-ordinated with other policies, Cultural Planning is now increasingly being used to deal with regeneration and economic development programmes, with a focus on citizenship and inclusion. 
III.1 Cultural Planning – The Ingredients 

The cultural identity of a community comprises who the people are; and their backgrounds, tastes, rituals, experiences, diversity, talents and aspirations for the future. The cultural richness of a place is also governed by local heritage attributes and the natural and built qualities that attracted residents to the area. Cultural Planning demands a recognition of the distinctive resources of a place in the first instance and then the development of policies rooted in those resources. 

Key to the Cultural Planning method are two characteristics: cultural and community mapping, and strategy building. 

· Mapping A pre-condition for identifying, harnessing and then exploiting potential is to conduct a wide-ranging audit (or mapping) of possibilities based on exploring the distinctive cultural assets of a place. Cultural mapping is a technique that can be used to define a community's cultural activities, capacities and needs. Such broad spectrum mapping of the local culture can provide vital information to the policy-makers about the best way to respond more effectively to local needs while maximizing opportunities. Knowledge of a community's cultural profile is also useful in advocating for change: it can inform policy development, attract funding and resources, and be instrumental in the adoption of new approaches. 

Supporting and connecting those resources with cross-departmental and cross-sector collaboration is also an important part of any cultural plan. This connects with the second key ingredient of Cultural Planning: 
· Strategy Building Potential resources need to be placed in a framework where catalyst actions are identified. Places that successfully conduct cultural mappings must also have a clear vision of what they want to achieve, who is leading the process, and why and for whom this process has been set in motion.
IV. Cultural Planning – A Review of Current Applications

Australia 

Australia may be the only country in the world that has a central government authority with a declared responsibility for the support of Cultural Community Development (also known as Cultural Planning) along with a network of independent State-based (and state-supported) organisations with a similar function (the community arts networks). 

[image: image7.png]arts 2" B
| communities

s ¢ O T L A N D




In Australia, Cultural Planning is understood as a way to ensure that the values people hold for the place where they live are protected and reflected in the way government plans, approves and provides infrastructure and services. Key moments for implementation in the Australian context have been: a) the 1990 Brisbane Cultural Development Strategy, which first outlined the logic behind Cultural Planning and guaranteed a wide circulation of the model among policy-makers keen to develop a framework for the strategic development of their community’s culture; b) the Joondalup Cultural Plan (1992), which was the first time the principles had been applied to a newly built greenfield city development; c) the endorsement in 1993 by three levels of government of the policy framework Cultural Development in South East Queensland; and, d) the publication by Arts Queensland and the Australia Council of the Cultural Planning Handbook, compiled by David Grogan and Colin Mercer with David Engwicht.

Brisbane’s Cultural Development Strategy is particularly relevant as it constituted the first attempt to develop a truly culturally inclusive framework for the city. In this document, local stakeholders stated a set of principles on which to base an effective policy. One of these principles is that, to assure cultural pluralism, it is essential that cultural planners understand what different segments comprise the community, conduct discussions and carry out research with each group, and include representations from each group on boards, committees and in the evaluation process. 

As mentioned earlier, evidence and awareness of the benefits of community Cultural Planning may be due to an historically consolidated attitude among policy-makers to see culture as already joined up with all aspects of the local social and community agendas. This broader understanding of culture, coupled with a certain level of autonomy lent by the federal system to local agencies is allowing Australian cultural planners to experiment with community plans which could set an example for Scotland too. 

North America 
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Back in 1992, Robert McNulty, the director of the Partners organisation, published Culture and Communities: the Arts in the Life of American Cities, a collection of case studies focusing on cities and towns representing a cross-section of life in the USA. The overall aim of the research was to place the arts and culture in the broader context of community development, building on their economic role, and expanding that role to include other social and community concerns. By using some examples of implementation of Cultural Planning strategies, the report considered the way in which more and more communities in the USA were using the arts as a means of fostering community pride and cultural identity. 
Cultural Planning applications demand a concerted effort supported by partnerships and, at present, Partners tend to work on small-scale initiatives rooted in geographically contained urban zones. The explanation given by Partners to this departure from their original approach (much broader in scope) is that in areas of great deprivation (such as in contemporary American cities) the need to show immediate improvements is such that there is often no time to set up large partnerships, capable of operating outside the boundaries of the local. The implication here is that strategic neighbourhood cultural action plans – if coupled with adequate funding – can really make an immediate difference across a whole spectrum of social agendas. 

