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Culture and Investment Plenary
Thursday 23 August 2018 (Afternoon)
[The Presiding Officer opened the session at 14:01]
Culture and Investment

The Presiding Officer (Ken Macintosh): Welcome back, everyone. I hope you enjoyed your lunch and your conversations. We will move on from “Culture in a Networked World” to “Culture and Investment”. We will hear from a number of keynote speakers and contributors. The first is the founder and Chair of the Advisory Committee of Theatrum Mundi, Professor Richard Sennett OBE. Professor Sennett will set out what he thinks are the economic and political challenges of investing in people, buildings and cities. He will, I hope, be joined—on the big screen, by Skype—by Elizabeth Diller, founder of Diller Scofidio+Renfro USA. Elizabeth is the architect responsible for the renovation and reclaiming of the High Line in New York, which was previously a disused industrial wasteland that now attracts 7 million visits a year.

Professor Sennett, if you could come up and join us, hopefully Liz Diller will be on our screens in a second. We have a plan B and a plan C, just in case it does not work.

14:02

Professor Richard Sennett OBE (Chair, Advisory Committee of Theatrum Mundi)
: It is a great honour to speak at this year’s Edinburgh International Culture Summit, which has been so ably organised by Jonathan Mills and his dedicated staff, who never seem to sleep. I have been asked to lead off this session on investment and culture.

Putting money into concert halls, museums or theatres seems obviously good for a city or a nation’s balance sheet. Such investment attracts tourists, who in turn activate a whole supply chain of activities, from restaurants and hotels to modest craft shops that flog mementos. However, that kind of tourist-orientated investment is not necessarily good for artists and, indeed, can stifle the culture of a city. I will take a few minutes to explain why I think that is so.

It is news to no one that inequality is increasing in the global economy and those places where economic growth has become intense. We usually think about such inequality in terms of the obscene amounts of capital controlled by those in the very top 1 per cent or even 0.1 per cent. Meteoric expansion at the top has, in the last 30 years, been paralleled by income stagnation and declining social mobility in the middle or lower middle classes. Most artists are part of that stagnant middle. Of course, there is a global circuit of musicians and visual artists whose fortunes resemble those of Goldman Sachs bankers, but artists who live a more civically orientated and modest existence have seen their fortunes decline in the last 30 years.

For instance, a few years ago, a team of my students analysed the economic condition of visual artists in New York City and found a steady decline of income from the sales of art, even as the incomes of the global artist elite expanded exponentially. The number of shows and galleries for artists under 30 shrank by 40 per cent over a 25-year period. Rents on studio spaces tripled or quadrupled in the same period, forcing many artists to abandon the city in order to pursue their work.

Such findings suggest that there is a kind of zero-sum game at work in culture, just as there is in investment banking. What the elite gains, the mass loses. For instance, this zero-sum game has ruled the city of Hamburg which, over a decade, spent more than €700 million to build the Elbphilharmonie concert hall, which is a vast project jutting out into the port of the city. The structure has indeed successfully attracted tourists from around the world and global brand musicians, but there is no money left in the city’s budget for support of youth orchestras or studios in which young artists can work or for the semi-professional choirs that once fanned out over the Hanseatic League.

How can we get out of such a zero-sum game? The argument I want to make is that righting the balance means investing more in producers and less in distributors. Moreover, we need to think about how to encourage communities of practitioners, not focus on individual artists. The writer William Empson once declared,

“the arts result from overcrowding”,

which means that a community of people who do different things and speak in different voices will interact, compete and conspire and so energise one another.

That was the case in the early days of the tech revolution in Silicon Valley outside San Francisco, which I have written about, and in Nehru Place in Delhi. In Silicon Valley, we found that about 40 start-ups were needed to produce every patent. That is an example of technology, in the pre-monopoly days, resulting from lots of people interacting with each other in the tech business. We need to think the same way in finance and culture. We need to build communities if we want to build creative industries. That is a basic rule. God may be able to cherry pick the Google platform that will raise $80 billion or whatever Google is up to now—God may understand what that is—but, for us, the process of experiment, failure and, most of all, communication among people in a living community of creative types is what will produce a culture. We cannot know that in advance and try to cherry pick the one that looks promising and to lift the individual out of the mass.

However, that alone cannot be the whole answer. When I chaired the urban studies committee at the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, we pondered how investment in our world heritage sites could serve local communities as well as enabling them to become tourist beacons. Our solution was partial. In places which required restoration, local artisans got the work and the sites became places for educational programmes on history and heritage, but that does not grapple with the issue of building new or building big.

Instead of the Elbphilharmonie model, how could a concert hall be designed for programmes small as well as big? How could it be integrated into the everyday working lives of artists in the city? There is the same problem for big museums. Their public consists of makers as well as visitors. How can a museum service the needs of creators for a community among themselves? To go back to the tech example, how can big cultural institutions become something like laboratories in which there are some successes and many failures, just as every patent required 39 failures or aborted projects?

Creative work entails failure and frustration, and that is something that is not easily exposed outside of the community. So how should we support that and invest in this necessarily dark side of the creative process? My argument is that, in some way, we need to orientate ourselves to make institutions large and small in which that creative work—I hate the term “creative industries”, because it is not an industry—of all sides, artistic as well as technical, flourishes because people are interacting with each other face to face.

These are all questions that I put to my friends Elizabeth Diller and Ric Scofidio, who have been engaged lifelong in designing experimental cultural spaces. If the miracles of technology deliver—I am hoping—Elizabeth and I will now share some of our discussion with you. We will continue in the later session on infrastructure planning, which follows this plenary session, pushed further by members of Theatrum Mundi, Assemble and We Made That, all of which are young institutions that are run by people who, like Jonathan Mills’s staff, never seem to sleep in pursuit of new ways to think about and make living cultural spaces. With that introduction, we will now, I hope, show a film about what Liz and Ric did to make such an alive communal space in New York City.

The Summit viewed a presentation.

Professor Sennett OBE: One thing that is very striking about the High Line is that you are now using it to produce a new kind of opera—you are using it as a space for production rather than just as a space of enjoyment for the public. The opportunity to make a work of art there stimulated you and many hundreds of other people to use the space in ways that were not predicted. Can you say something about that?