Partners are not the only organisation working within the USA around issues of community Cultural Planning. The National Endowment for the Arts (the nation’s largest annual funder for arts) has recently developed the ‘Lessons Learned Toolsite’, a web-based resource aimed at fostering exchange of information about community Cultural Planning implementation across the country (http//www.nea.gov/resources/Lessons). A cursory scanning of this resource, however, reveals that fully-fledged cultural plans at municipal, county, or regional level are less common than those developed at neighbourhood level (with the exception of ArtsPlan Portland, OR). Before we draw conclusions about the link between geographical delimitations and the effectiveness of Cultural Planning, we need to look at other evidence from elsewhere – and the place to go for examples of strategic thinking about community Cultural Planning at city, or regional, level is the UK. 
IV.1 UK Cultural Strategies and Examples of Cultural Planning Implementation 

As one of the countries to experiment extensively during the 1980s with culture-led revitalisation, the UK has continued to research, over the past decade, integrated policies designed to strengthen the quality of life for local communities. In particular, the present Labour government is committed to encouraging local authorities to develop Cultural Strategies aimed at a greater degree of integration of all cultural services. The political process begun in June 1999 when the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) published the document: “Local Cultural Strategies: Draft Guidance for Local Authorities in England”, in which all local authorities were called on to develop a cultural strategy by the year 2002. Although not a statutory duty, local Cultural Strategy development was strongly encouraged by the government and the adoption of a strategy became part of performance review for local authorities under the Best Value National Performance Indicator BV 114. 

This recommendation was an attempt to encourage local authorities to formalise and promote the strategic development of their cultural and culture-related services, in the context of a broad definition of culture and the recognition of partnership working within localities, regions, and sub-regions in which local authorities take the lead. This was also reflective of the advocacy of a Cultural Planning approach by central government for local government. In particular, DCMS policy intended cultural strategies to be both a way of enhancing the impact of local government services and a tool for increasing participation in democracy. 

In the DCMS’s words, “We believe 'culture' emphasises both the inclusiveness of the Strategy and the need to think and act beyond traditional boundaries, departments and delivery mechanisms. What matters is that the overarching aim of promoting the cultural well-being of the area is achieved." (DCMS: 2000: 2.4) 

However, three years into the development of cultural strategies it is easy to see how far removed from a true democratic and integrated cultural development these are. Without wishing to be dismissive of the innovative work carried out by civic leaders in some cities, it is apparent that in most cases cultural strategies have resulted in bland statements of intent with little scope for implementation. 

A number of issues have emerged from cultural strategies pilots, and these mostly focus on the obstacles encountered by the many different mechanisms set up to deliver the broad DCMS cultural agenda (for example Local Strategic Partnerships). In particular, the problem seems to be that local political culture is frequently too weak to be able to offer a solid ground for strategic/joined-up thinking. Thus the partnership organisations designed to bridge the gaps between sectors of the local authorities and community constituents lack the experience and the time to develop shared learning before being expected to deliver. In addition, the fact that Cultural Strategies were not ‘statutory’ has been interpreted by some Local Strategic Partnerships as a sign of the ‘peripheral’ role of culture in community development and regeneration. 

However, more recently, these considerations have led to a radical reassessment by the DCMS of Cultural Strategies and to the issuing of a set of new guidelines linking Cultural and Community Strategies (DCMS: Leading the Good Life, 2004). There are a number of reasons why it is beneficial to merge Cultural and Community Strategies together. 

Both Strategies have at their core the intention of improving the quality of life of local people; and both are intended to be shaped and determined by local needs and aspirations. Both are based on an inclusive approach to local improvements, actively seeking to broaden opportunities for all sections of the community. They are both concerned with fostering social capital and both see culture as key in developing a sense of place and local identity and in strengthening community pride and bonds between individuals and groups. In addition, cultural programmes can deliver benefits, such as, for instance: enhanced employability, or wider community and democratic engagement in projects which improve the local environment. In being able to access spending earmarked for community development and by contributing to local regeneration initiatives, culture (and cultural services) may also be able to tap into new sources of funding, such as, for example, the NRF programmes. 

At last, at the end of six years of debate about the role of culture in local community development, England is facing a new round of strategic implementation, this time via new cultural/community partnership hybrids tied to ‘statutory’ requirements. Though it is too early to offer definitive conclusions, there is a feeling among seasoned cultural planners that this new round of Strategies could throw-up the same old tension between a push to deliver against targets (set at national level) and the pull of local specificity and potential. In particular, the present guidelines for merging Cultural and Community Strategies do not pay enough attention to the need to map community potential on the ground (cultural or otherwise) before setting priorities for actions. 

In Cultural Planning, by contrast, the process of stocktaking of assets, developing a vision, partnership working, and community consultation all combine to ensure that a clear vision is established about the quality of life of a particular area. Through this democratic process, the unique assets of an area, including the local communities, are combined in a shared vision, and allow for the establishment of a meaningful sense of place. 

However, this scenario of ‘top down policy versus bottom up implementation’ is not as stark as it seems at first glance, and there are interesting examples across the UK of places that have pioneered integrated cultural community developments before and outside the existing policy scenario. One such place is Bristol. 
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Inspired by the Cultural Planning approach, the Bristol Cultural Development Partnership (BCDP) was set up in 1993. Bristol City Council, the Bristol Chamber of Commerce, local cultural organisations such as South West Arts, the University and local entrepreneurs came together to create and implement a medium to long term strategy for the improvement of the quality of life in the city. The early 1990s were a difficult time for Bristol, with urban dereliction, poverty and social exclusion dominating the political agenda. Moreover, due to internal political divisions, the local Council had been until then unable to play a leading role in encouraging policy initiatives or strategy development. So when the idea of the Partnership was put on the table by the Chamber of Commerce, the Council had no choice but to become a partner. 