14:17

Elizabeth Diller (Founder, Diller Scofidio+Renfro): Yes. The entire experience of making the High Line from conception on—it continues to be constructed—from 2004 to now has been that it has seen huge, tremendous growth and transformation. It made us think very hard about the role of the architect in the life-decay cycle of a city. When we came to the area of the High Line it was full of empty parking lots and the land was totally devalued. The property owners pushed the Mayor to demolish the High Line. When the High Line was preserved and became successful, it became maybe a little too successful and produced an enormous amount of gentrification. A lot of what we loved about the High Line—its grittiness—had totally transformed into glassy towers. It made us think about the role of the architect post-occupancy. How do we measure success? 

One of the things that we desperately wanted to do was talk about that very issue in a creative work, using the potential of the one-and-half-mile park as a huge urban stage to tell the story in a new form. That is what we call “The Mile-Long Opera”. Maybe we could show slide 2 now. The project is a huge choral work with 1,000 singers made up of almost 40 choirs—many of them avocational, for example churches, schools and community centres—from all over New York. The composer is David Lang and the writers are Anne Carson and Claudia Rankine. We decided to do everything—to produce the opera as well as direct it and raise the money.

The reason that I am not with you today is because we are in rehearsals for the premiere run on the High Line, which will be in early October. This is the first large-scale use of the High Line for a tremendous cultural event that looks at the city almost as the backdrop and the real-time place that we want people to contemplate.

Professor Sennett: It is an amazing project and more indicative of a new way in which many artists think about the relation to the city as a source of material for making art. It is a resource rather than a place where already-made work is done. That leads to a different way of thinking about what production is and what a creation is about. 

Theatrum Mundi is trying to take that approach in Paris. The site there is only three quarters of a mile long, and it uses a disused train station in order to use the sounds and voices of ordinary people in the city. We are a junior version of you.

More generally, the approach is a reorientation of how artists feel about the environment—that is, it is not an environment but a place to be in and to use as an artistic resource. Does that make sense?

Elizabeth Diller: Yes, I agree. As our studio has thought about improving time and time again, the place for art is not necessarily a gallery nor is the place for music necessarily a concert hall; it is really everything and everywhere. As creative people are breaking the boundaries between disciplines and rethinking institutions and their own disciplines, it is important to look at everything as raw material. For us, we are looking at the very thing that we made as an artefact. It is now a piece of the city; it is a piece of its iconicity—and it has transformed everything around it. One has to work in real time. Sometimes, you step into a cycle of change and you have created something that you never expected and it is something for you to react to. It is a very interesting cycle that we never anticipated that we would be part of, because normally we make structures and build buildings and then we walk away and they have their own lives. 

A curious thing about being an architect in one’s own city is that you are the beneficiary of whatever you have done. That makes you think in a very different way about what the future and the longevity of that is. That leads me to talk a little bit about the Shed. 

Slide 9 shows something interesting that happened in the west side of the city. The green line is the northern arm of the High Line, which wraps around Hudson yards, which is an active train yard. Sometime ago, the city and the state decided to develop that property, which is the last huge tract of land to be developed in New York. The High Line was a catalyst in relation to the land value. We had an opportunity to rethink what a new cultural institution might be, given the possibility of a small tract of land on a new property. The blue on the slide is the Shed, which is a new cultural entity that was our brainchild. The yellow tower next to it is a building that we also made as a residential tower for a commercial developer. We did three different projects there where, just by chance—maybe it was not so much by chance—we had three very different clients. The Shed is a totally independent and sovereign not-for-profit organisation. The three elements somehow coexist in some kind of ensemble that just happened.

Professor Sennett: Nothing just happens. I will not explain your project, but the Shed is enormous with a large retractable structure. I am interested in how you use that very flexible and large structure as a space for artists to experiment. What programming would suit the way in which you are building that structure?

Elizabeth Diller: I will go through slides 10 to 27. The idea of the Shed came out of my frustration about what has happened to New York. In the 1970s, New York was a great place of artistic production. When I was in school, so many people, including Matta-Clark, Phil Glass, Sol LeWitt and Patti Smith, were producing so many different things. Our rent was cheap. The city has changed tremendously since then. That was a time of production; today is a time of consumption. Most artists have moved out—they have been priced out of their lofts.

We thought that it would be great to bring some of that production back to New York. With the Shed, we have seized the moment in an opportunistic way. The city did not know what to do with a piece of its property and it asked whether anyone had any ideas. That was in 2008, when the economy was tanking. 

First, we asked what art will look like in five, 10 and 20 years. The basic response was that we did not know; we had no idea. Therefore, the best thing that we could do to preserve a place for culture and cultural production would be to make an architecture of infrastructure. By that I mean a little bit what Cedric Price meant with his fun palace project: space is preserved, there is a lot of structure, loading capacity and power, you have the ability to do pretty much anything you want and there is lots of space, so you can make small and large spaces. 

We usually think of buildings with such flexibility as being without architectural distinction, but what if we could make a building with distinction that is not just neutral and also has the capacity for transformation, interpretation and change and that could be rescripted every day and on into the future? By doing that, we would be bringing back something of what was lost. 

If we speed up to today, the Shed will open in 2019. Alex Poots, the previous the director of the Manchester International Festival, is the artistic director and chief executive officer. He is doing a fantastic job. The Shed will only commission new work and co-produce with cultural institutions all over the globe while also inspiring and leaving space for local artists to do all sort of things. [Applause.]

Professor Sennett: Thank you very much. It is a wonderful project.

The Presiding Officer: Thank you very much, Richard and Liz—that was utterly fascinating. Thank you for your presentation, Liz, and for joining us from New York. I hope that we get a chance to see the Shed for ourselves in the near future.

Our next guest is Sanjoy Roy, who is the managing director of Teamwork Arts in India. He will present his thoughts on working in areas with limited infrastructure and a wide range of artists and audiences.

14:29

Sanjoy Roy (Managing Director, Teamwork Arts)
: That was an amazing presentation. I want to stand up and shout and scream that every city should take an example of that and go out there and create policies to make it possible. [Applause.] 

Presiding Officer, Jonathan Mills, your excellencies, ladies and gentlemen, ministers—artists do not necessarily create work only to entertain. They create work because they have a volition to do so; they create work because they wish to represent the past, reflect on the future and perhaps put up a mirror to what is happening and make sense of the present.