Since then, the BCDP has been influential in brokering the development of a series of ground-breaking projects, such as the annual short-film festival Brief Encounters, the creation of the Watershed Media Centre, and the Arnolfini contemporary art gallery, which has played a major role in the development of the Harbour-side area. The Partnership continues to deliver projects (ranging from Bristol 2008 to the Legible City public art strategy), to smaller neighbourhood initiatives focusing on cultural diversity and cohesion. 

The lesson to be learned from Bristol is that ‘organic’ partnerships such as the BCDP can sometimes achieve better results than policy-led mechanisms because ‘organic’ partnerships often start from the local (from a cultural mapping in the case of Bristol) and with a specific issue they want to tackle. This local focus (and knowledge) ensures support from key local stakeholders and communities alike, and gives partnerships the freedom and flexibility to implement actions in the way they want, and with the partners they chose to work with. In both the UK and outside there are other examples of similar ‘ad hoc’ partnerships implemented at both city and neighbourhood level. 

Europe 


In this case, the process of setting up the Partnership to deliver the Capital of Culture events was the testing ground for thinking more strategically about the cultural potential of the city through a compilation of a community profile. Other examples of implementation of holistic developments through flexible, ad hoc partnerships are: Barcelona, Lille, Goteborg, Rotterdam. 

In the European context there are good examples of implementation at neighbourhood level. The two examples selected below show how in the absence of national policies (or guidelines) for using culture in regeneration, European funding has been instrumental in creating the conditions for effective partnership working on the ground. In these two cases, the partnerships originally created for accessing European regeneration funding and delivering outputs have acted as a learning device for the stakeholders involved, with the result that, today, those partnerships have been formalised and accepted as strategic mechanisms that continue to work cross-sectorally on other projects. 


As a result of developing this project, Turin Council has set up a strategic unit to deal with issues of neighbourhoods’ social exclusion and economic development and San Salvario is today a thriving, exciting space where ethnic traders have a licence to sell not only original craft artefacts, but also new types of products, such as ‘fusion music’ records. 

Another example of a neighbourhood project aimed at community regeneration is that of Randers, Denmark. Here too culture has been used as a catalyst to create more inclusive urban renewal strategies, this time aimed at immigrant communities. 


V. Towards Cultural Planning in Scotland – Context and Potential 

V.1 Examples of Implementation 

Having reviewed the Cultural Planning approach in both its definitions and applications, this section of the report will discuss the potential benefits that the implementation of Cultural Planning-type strategies could bring to Scottish communities. However, as a way into the discussion, there are two related questions we need to ask. The first is: are there existing examples of implementation in Scotland? Then – given that the Cultural Commission report includes a whole section devoted to the discussion of Cultural Planning (Section 8.5) and that there is now a mechanism (unique to Scotland), called the National Cultural Planning Steering Group, that deals with advice, evidence-gathering and advocacy for the model – is the Executive prepared to back implementation of Cultural Planning-based strategies with adequate policy and funding support? If yes, from which branch of the Executive should the policy initiative in favour of Cultural Planning come from? (for example, from culture, or community development, or both?)

Overall, the implementations present at various levels (neighbourhood initiatives, community mechanisms and strategic plans) in Scotland show an interpretation of Cultural Planning mainly as a tool in community development (similar to the Australian and North American cases) with examples of artists’ organisations and networks acting as catalysts between community needs and delivery agencies. In particular, 


Fablevision’s work in encouraging culturally focused cross-sector partnerships in Glasgow was one source of inspiration for the Cultural Commission in the formulation of recommendations concerning the adoption of Cultural Planning Partnerships by Local Authorities. Fablevision was also instrumental in the implementation of a very successful example of community regeneration in Royston, Glasgow. Here there are now eight cultural enterprises developing their own income, but cultural activity in isolation would not have produced these results, and one of the vital ingredients of the Royston success was the encouragement of culturally focused cross-sectoral partnership working. This has led to a sharing of learning across the disciplines with support (financial and in kind) from both the public and private sectors. The Royston example (www.roystonroadproject.org) has been used as evidence of the success of culture-led regeneration within European networks such as, for example, Banlieues d’Europe. 
Scotland also offers examples of the implementation of Cultural Planning through established partnerships set up within the broader Social Justice heading of community development. The Edinburgh Capital City Partnerhsip, for example, is a cross mechanism which includes key statutory, voluntary and community agencies working together to promote social inclusion and achieve social justice for the people of Edinburgh. Recently, the Partnership has launched the scheme featured below, which is aimed at providing creative and sustainable solutions to overcome social exclusion and to promote joined up governance in the city. 


These examples show that in Scotland at present there is a great deal of experimentation taking place at various levels of the community planning and regeneration agenda, with organisations working very effectively with cultural mapping and planning tools. However, there is much more happening on the ground, through both formal and informal partnerships, which needs to be brought to light. 


As it is the case in Europe, in Scotland too there are examples of city-wide strategic plans. These tend to be ‘ad hoc’, integrated actions (with a cultural component) aimed at tackling specific problems. A key example in Scotland is Dundee. Over the past ten years the city has undergone a number of innovative regeneration plans (at both urban and community level) which have contributed to the improvement of the image of the Dundee among outside investors, visitors and residents alike. Key to this change has been the implementation of cross-sector work chiefly through the Dundee Partnership. This is an umbrella organisation co-ordinated by the City Council and representing all major local stakeholders involved in economic and social development. As the success of the Dundee Contemporary Arts, The Dundee Rep, The Sensation Science Centre shows, culture features highly in the partnership’s priorities, and plays a major role in supporting this new image of Dundee. 

In particular, evidence of cross-sector, joined up thinking in Dundee is present in the way culture is now pursued under the Work and Enterprise theme of the Community Plan. Dundee is possibly the only example in Scotland that is comparable to Bristol. Both cities started off with the need to tackle a problem (city image) and both have responded successfully with a strategic and innovative approach which puts culture at the centre. Both are examples of how successful flexible, ad hoc, cross-sector partnerships, rooted in the local context, can be. 

Another interesting example of a partnership (albeit with a narrower focus on the arts) is the Aberdeenshire Arts Partnership. This is a body set up to oversee the implementation and monitoring of the Arts Strategy and to examine opportunities for further improvements of arts development in the North East, including partnerships with other regional and national bodies. The Aberdeenshire Partnership is interesting because it provides a mechanism through which public, private, professional and voluntary sector organisations are working together across departments and disciplines to create a solid infrastructure for the arts to flourish. This is the ground on which to build the future Cultural Strategy. 
V.2 Local Cultural Strategies 

The St Andrews Day speech was a turning point which helped to launch the National Cultural Strategy (along with the Guidelines for local authorities to implement Cultural Strategies), the Policy Statement and, more recently, the work of the Cultural Commission. At the heart of these policy statements and debates is the recognition by the Executive of a broad definition of culture as joined-up to the social agenda. Political recognition of a broader definition of culture has played a key role in encouraging the implementation of some of the initiatives mentioned below, as well as in raising awareness at local authority level of the contribution of cultural provisions to cross-cutting issues and community planning. 

Until now, however, this ‘national’ awareness has been backed by policy frameworks which somewhat lack the strength of conviction as regards putting the cultural factor into the practice of local delivery. A case in point is that of the Guidance issued in 2003 to local authorities for the development of Cultural Strategies. Although the Guidelines recognise the importance of the connection between cultural provision and community planning, and the importance of partnership work, guidance for implementation is only given on an advisory basis. In other words, local authorities were given advice on how to manage cultural provision within their existing authority-wide resources and in the context of Best Value, but were not ‘obliged’ to deliver outside these targets. 

This familiar (DCMS guidelines 1999) ‘non prescriptive’ approach to culture can send out the wrong message to those in charge of implementing on the ground. In Scotland in particular – where local authorities were encouraged to make full use of community planning and appropriate forms of partnership to maximise opportunities for developing cultural provision – the situation has become even more confused, with various agencies duplicating each other on the delivery of community targets, while leaving cultural services in a limbo. The result is that, in the absence of clear policy statements, not many local authorities have gone down the road of implementing cultural strategies, choosing instead to back culture-based initiatives within community development plans. 

There are exceptions and one such case is Glasgow. The city has just launched a cultural strategy document which sets out a number of priorities, including a rebalancing of existing culture-led regeneration plans (e.g. actions not just in the city centre but also in the East End and North Glasgow), the restructuring of Council Services (to tackle duplication) and the development of a number of actions aimed at supporting community development. 

Since 1990 (Capital of Culture) Glasgow has a history of using culture for a successful implementation of joined-up initiatives. It could be argued that it is precisely this ‘historic’ ability to use culture to tackle issues of image, competitiveness and community cohesion that has allowed the city to adapt the national guidelines to its advantage. But this is only part of the explanation, for there is also another element which is quite relevant here: the existence in Glasgow of a number of community-based initiatives, which, over the years, have been implementing culture-based projects on the ground. This ‘informal’ activity (see examples below) constitutes a reservoir of practical evidence which the city is only now beginning to acknowledge and bring to the table of policy-making. 

The question is: what about those cities and localities that do not enjoy the same benefit of experience? The Executive could consider think about collecting and disseminating evidence already existing on the ground of the benefits culture brings to communities? 

Also, given the examples presented earlier of Cultural Strategies in England finally merging with Community Plans, why is Scotland apparently ‘reinventing the wheel’ by issuing Cultural Strategies guidelines in isolation from community planning when we know that Community Plans have a ‘mandatory’ duty to deliver and can deliver on culture too? 

The point of Cultural Planning is precisely that of providing a framework in which culture and community planning can act together to improve the quality of life of people, provide better response to local needs, broaden opportunities and gain social cohesion. So while emerging Community Planning Partnerships in Scotland are grappling with issues of how to engage meaningfully with local people and develop community leadership, Cultural Planning offers the potential of participatory opportunities combined with long-term strategic thinking.   