For far too long, the art sector has been seen as a charity case that receives handouts. What you all forget—as artists and people working in the arts, we will remind you again and again—is that the arts produce tangible and intangible wealth in many different ways around the globe. You may choose not to acknowledge that and to continue to cut the budgets of arts organisations and infrastructure projects, but you do so at some peril.

I will give you a few examples of some of the work that we have been partly responsible for; really, in a way, we have been facilitators rather than doing it all. We work around in the globe in about 40 countries. We run 26 art festivals everywhere from Australia to the United States and bits in between. We work in places where there is distress and conflict, such as Israel, Egypt, Zimbabwe, South Africa and Alice Springs in Australia. In each of those places, we have found that every time that we are able to bring an intervention of the arts and make an investment, it changes the lives of the people and the community, and it brings about great economic progress.

In 2002, the then Western Australia minister for the interior invited me to go over there. I get invited to many things primarily because I have long hair—Jonathan Mills has cut his hair—and not so much because I know what I am talking about. In 2002, the interior minister came to see something that we were doing in India with street children. I set up a street children’s organisation 30 years ago; it started with about 25 kids and today we have 9,500 children. Much of the work that we do to mainstream the children uses the arts—music, theatre, dance, literature and film—and of course everybody wants to become an artist. I say to them, “Whoa, hold on a minute! You can do other things as well. It is not necessarily only the arts that you must be responsible for.”

The Western Australia Government wanted to reimagine open prisons because 2 per cent of the Western Australia population is Aboriginal yet 98 per cent of their prison population is Aboriginal. The particular community that we were taken to 40 miles outside Kalgoorlie had a 100 per cent incarceration rate, which meant that, from cradle to grave, everybody had been to prison.

We said, “Why don’t we work collectively with the communities in a 100-kilometre radius, and allow them to create a project that would define their language, form and art, and would tell their stories in a big desert project?” We asked the Government not to ask the communities to come into town to receive their dole; instead, we asked whether the dole officer could go out in a van to the community to make the payments. We also asked whether the Government could send a van or truck with supplies and provisions during the project, and if they could map it over a six-month period. 

As most of you will know, in any community where you get dole, you get the money at one end of the street, you then go to the alcohol shop and, at the other end of the street, there is a policeman who arrests you and throws you into jail. That is the case for most disenfranchised communities where there is inequity.

What happened was that the incarceration rate went from 100 per cent to 12.5 per cent in that six-month period. It is not rocket science and Governments need to understand that.

Similarly, in South Africa in 2005 or 2006, Steven Sack, who was the head of culture in the Newtown district of Johannesburg in Gauteng, approached our High Commission to ask whether I would go out to give them a little bit of advice on how to resurrect Newtown, which had fallen apart. All the wealth had disappeared, it was crime-infested and there was only Standard Bank and First National Bank.

When we went in there to assess the need, I said to the city government, “If you are able to delineate an arts precinct in Newtown and ensure that there is great lighting and excellent policing 24/7, I promise that in three years’ time, I will walk across Mary Fitzgerald Square with my mobile phone and I will not be mugged.” It came to pass. Restaurants, art galleries, and photography shops opened, the old power centre was transformed into a conference centre, and museums came along. Bassline, with Brad Holmes, did an incredible job. The area has opened up and, today, more and more investment is coming into it.

Again, this is not rocket science. This is something that all of you should be doing in communities where there is a problem; you need to find a way to create a new beginning.

In Egypt, just after the Arab spring, we got a call from the High Commission again, which had been approached by the Government of the time. We went out there. We understood that 80 per cent of Egypt’s GDP was based on tourism but tourism had disappeared over that period. People needed to live—they needed jobs and they needed the tourists to come back.

We said, “We need to show the world that Egypt is safe.” We began a festival there but we began it at the airport, at terminal 1 in Cairo. Images were beamed out across the world by the BBC, by CNN and so on and so forth, which allowed people to at least understand that people who were not Egyptian were coming back into the country and it was a safe environment.

At roughly the same time, because of the bombings in Boston, Logan International Airport connected with us to ask us whether we could do the same thing there. I immediately said no. I said that Homeland Security would never allow it—they would arrest every artist—plus America would never give us visas so there was no point even considering this particular artistic intervention in America.

I gave you those examples to show that you do not need a lot of money; you do not need a lot of new ideas or thoughts. You can look at what already exists, as we saw a little while ago, and then transform your space and transform it for good.

My experience in creating these platforms comes thanks to the city of Edinburgh, which I visited thanks to the British Council in 1999 as part of one of the British Council’s missions to take people out and show them Edinburgh. I was transformed by the collective energy of these thousands of artists from across the globe coming together. Yes, a lot of the work that you see is perhaps rubbish or not so good, but when you see that collective energy and when you see a moment of brilliance, as those of you who saw “HOME” yesterday did, it lifts your heart, it lifts your soul, and it transforms you.

That 1999 visit transformed me and it gave me a sense that we need to create these many platforms; we need to believe again in the arts. Unfortunately, in the very same city of Edinburgh today—because of the policies of the present UK Government, I suspect—you do not allow visas to many communities and people who would like to come here and participate in this incredible offering of culture.

We need to break down our boundaries. On one hand, we are talking about the internet having democratised us and having allowed us all to come together across the world; at the same time, every country and every city state across the world feels threatened—threatened by artists. They feel that we do not speak their language necessarily and that artists wish to jump their visas and stay on in other countries, and they deny us that right to speak—that right to be able to express ourselves.

For all of us together in this very complicated and complex world that we inhabit, the one thing that can bring about a difference, especially in societies where there is inequity—all the way from America through to India, Indonesia, Africa and everywhere else—is knowledge and education. The arts provide that. The arts give us an opportunity to open our minds. The arts create a window that allows us to be able to see a different history, a different culture, a different philosophy, and a different way of being able to work. That is the investment that we need to do; that is what we have to create.

I will share three short stories with you, again to show how investment in the arts and people makes a difference. At Salaam Baalak Trust, the streetchildren’s project that we began, there was a young boy who was not doing great in his studies, so his teacher said to him, “Why don’t you find something to do—not necessarily education—after your 10th standard?” He said, “Oh, I want to do photography,” because one of his peers had become very successful doing that. We put him through a photography course and a whole process of training, seconding him to two or three photographers of some eminence. He went on to find his own voice. Today, Vicky Roy speaks across the world, in every TED talk and conference. His work sits in most private collections and in museums across the world. This was a child who was from the streets and unlettered.

I will talk about another case. We started the Jaipur Literature Festival 11 years ago, with 250 people coming through our doors in the first year. This year, 11 years later, half a million people came through our doors over five days, and 61 per cent of that half million were below the age of 25. We were very clear that we wanted to aim the festival at young people and make it a city festival. We wanted to reach out to all those people who did not have access to this kind of education and learning.

Four years into the setting up of the festival, I was standing at the door—I stand there and receive people for an hour every day after we open the doors at 7.30 am—when this man and boy walked in off the street. We had put in place security, and the man and boy were stopped because they looked like they did not belong. Because I was there, I went up and said, “Can I help you?” The man said, “You know, I sleep on the pavement up the road, opposite the SMS Hospital. I know I’ll never be able to afford to send my son to school or buy him a book, but I thought that if he heard a story it would change his life for ever. I am sorry that I have come; I didn’t realise that this was not for me.” I said, “Not only is it for you but I want hundreds and thousands more people like you to come in. This is a shared space.”

You have to understand the sociological context of this. In a city like Jaipur, which lives in many centuries at the same time, walking through the gate of a palace like that is unthinkable on a regular day—yet that man believed that he could come. That brought about change.

This change, ladies and gentlemen, is something that we can feel. It is something important. It is something that can break down boundaries and barriers and bring us together. It is war out there. There is hatred. Once the genie of hatred is released, you cannot put it back into the bottle. How can we bring about change? The arts are one possible way of doing that.

What we need from you is action, not lip service. What we need from you is investment, not charity. What we need from you is intent and support for artists, to allow them their voice, irrespective of race, country or religion. To each of you who has come here from your country, be you a senior bureaucrat or a minister, I say: please, we are not a threat to you; we are here to work with you, we are here to create more understanding and we are here because we want our voices to be heard across communities and across places of inequity and division. Please do not look on us as a threat. Do not shut us down. Please support these individual voices, from Bangladesh to the Philippines and everywhere in between.

We need your help. We must stand together. We owe it to our next generation—our time is long over. Invest in young people. Invest in the arts. Invest in the future of communities.

Thank you. [Applause.]

The Presiding Officer: Thank you, Sanjoy. I invite Constantin Chiriac, president of the Sibiu International Theatre Festival in Romania, to speak.

10:45

Constantin Chiriac (President, Sibiu International Theatre Festival)
: 
“Let me sell you my dreams. Take these dreams for whatever you want to pay me. I want money. I need money in order to buy the time to get the things that money will not buy.”

I am so happy to be here with all of you and to discuss together what is meant by culture and investment. If we think about it, all of us human beings receive the biggest gift—our life—and pay nothing for it. It is so important, when receiving something, to give back. Edinburgh is one of the best examples in the world of a community developed in a coherent way, where artists, together with producers, institutions and politicians, had a long vision after the second world war to develop something unique in the world—to develop beauty.

I was born in Romania, a communist country, and I got my education in that period. Until 1989, I had no possibility of leaving Romania and travelling—no passport, nothing. In 1989, something unbelievable happened. I do not know whether it was revolution, but the people went in the streets. After Ceaușescu was shot, I started to travel. I have travelled to 152 different countries—I have been to Edinburgh 50 times. I was an actor in the period of Ceaușescu. Sibiu, in the middle of Transylvania, is a city with a community that is definitely very special, with Romanians, Germans, Hungarians, Gypsies, Jewish people and so on. I want to make a point about community, which Richard Sennett mentioned earlier. It is so important that all of us belong to a community; when I say community, I mean human beings.

In 1992, I had my first chance to be in a European capital of culture—in Antwerp. At the time, the war started in the former Yugoslavia. Sarajevo was surrounded by the Serbs. Ibrahim Spahić, the director of the Winter Festival, called Eric Antonis to say, “My dear, hell has come here. All the people here are in front of guns and so on. Help us.” All the artists decided to push the European Parliament to do association to help them to do something. The European Parliament decided that Sarajevo would be the alternative culture capital of Europe.

Being there as an artist by chance, I saw that three weeks of poetry was a way to help, and in my mind I said, “I will do this for my city.” Because of that, I came up with the idea of doing something that money could not buy—something unique for my people.

In Romania, we have the delta of the Danube, which is a fabulous space, and we have many debates about why we are not attracting tourists and not protecting it and so on. Less than half a million tourists come to this unbelievable space, which is the third biggest delta in the world. I know what to do, and this point extends to all your communities. There should be research about all the people living in the delta of the Danube on what people’s celebrations are in the religious dimension, in their jobs and involving nature. If you have that agenda and improve culture together with the artists, you can have what Sibiu has now.

I started the festival in 1993, and we had people from only three countries and eight shows. It was on 27 March, which is the international day of theatre, and it was definitely something unbelievable for the city. I have so many friends and, after that, all of them said, “Constantin, you have a fantastic city—you might use these historical spaces, because you have so many churches. Move the festival.” So I moved it to the end of May and the beginning of June.

Until 2007, when I developed the new festival, I grew the festival step by step, with the idea of each festival bringing together new writers and dramaturgy. In 1997, I decided to set up the culture market. I understood the importance of bringing the young generation with us, so at the same time I developed a theatre school. In 2000, I became the general director of the city’s theatre, and in four years I changed the theatre into the national theatre of Sibiu. Now, after 18 years, I have in my repertory 121 different shows. We play around 400 representations per year, with all the tickets sold for all the shows.