VI. The State of Play 

An analysis of the Cultural Commission report provides much food for thought. In particular, section 8.5 of the report highlights the benefits of adopting a Cultural Planning approach to local development. 

Section 8.5 addresses Cultural Planning, particularly in terms of the roles and responsibilities of Local Authorities towards implementation at local level, but also the role and potential of the voluntary and private sectors to assist in cultural planning. It also considers new technologies and how they may assist in implementing successful Cultural Planning, particularly in terms of engagement and access. The possibility of a cultural think tank, at a national level, to gather information and evidence of practice is also considered.

The Cultural Planning approach supported here rests on the importance (and uniqueness) of the local. This extends beyond thinking about distinctive local assets, and moves to an understanding of the importance of local environments to local communities, (and local economies), as well as the idea of culture’s importance to place making.

The view of Cultural Planning expressed in the report continues to stress that it is not about delivering culture, rather recognising the importance of culture in cross-sectoral strategic local development. The key to this lies in partnership working, and the report makes clear that local authorities will not have ultimate responsibility for decision-making and provision in this area. Partnership working in this context may be seen as a ‘separation of cultural powers’, facilitating the input from the private (and voluntary sectors) whilst limiting the role (and presumably costs) of Local Authority involvement (although LA’s will continue to be key players in the proposed Cultural Planning system as recommendation 59 elsewhere in the report makes clear).

The importance of Scotland’s voluntary sector is highlighted as a key asset in implementation of cultural planning. Indeed, arts, sports and cultural voluntary organisations make up 40% of all third sector organisations. This is clearly useful to the establishment of Cultural Partnerships to ensure delivery of the planning process, particularly at a local level. Whilst there may be concerns expressed about the adequacy of this sector’s administrative ability, as well as operational issues, this sector still presents a strong resource at grass roots level. 

According to the report, the role of the private sector in Cultural Planning initially rests on the financial promise of sponsorship and funding. However, the limits of this assumption are also examined. Rather than direct sponsorship, a more ‘hands-on’ approach to the private sector is discussed, and ideas such as skill-share, and knowledge transfer from the private to other sectors (and back), may well be more suitable to a long-term partnership for culture than one-off sponsorship and investment. Education providers can play a key role here too. Indeed the approach of Arts & Business Scotland, of ‘skills exchangers, board placement, creative partnerships,’ as well as sponsorship should be recommended.
 The SODEC model that impressed the authors fits in well with these ideas.

Section 8.5 on Cultural Planning also discusses the Creative Industries and the role and potential of IT in relation to Cultural Planning. The idea of digital cultural access mentioned in the report is important, and the benefits that are cited – from social inclusion, enhanced education provision, and support for tourism, are sound.
 However, although the benefits of a digital approach to the implementation of Cultural Planning are extremely important, there is no mention here of “the digital divide”, and no recognition that for many these technologies are not being taken up, for reasons of cost and skills amongst others. However, the emphasis placed on the capacity of these technologies to assist in the Cultural Planning agenda is not misplaced. Innovations, such as the National Repository and Cultural Resource Archive, should be applauded. If this approach was adopted, not only to the digital production of culture, but also to its consumption, with such initiatives as broadband access for all, it would be even more successful.

Finally the idea of establishing a cultural think tank (or some kind of national or regional observatory) would indeed greatly assist in the monitoring and collecting of the data needed for the Cultural Planning approach to develop. In fact, one weakness of this document lies in the lack of attention paid to the necessity of gathering relevant cultural data, and of its monitoring, to the successful implementation of Cultural Planning. 

Comments 

In the Commission’s report Cultural Planning occupies a key space as a new approach to a broader understanding of the value of culture, but also as a mechanism for delivering entitlements at local level. The problem with the report, however, is that it makes contradictory statements about whose responsibility it is to practically deliver on the ground. For example, the recommendation to set up Cultural Planning Partnerships is supported by a statement which expressively calls for local authorities to take the lead in ‘establishing’ and ‘servicing’ those cross-sector partnerships. This would make sense, given the local mandate for provision and decision-making that local authorities already have. 

However, elsewhere, the report makes clear that – given the inadequate cultural provision and lack of status that culture has among some local authorities – the entire responsibility for decision-making (regarding Cultural Planning Partnerships) should not rest on local authorities alone, but should be shared within members of the partnerships. 

So, if it is not the local authorities, who else should take the lead in setting up Cultural Planning Partnerships? 

The statements summarised above raise a number of issues, and show the complexity such a method poses in terms of implementation. At its simplest, Cultural Planning considers the role of culture in resolving broader community needs. Thus Cultural Planning is not the planning of culture (although cultural provision stocktaking may be part of it) but a process that finds the relationships between people and the way they live (culture) and uses that knowledge to inform the development of a community. In this way, culture is inextricably linked to community assessment and development. 