In 2007, I developed Sibiu as the culture capital of Europe. That was unbelievable, because when I was in front of the jury in 2004, they said, “You can’t receive the title, because there are 10 countries coming into Europe now and they do not have permission to have the culture capital until 2009.” I said, “Please show me the decision of the Parliament,” so they did that, and it mentioned 10 countries but not Romania—it was definitely not there. I said, “In law, we have the right, because Romania is not mentioned.” There was a big scandal, and the jury said, “Stop.” After a discussion with the assistants, they said, “He has the right. Unfortunately, Romania was not mentioned there, so it has the right, but you must show us that you have an independent structure to lead this.” So I started the Democracy Through Culture Foundation, which leads the festival. Through being the culture capital, we developed a culture agenda for the city, and now Sibiu has the biggest culture budget in the world. I am not joking—it is 12 per cent of the entire budget of the city. However, the really fantastic thing is that we bring back 16 per cent to the city, because of the culture agenda. [Applause.]

All those from Europe will know about the Creative Europe programme, the theme for which is now building the new audience. One important thing that we developed was to include that in all our actions and for all the shows in the festival. This year, for the 25th anniversary, we had 3,300 artists coming from 73 different countries. We played in 73 different venues with around 70,000 spectators per day. The idea was to bring the beauty, the miracle and the quality near to the public who do not come to indoor shows. That was the way to build the new audience.

I know that it is not very nice to say this but, in western countries and in America, people are all fighting for dance and education, music and education, theatre and education and so on, but unfortunately the spectators are getting fewer and fewer and older. The only problem that we have is to stop the public. We do not have enough seats. We are working in culture factories. I have done things like that. I have one of the biggest shows in Europe—“Faust”—and I had the pleasure of working with Jonathan Mills to bring that fabulous show here to Edinburgh. We got 75 reviews with five stars, and all the tickets were sold two months ago.

The Presiding Officer: Can you watch the time, please?

Constantin Chiriac: Yes.

It is so important for all of you to understand how important it is to work with the community. This year, Romania is celebrating its 100th anniversary. I said to the Minister of Culture of Romania, who is here, that we are celebrating Romania and paying attention to heritage and history and so on, but it is important to do the celebration with our partners. So His Excellency agreed to help and to give money to do the celebration together with all our partners.

Thank you for what you are doing in your communities and for your artists.

The Presiding Officer: Thank you very much, Mr Chiriac.

Our final presentation in this part of the plenary is from Dr Maria Balshaw CBE, director of the Tate Art Museums.

14:58

Dr Maria Balshaw CBE (Director, Tate Art Museums)
: What they said. As the last speaker, I will inevitably cover some important shared ground.

I want to start with a story about Tate. Tate began its life as a fledgling national museum of British art, built on the site of London's most notorious prison in Millbank. It was therefore an early bit of cultural development work, and was created along with its peer institutions in Exhibition Road and the National Gallery, which helped to create Trafalgar Square, as part of the shaping of the capital city in the United Kingdom. In our own time, Tate’s first foray outside London was to Liverpool. That was part of an explicit agenda there, fostered by politician Michael Heseltine among others, to jump-start Liverpool out of post-industrial decline after riots in Toxteth.

That was the first Tate that I got to know. I arrived as a student just as Tate opened and my parents took me for my leaving home meal. It was down at the docks, which were newly created as a cultural destination rather than working docks. I encountered Dali’s “Lobster Telephone” at Tate Liverpool and I was hooked. You could say that is why I ended up in the job that I am now in.

Let us fast forward 12 years. I had been walking along the South Bank for many years—it was a site of desolation until this spider sculpture arrived as part of the conversion of a power station on the Thames in a previously rather deserted part of Southwark. It became a gallery of modern international art. Everyone said it could not work; it was signalled by the arrival of spiders inside the building and also outside on the edge of the Thames—Louise Bourgeois sculptures, as many of you will know. It was a project rather like the High Line, and was predicted to attract 1.25 million people. In fact, this newly created gallery space saw 5.25 million visitors in its first year.

Latterly, it grew again to become Tate Modern, which saw 8.4 million visits in its first year of operation. Tate’s expansion changed London fundamentally. It made London a global centre for contemporary art in a way that it had never been before and it made contemporary art part of the mainstream life of a world city.

With the many other businesses, cultural and community partners in the area, Tate regenerated the neighbourhood and it still strives to make this a living, working neighbourhood, rather than it simply being—as Richard Sennett described—about the displacement of existing resident communities and artists to make way for the wealthy and the culturally connected. To regenerate a neighbourhood sensitively is very hard work.

There is a bit more of my life story to tell before I move back to Tate. 16 years after the opening of Tate Modern, I moved to Manchester to take on the much loved but then rather dusty Whitworth Art Gallery. Manchester was then in the midst of what I would call the second phase of its cultural regeneration, having rebuilt cultural infrastructure out of the industrial desolation of the 1970s decline of industry and the devastation of an IRA bomb in the city centre.

I was appointed to carve out a new future for a wonderful art collection in a slightly decrepit building that had lost its connection to people. This building in the slide, which is showing a not very attractive face to its local park, became the expanded and regenerated building shown in this next slide, but what really happened was that the Whitworth reconnected to the park and to the culture, the communities and the life around it.

The Whitworth became a thriving space for art, including Cornelia Parker's art, and for people making things, speaking absolutely to that point about having spaces for production at the heart of our cultural regeneration. In doing so, and through giving young people in local communities a space to shape their own ideas and events using those wonderful collections, the Whitworth won the museum of the year award.

For very similar reasons, by which I mean enlightened capital expansion combined with long-running building of community and culture from the ground up—in the Raymond Williams sense of culture rather than the sense of culture as the high arts—I am proud to say that Tate St Ives, another Tate outpost, is currently UK’s museum of the year.

These have capital projects at their centre but, following the thread of all my fellow speakers, I would suggest that capital regeneration on its own is not the whole answer and that sometimes within the cultural sector we have been a bit beguiled by the bricks and the mortar and the concrete.

I certainly loved working on the Whitworth project with the gifted architects at MUMA, two of whom are Scottish and trained up here, and with artists who were very engaged with the project from the earliest stages—and God knows that, as director of Tate, I have inherited some extraordinary buildings to work within. However, Tate’s various expansions were always about working with communities and building communities as well as creating buildings. In that lies the reason why, in my view, cities cannot afford not to invest in culture, in all its diversity of forms.

That was also the case, I think, in what I called the second phase of Manchester’s cultural renaissance, which is still on-going and which is all about engaging people and taking some risks together, including across arts organisations, city councils, arts funders and private business interests—rather as we heard with the High Line.

On the back of hosting a Commonwealth games and finding that the mass volunteering and cultural programmes had helped to make the games an unbelievable success, Manchester set up a festival whose unique selling point was to take risks. It was to be a festival of firsts, in the first industrial modern city. Alex Poots, who is now director at the Shed, set up that festival, and when I talk about Manchester you will hear some commonalities between what is going on there and what is going on at the Shed.

Those of us who were working alongside Alex in the city at the time revelled in that permission, because it gave us the opportunity to not be like London and not compete necessarily with world cities. It gave us the opportunity to take different kinds of risk and do difficult things, which might take people with us. Through this, and, I think, through the more sophisticated understanding that has evolved in recent years of the intrinsic benefits of sharing more widely the tools and opportunities that support creativity and expressiveness, the city council has come to a view that it is necessary to invest in culture for the social as well as the economic reasons.

This is exemplified for me by an amazing project, which I was lucky enough to work on—it is caught in this image. It was developed at the Whitworth, with Alex at the festival and the artist Marina Abramović, and it persuaded highly sceptical northerners to become part of a live art experiment, long before Marina held court at MOMA in New York. Alex and I agreed that we would empty the Whitworth of all its collections, so that Marina could place within it 14 live artists and invite audiences to come for four hours at a time, put on a lab coat and become part of a live art experiment. Alex and I were happy to do it, because we thought that it was a niche project that would bring us a lot of critical credibility. We were surprised when it was an 18-day sell-out, because people liked the invitation to take a risk together.

The risk-taking approach in Manchester rode on the coat tails of a Government-led debate about the northern powerhouse—George Osborne even had a banner. The debate about investing in the north of England as opposed to the capital city alone galvanised cultural thinking and—eventually—financial investment. It irritated some people: there were questions such as, “Why Manchester? Haven’t they got enough already?” and, “Is it all going to be about buildings again?” However, the cultural dimension of this northern cultural activity did not start with a building; it started with a vision of being a more culturally democratic region, with people engaged in enjoying, creating and appreciating a wider body of cultural practice, and it was part of the active construction of civic identity.

The argument was made in Manchester—also at Tate Liverpool, in Sheffield and in Newcastle—that there was social, cultural, economic and political benefit from this kind of engagement. I think that Scotland led the way with a lot of this thinking, starting with Glasgow. It was exemplified for me when Alex’s successor at the festival, John McGrath, made his first piece of work for his first festival, in 2017, with Jeremy Deller. It was entitled, “What is the city but the people?” The show was a 60 metre catwalk across Piccadilly Gardens, and it engaged the range of communities that reflected Manchester in that year. So its creative practice was about participation. It was a joyous occasion to be part of, not least because my daughter had been selected—completely anonymously—as the paradigmatic teenager, which was a surprise to me.

That was the vision for the festival; there is now a vision for a building, called the Factory, in honour of Manchester’s Factory Records and that period of creative energy in the city. It is being created as a new building with, as Liz Diller described, space for artists to make the art of the future in tandem with people. The Shed’s thinking and the Factory’s thinking have bounced off each other rather beautifully.

I feel that we are all at the beginning of a new chapter. The questions that we now face are not so much about how we continue to expand our infrastructure, but how we connect with an expanded and more diverse audience in our towns and cities, as well as with audiences globally. We also need to think about how we meet the future needs of artists and protect their creativity in our cities, just as Richard Sennett described, and we need to defend the value of art to society, as all panellists have mentioned. It needs defending and we need to defend where art gets made. That is a question that we have opened up and explored in the new Tate building in Tate exchange, which was part of a project that invited our audiences to debate where culture gets made.

There is so much that is positive about our current cultural moment. Even as we wrestle with greater social and political polarisation, we have seen the emergence of a politicised popular discourse about what the arts should be. Last year, there were swings in the Tate Modern, which were co-ordinated by the Danish collective, Superflex, who are as politically engaged as they are fun to work with. The swings that were inside the turbine hall saw people as the generators of the creative energy that is now driving a power station that is for culture. It seems to me that the context of Brexit debates and, for us in London, the shadow of Grenfell tower remind us of the consequences of the social and economic polarisation in our country and cities. The cultivation of such joy in action, which that project was, is not silly or playful, as some grumpy art critics suggested; it is politically necessary and invites citizens into the making of the culture that they then enjoy.

To me, the reasons for investment in culture are really clear. You will all recognise the problems that we face around the globe. They are about intolerance between people, inequalities across society and the social isolation of individuals, which is worse for the poor and exacerbated for the elderly. I do not think that museums or cultural institutions save lives, and we should resist that missionary zeal. However, I think that they contribute to the living of a good and engaged life, and they make us more mentally resilient and give us a cheerier outlook on life, which is not an insignificant thing. That is part of the intrinsic value of culture for people, who are all welcomed into our museums, and invited to participate and to create the art that surrounds us.

In that way, cultural institutions are not just about their infrastructure; they can be partners in the complex shaping of places where a wide diversity of people can live, thrive and work. That gives us the real case for investment in the culture of a city or country. The leader of Manchester City Council, Sir Richard Leese, for whom I worked for a long time, said:

“Tell me, really, who wishes to live in a city without culture?”

Thank you very much. [Applause.]

The Presiding Officer: Thank you very much, Dr Balshaw.

We move on to the first of our ministerial responses: I will shortly invite our colleagues from Ghana to contribute.

I am conscious that one of Ghana’s leading sons, Kofi Annan, who was the first black African to lead the United Nations, died just last week. I spoke last night to our Ghanaian representatives, who have asked me to lead us in a short moment of silence to pay our respects to Kofi Annan.

The Summit observed a minute’s silence.

The Presiding Officer: I call the Hon Alex Kofi Agyekum, who is select committee chairman of the Parliament of Ghana’s Youth, Sports and Culture Committee.
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Hon Alex Kofi Agyekum (Chair, Youth, Sports and Culture Committee, Parliament of Ghana)
: Thank you very much, Presiding Officer. I am very happy to be part of the Summit. I am standing in on behalf of the Minister for Tourism, Arts and Culture. I thank the Summit for observing a minute’s silence for Mr Kofi Annan, who was formerly the Secretary General of the United Nations.