This is where the report gets it right, and more precisely when it recommends that community planning be adopted as the ‘operational cornerstone’ for the delivery of culture locally and nationally. The suggestion here is that there should be a strong linkage between the cultural and the community regeneration agendas, and in Scotland (at least in theory) the ground is ready for this link to be made. 
The Scottish executive has identified its Community Planning policy as the main tool for addressing the regeneration of Scotland’s disadvantaged communities. Its agency, Communities Scotland, is overseeing the process of local authorities developing Community Plans. These are intended to:

· ensure that local services are responsive to the needs and circumstances of the communities and individuals rather than the service providers

· ensure that the key service providers act in a co-ordinated fashion 

· ensure that the community are meaningfully involved in the service development and delivery process.

Local Authorities have been given the lead role in establishing and facilitating the Community Planning Partnerships which will produce the Community Plans. In doing so they must ensure that key players, including the police, health services, community education institutions and the relevant community stakeholders, are part of the partnership process. The question at this point is:

Could Cultural Planning Partnerships be the mechanisms in charge of the delivery of Community and Cultural Plans combined together? If yes, should the local authorities take the lead in setting up such partnerships? 

Given that Scotland has both extensive experience of developing community plans and evidence on the ground of successful community cultural plans, it is reasonable to believe that the ground is ready for making a smart move at the highest level (the Executive) and now issue guidelines for the development of Community Cultural Planning Strategies, and for the piloting of related partnerships. 

VII. Feedback from the Consultation

As mentioned earlier, this document was compiled through a mix of desk research and consultation with key stakeholders. Questions of implementation (along with discussion of the merits of Cultural Planning) occupied a large part of the debate. Feedback is presented under a series of headings organised in order of importance. 

Community Planning and Cultural Planning 

Most respondents recognise that there is a need for merging cultural and community plans. The Cultural Commission report makes the argument for culture as an integral part of local development but deals only marginally with practical implementation. Most respondents accept that Scotland has been pioneering interesting models of Cultural Community Planning for some years, linking opportunities and need. 

However, evidence on the ground suggests that in the absence of National Guidelines on how to merge Cultural and Community plans, it is difficult for both local authorities and community planning stakeholders to join up and achieve the best results. 

Related to this, is the question of which part of the Executive should deal with joint cultural and community mechanisms? In England it was the DCMS that dealt with the new guidelines, and some respondents have suggested that in Scotland there should be a dedicated Culture Minister (with a Deputy in charge of Sport or Tourism) in charge of this task. However, the problem with this suggestion is that to avoid the fragmentation (and gettoisation of culture), the Culture Minister will have to work closely with the Community Minister and with the arm of the Executive in charge of Regeneration. The point made here is that, first and foremost, joined-up thinking needs to take place at Executive level. 
Need for National Guidance 

In relation to Cultural Planning Partnerships and Strategies, most respondents recognise that there is a need for clear National Guidelines to help local actors in preparing such strategic frameworks. Guidelines should also act as a safeguard and as a quality assurance in relation to the Cultural Planning approach and its expected outcomes. Some respondents suggested that current ROAs (Regeneration Outcome Agreements) may constitute a model of practice for such Guidelines. 

At present each local authority is obliged to produce (in co operation with their Community Planning partners, including relevant geographical and thematic community representatives) ROAs which specify what the regeneration needs are, how they will be addressed, by whom, with what resources, over what timescale, and – crucially – how the community will be involved in the planning and review of the delivery process. The point here is that, in view of the merging of Cultural and Community Strategies, such a method could also be applied to the definition of cultural needs and aspirations at the local level. This would guarantee accountability, transparency and efficiency of delivery. 

On the Cultural Planning Method 

Most respondents recognise the potential of such approach and point out that Cultural Planning offers a way of working with communities which can give back a sense of cultural pride and ownership. In addition they also point out that it can be instrumental in fostering meaningful involvement in mapping cultural resources, and that it can support social capital, civic participation and volunteering. However, most respondents recognise that Cultural Planning needs to be explicit in the community planning process. In particular, they see a role for culture in building stronger communities, health care, community safety, working and learning and the environment. 

There is a need for a democratic ‘bottom up’ approach which is integrated in community planning and not just as an ‘add on’. However, this will not work unless the local authority stakeholders are encouraged to find out what culture and the arts can offer in achieving results. All planning partners need to listen to community needs and priorities, and this is why Cultural Planning is useful as a framework. 

Some respondents reason in the following way: community planning could take on and mainstream Cultural Planning, but it is not certain whether Cultural Planning can deal with sustainability and creating equal opportunities. On the other hand, if separated from the overall community planning process, Cultural Planning could be perceived as selective (elitist), with the risk of becoming more detached from communities. Cultural Planning can only work if it facilitates something organic and creative. However, creativity and organic change are difficult to reconcile within the kind of planning mechanisms currently available in Scotland. Strategically, there must be a commitment to spend money and time at local level, but also there is a need (at local level) to nurture people who can take responsibility for such arts-led cultural processes. 

Cultural Planning can bring fun, real participation, and all the excitement of creativity, but it can be unpredictable and as such it demands a more open and less risk-averse attitude from policy-makers. Culture isn’t fixed in time and cultural planning policy-makers need to be aware of all aspects of culture, including the contemporary. 

Related to this is the question of the role that artists play in the delivery of Cultural Planning. A key ingredient in the examples mentioned throughout this document is the part played by artists in facilitating the process of problem-solving, and in delivering innovative ways of ensuring community involvement and participation. However, to be effective, Cultural Plans need to have artists involved from the start, and the quality of both process and product needs to be maintained throughout. 

Respondents also debated the question of how far culture and the arts should be instrumentalised to other goals of government, such as economic development, urban regeneration, promotion of  tourism, social inclusion, community development, education, health care etc –  and how far they should be funded for their own sake. The general view was that it was self-evident that the arts could deliver in all of these areas, and had done so in the past. However, artists also need to be supported in developing their own creativity in imaginative, experimental and non-utilitarian directions. Thus Cultural Planning should not neglect the support and development of a key local resource: that of the arts infrastructure. 

Training 
The issue of training was also raised by some respondents. In particular, if Cultural Planning is adopted at national level, there needs to be provision made for training those that will be tasked with the delivery of strategies on the ground. Planners, community workers, urban designers, but also officers and people at key levels of the organisations involved, need to gain a deeper understanding of cross-sector work. Community workers, for example, could receive training in dealing with community education, lifelong learning and capacity building. Planners could learn to become more open and creative in the way they think about the build environment and the sustainability of urban schemes. Similarly, housing managers could learn to think more holistically about the quality of life of residents. Artists could play a major role in ensuring the creativity and innovative aspects of Cultural Planning-associated training schemes. 

Evidence Gathering 

Most respondents highlighted the need to have a mechanism for collecting, producing and disseminating the evidence of the practice of Cultural Planning. This is an issue also raised in the Commission’s report, and in particular, the possibility of establishing a cultural think tank (an observatory) at a national level to gather information and evidence of practice is considered. This would greatly assist in the monitoring and collecting of the data needed for the Cultural Planning approach to develop. However, given that the National Cultural Planning Steering Group already exists (albeit on a voluntary basis) for the purpose of generating debate and exchange of information about Cultural Planning, it would make sense to ‘formally’ (Executive decision and funding) give this Group the task to test out the feasibility of piloting such an observatory in collaboration with a Scottish university. 

In addition, should the Executive adopt the recommendation made in this document regarding the issuing of Guidelines for the amalgamation of Cultural and Community Planning strategies, the NCPSG could offer their expertise and knowledge of the Cultural Planning method in further developing such Guidelines.  

VIII. Next Steps 

This document – which includes both a response by the National Cultural Planning Steering Group to the Cultural Commission’s report and proposals for the implementation of mechanisms capable of dealing with both cultural and community development – is intended as a useful step towards the creation of a debate at national level about the potential of creating a policy framework for the delivery of joint culture and community strategies. We have consulted with key people in the field and their response has been very encouraging.

However, now we need to enter the second stage of this debate by circulating this report among the interested parties, and by setting up, preferably in January 2006, a meeting of the key respondents in order to advance the proposals made in this report to the Executive. In particular, we would like to highlight for discussion the recommendations summarised below: 

· Community Cultural Planning Partnerships should be the mechanisms in charge of the delivery of combined Community and Cultural Plans. 

· Local authorities should take the lead in setting up such partnerships. 

· The Executive should consider issuing Guidelines for the development of Community Cultural Planning Strategies and for the piloting of related partnerships. Current ROAs (Regeneration Outcome Agreements) guidelines could be a model of practice for setting cross-sector outcomes. The National Cultural Planning Steering Group could provide assistance in the development of such guidelines. 
· The Executive should consider collecting and disseminating evidence already existing on the ground of the benefits culture brings to communities. In addition, the Executive could also consider giving the National Cultural Planning Steering Group the task of conducting a feasibility study for the creation of a Community Cultural Planning Observatory. 

· The Executive should consider the development of a dedicated Cultural Planning training agenda aimed at developing interdisciplinary, cross-sector partnership building abilities among key stakeholders from the public, private and community sector. 
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Antwerp City Council 

www.antwerpen.be
Australia Cultural Development Board, 
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Bristol Cultural Development Partnership

 www.businesswest.co.uk
Capital City Partnership 
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Dundee Partnership
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www.hie.co.uk/
Partners for Livable Communities 
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Shetland Arts Trust 
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The above event and the production and distribution of this report was organised by the Scottish Urban Regeneration Forum (SURF) as part of its continuing commitment to the work of the National Cultural planning Steering Group.