Your Excellencies, in response to what we have heard this afternoon, I would first like us to direct our minds to some of the critical issues that previous speakers have mentioned. There is no doubt that we have all experienced recent revolutions. Those revolutions are reflected in our culture and how we connect to people and places. We are living in a world of technological revolution, with its impacts of automation and cybernation. There is also the threat of revolution in the form of terrorism. The human rights revolution, which we heard about yesterday, is incredible in making people conscious of their rights.

We are aware that the world has become a global village, but what is a global village of shortened distances if the complementary factors that will help us to enjoy it are not looked at? It took me only seven and a half hours to get here from Accra in Ghana; that is how close together the world has become. However, apart from the shortening of distances that we have been able to achieve through technological advancements, what are the other factors? They are the factors that bind us together. 
One of our speakers just mentioned that we cannot oscillate between action and inaction. We have to act together to bridge the gaps, and we have to advance policies that will help us to achieve that. We need to look at the issue: unfortunately, we do not want to speak about it. The African still has the burden of racism, and my brothers in Europe and the Americas also face the shame of racism. We need to bridge that gap and eradicate racism totally if we are to make advances in whatever we want to achieve.

What is the way forward? For my country, we first need to locate where we are now in order to be able to know our destination. I believe that if we, as individual countries, all look critically at our SWOT analyses—at our strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats—we can identify that, but there are some factors that are common to all of us. Investment in an artist is investment in the individual and his or her talents. To us, that is done through education and training apprenticeships.

My brother from India mentioned the fact that everything that we see in the world begins with the artist, but let us look at that critically. Yesterday, I talked about a Hague Convention to which 131 countries in the world have so far appended a signature. It was introduced 64 years ago. Where were some of our young artists 64 years ago? Even though the artists at that time did not have any political ambition, they were trying to portray the issues of the time. Now, because of changes and revolutions in the way that we think and in perceptions, the current generation may not understand the context of those artworks. That is why I am calling for education and retraining of the younger generation, so that what is happening in non-Commonwealth countries can be averted. People are pulling down monuments and destroying artefacts and artworks because they do not understand their positive attributes and why they were built. Some people interpret those monuments negatively and see them as symbols of oppression, racism and subjugation. It is critical that we preserve those things, especially in non-Commonwealth countries. It behoves all of us to bring pressure to bear on those countries to ensure that they adhere to the Convention.

We, in Ghana, have introduced culture to our education system. That was done by our first President, and already our universities are offering degree courses in art and culture. The Government is supporting that with funds for those institutions. Some artists, including musicians, are being given revolving funds as starter capital. We have come here with a young artist—who is sitting at my right-hand side—who has already won 20 awards. Just last year, he won the best songwriter of the year award. [Applause.]

Yes—it is essential that we invest in communities, but it is equally important that we allow communities to own those investments. If we isolate them and let them feel that the people who are supposed to benefit from the investments are themselves the object of tourism, we are going to have a problem. Recently, in my country, a particular town was a very nice cultural and tourism site. However—I do not know whether it was because of improper education or handling—people went there just to look at and take pictures of the community without even going to shake hands with the people, as the people’s tradition required, so the chief of the place asked them not to come there again.

I am saying yes—we should invest in communities, but we need to let the people in those communities enjoy that investment. We need to train the local people to take advantage of it and to manage that investment themselves. In that way, people see the investment that is happening: they can see it in cash and in kind.

I believe that this is an opportune time and that the things that we have heard and learned will help us to move forward. We have a few challenges—the challenges have been enumerated by others here, and will be repeated.

We believe that we are all wearing a garment that is woven of the same destiny and that together we will float or we will sink. Thank you very much. [Applause.]

The Presiding Officer: Thank you very much, Mr Agyekum. We will now hear from our friends from Brazil. I call Brazil’s Minister of Culture, Sérgio Sá Leitão.
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Sérgio Sá Leitão (Minister of Culture, Government of Brazil)
: If you do not mind, Presiding Officer, I will talk from a seated position because I will not give a speech. It is more that I have some comments that I would like to share with you.

It is an honour to be here, and I congratulate the Scottish Parliament for organising this event. It is great to hear from so many different people about their experiences.

I would like to talk about our experience nowadays in Brazil regarding the financing of culture, in terms of private and public investment. Brazil is one of the countries that some people call “underdeveloped”. We have the hard task and hard challenge of feeding 200 million people, of making jobs available for 200 million people, of improving the quality of life of 200 million people, of building a more tolerant and inclusive social environment for 200 million people and, of course, of stimulating 200 million people to transcend and to live for more than necessities—to fulfil their destinies as human beings.

For that, we have a very special and important tool. It is culture—our cultural values, our cultural assets, our cultural diversity and our cultural expressions. We, in Brazil, are trying right now to establish culture as a tool to promote development and inclusion. I think that we are achieving a lot through the way that we are facing that challenge. What we are doing is not so different to what is being done in many—to use the common expression—“underdeveloped countries”.

It is incredible that most people do not realise culture’s power to transform lives and to promote inclusive development in countries such as Brazil. If people do not realise it, Governments will not. The first challenge that we have in establishing cultural policies that are devoted to promoting culture as a development tool is to make people realise culture’s power, and that culture can increase and boost the development process. It is hard to believe, but we started only last year to measure the impact of culture and cultural investment in the development of our country. The results are, of course, amazing and people have started to realise its power.

For Delegates’ interest, I will share a small example. In Brazil, we have a literary event called Flip—the Paraty International Literary Festival. Paraty is a pretty small city with 36,000 inhabitants. It is a colonial city that was founded in the 16th century by the Portuguese and is a jewel of cultural heritage. The festival has been held for 16 years, and this year we conducted a very profound economic impact study on how the event impacts on the city, its economy and the lives of Paraty’s citizens. It was amazing to discover that the event cost less than $1 million, which is pretty cheap—almost nothing in international terms—but generated an impact of $10 million in the city alone, and created 2,000 jobs. There was a multiplier factor of 10—every $1 that was invested had an economic impact of $10. It was also amazing to realise that from public investment in the event of about $700,000, tax revenues for the city, state and federal Governments were almost double that.