More copies of this report can be obtained from SURF by contacting Chief Executive, Andy Milne at the address below.
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More information on the work of the National Cultural planning Steering Group can by obtained by contacting the groups convenor, Liz Gardiner, of Fablevision at [image: image4.jpg]Liz Gardiner + NCPSG convenor * cfo Fablevision « Level 3 « 7 Water Row, - Glasgow, * G51 3UW - Tel 0141 425 2020 - E mail liz@fablevision.org




The Community Cultural Development Board of the Australia Council (now undergoing restructuring) provides funds, infrastructure and other support for companies and individuals involved in a wide range of community cultural development activities. In particular, Cultural Planning research and practice is supported at Federal, state and local levels, through a range of government agencies, statutory authorities, and through a series of interlinked networks, including Queensland Community Arts Network, Community Arts Network South Australia, and Community Cultural Development NSW. These organisations represent literally hundreds of companies and individuals, and projects providing evidence of the effectiveness of the Cultural Planning approach on the ground. 





During the past 20 years, Partners for Livable Communities – a non-profit organisation working locally to promote quality of life, economic development and social equity – has provided new thinking about cultural policy which moves away from the compensatory logic of community arts programmes. It has also addressed issues of access, equity and participation within the framework of more general objectives for social and economic development.











Bristol is the leading city in the South West of England and a centre of excellence in aerospace, education, financial services, media, new technology, arts and culture. Today the city is a major player in the European urban arena. At the heart of all this has been the promotion of a better quality of life for all. Sustainability is a key principle in the city’s transport and business sectors, and arts and culture are used both to redefine the identity of Bristol for its inhabitants and to attract visitors. Central to this success has been the decade-long partnership working practice between public, private and voluntary sectors, of which the Cultural Development Partnership (BCDP) is one. 








Antwerp  has recognized its wealth of creators in fashion by making this a central plank of its cultural policy and in 2001 initiated a 5 month programme which combined both artistic and commercial initiatives (Modeland 2001) and celebrated the city’s fashion talent in a variety of ways. Since then the initiative has been repeated bi-annually putting Antwerp on the ‘cool destination’ map. The support strategy for the fashion sector was not conceived in isolation but gained strength from the ‘image’ legacy of Antwerp Capital of Culture (1993).





The Living, Not Leaving project developed in Turin, Italy  within the European Urban Pilot Projects Programme is an example of how cultural planning thinking can help in turning ‘issues’ related to cultural diversity into a potential for economic integration. The project is focused on interventions aimed at the revitalisation of the run-down district of San Salvario through initiatives  managed by immigrants, youth and women resident in the area. Issues of crime, safety, housing and community empowerment have been tackled under the umbrella of community renewal, but the improved access of the immigrant communities to the economic life of the city has been a priority for the project from the beginning.





 Underværket is an European Urban Pilot project combining city renewal with cultural activities, education, space for workshops, and housing specifically designed for young people. 


Starting in the early 90s, the project has undertaken the redevelopment of a vast derelict area near the city centre. The overall aim of the project is to allow both ethnic minorities (32% of the population in Randers) and local youth to achieve a stronger presence on the labour market as a base for further integration. The Underværket initiative is managed by a partnership with a board of directors, which includes representatives elected by the City Council of Randers, the County Council of Aarhus, Randers Tourist Association, Randers Association of City Traders and the Randers Chamber of Commerce and Development. 


In the absence of any national framework to foster joined-up thinking, the Underværket constitutes the first example in Denmark of innovative ways of delivering inclusion and urban development through culture. 








Fablevision is a Glasgow based artists’ organisation comprising  members  professionally  trained in Cultural Planning delivery.  Fablevision has been active in the community arts sector for a number of years, but over the past three years the organisation’s focus has been mainly on the application of Cultural Planning in Scotland. 


In particular, Fablevision has been influential in developing a number of 


neighbourhood projects across Glasgow (and outside) within a programme of action called Creative Communities. The philosophy of Fablevision is that the arts are inextricably joined-up with local place development, education, life-long learning and community planning and can have wider impacts than traditional community schemes in those areas in need of regeneration. 








The Edinburgh Arts & Social Inclusion Project, based at the Capital City Partnership) has been working over the past three years to investigate how community based arts organisations can work in partnership across the city and with others, to make local sense of, and act as delivery agents for, national policies; advocate a Cultural Planning approach for area regeneration; and develop the cultural elements of the Partnership’s community planning Regeneration Outcome Agreement 2005-2008.








For example, outside the main cities and in a rural context, the work of The Shetland Arts Trust over the last couple of decades has ensured a Cultural Planning approach which places cultural development in a key position – allowing it to impact on economic regeneration, tourism, planning, education and other key components of community development. addition, since 2004.  In addition, The Highlands and Islands Enterprise has developed a Community Cultural Strategy centred on the four key priorities of : strengthening communities, developing skills, growing business, making global connections. This is a very advanced and totally integrated (into the economic and community development priorities) approach to the use of both culture and the creative industries for the benefit of the area. This strategy was developed with the assistance of Hi-Arts, an organisation which for many years has worked in collaboration with the Highlands and islands Enterprise and the Scottish Arts Council to deliver arts programmes throughout the Highlands and Islands. 
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� Recommendation 59 states: “Local Authorities should take the lead in establishing and servicing Cultural Planning Partnerships which include the voluntary, private and public sector”.


� Section 8. p 183


� Ibid p 185


� Ibid p 202
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