That was a win-win-win—a triple win—situation. You have the social and the cultural impact of the event on the lives of the more than 40,000 people who participate in the event, which is more than the population of the city; there is the economic impact in terms of generation of jobs, wealth and inclusion; and there is the tax revenue success for the Government. Investment in culture pays off for the state not only because of the social impact and social good, but because of the money that the state earns from tax revenue, which means that investment in culture generates money for other areas such as healthcare and education. Now we have many, many examples like Paraty and Flip.

That example highlights the importance of culture, especially in countries such as Brazil, Ghana and many others, in terms of facing in a practical rather than theoretical way the challenges that I mentioned when I started talking—for example, the challenge of feeding 200 million people.

Nowadays, the creative economy represents 2.64 per cent of Brazil’s gross domestic product. The sector employs more than 1 million people and is made up of more than 200,000 companies, associations and groups. From 2012 to 2016, what we can call our creative economy had an annual average growth rate of 9.1 per cent, which is more than four times the average growth rate of our economy. Those numbers show the full potential that exists.

Because of that, our Government is investing this year in many different areas and many different kinds of projects, including festivals, training, education and many other things. It is investing $1 billion in trying to boost the development of our creative economy, and it sees culture as a development-promotion asset. I think that Governments in other countries should do the same. That is a way to face the challenge of creating a better society for everyone. Thank you. [Applause.]

The Presiding Officer: Thank you, Mr Sá Leitão.

I now call the Minister of Culture for the Republic of Lithuania, Liana Ruokytė-Jonsson.
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Liana Ruokyte-Jonsson (Minister of Culture, Republic of Lithuania)
: Thank you.

I thank you for the kind invitation. This is my first time in Edinburgh and I am so pleased to be here and to share some thoughts and ideas with my colleagues. This will not be a speech—it is perhaps more a comment about what culture and investment mean for us.

As you probably know, in Lithuania a new Government started work in December 2016. This Government is a very special one, because it is the first time in our modern history that we have had a so-called professional Government: 11 of the 14 ministers are in no way party connected and are professionals from different sectors.

We are going through really big changes in the financial sector, healthcare, social care, education and science and cultural policy. Everything is connected to the people, of course. In this Government, we are here to redesign the whole of cultural policy, because it is time to rethink and to adopt more the processes that are going on globally and in Europe. After 28 years of the restored independence of Lithuania, a lot of structures were a bit old fashioned, too bureaucratic and not very efficient. Therefore, we have plans to change many sectors, at many layers.

We are not only changing the financial funding system for culture and arts but initiating various instruments and programmes that are focused on developing a new generation of culture users.

We are pretty much focusing on cultural education and access to culture. Involvement in the creative process is one of the top priorities, along with cultural heritage preservation. We are working on plans to totally change the whole system and the model should be finished at the end of the year.

We are working with cultural policy and co-working with other sectors, especially when it comes to regions. Regions are a horizontal priority for us and, together with the other ministries—such as those for internal affairs, social affairs, healthcare, education and science, and transport and communications—we are creating a regional map in which we can identify various active centres. Of course, we consider all the infrastructure and the powers of creativity and, from the perspective of our own sector, we look at implementing various instruments and programmes to develop strong communities. A strong culture can come from the development of strong communities. We encourage people to stay in the places where they live, to be proud of their identity and local culture, to have higher self-esteem, and to be more confident and motivated to create processes in their local spaces.

We do a lot of things with the Ministry of Education and Science. Seventy per cent of our actions, as confirmed by the Government in the governmental action plan, will be implemented with the Ministry of Education and Science. This is the first time in our history that we are collaborating really closely with each other.

I would like to mention two instruments, one regarding the younger generation and one regarding access to culture in the regions. 

We have a model for the implementation of sustainable cultural development in the regions, because we are decentralising. The Council for Culture is the cultural policy implementation organisation. We are creating 10 regional councils, connected to the territorial counties, each of which will work autonomously on the strategy for the region—the cultural strategy for three years ahead—and will define what is most important for that region. We are also creating expert boards with local experts for members. Only financial control will be concentrated in the central office, which is the Council for Culture. We are making it possible for each regional council to decide what is important for a particular region or municipality. 

Of course, the allocation of funds for culture and the arts has been doubled. From this September or October, we will start to implement the pilot project and, from 1 January, with some corrections, we will start implementation all over the country.

This will activate local governments to be more active in funding culture, because there is a requirement to allocate at least 30 per cent of the money for selected projects for the regions. The more a municipality invests, the more money comes from the state. That is the algorithm that we use. It will be more encouraging for local governments to be part of the funding of their local projects: it involves more people in culture and the creative process.

The second initiative that I would like to mention is the cultural passport, which is for children and young people of all ages in Lithuanian schools. The cultural passport is an innovative initiative that applies to school kids, who will get a range of cultural services and products for free. That means that we are allocating money for school kids. At the start of every school year, they will have a menu containing various cultural services such as theatre performances, concerts and educational programmes in various museums—of course, there is free access to all museums in Lithuania. They can select what they want to see or experience, alone or with a class or smaller groups.

We are encouraging local governments to take care of the transportation. If a kid in a small village would like to see a good theatre performance in the capital city, the local government has to take care of the transportation. The programme will be applied as a pilot project from 1 September this year, for kids in levels 1 to 4. The programme will be created for three age groups. We will start with levels 1 to 4 and next year, from 1 January, we will apply it to all age groups in all schools in Lithuania. We see it as a huge investment in developing a new generation of creative thinkers who are aware, responsible and actively involved in cultural processes. It is also about developing new audiences, because when culture becomes an essential part of everyday life, you do not have to invest much in building new audiences; it will come naturally. It will be a natural need for everyone to use culture every day.

We have plenty of initiatives within formal and informal education. We think that it is so important to invest, first of all, in people. That is why we care about the new generations and about people in rural areas or regions. As in all other countries, people in Lithuania are leaving the regions and going to major cities, and we want to keep people more in those local places and make communities there stronger. Cultural identity is about having small, strong identities all over the country.

I could share with you information on lots of initiatives that we are doing at the moment. We are doing a lot of things, starting with cleaning up the ministry. One colleague said, “Stop being bureaucrats; let’s work together,” and that is exactly what we did. When I became head of the ministry, I said, “Let’s work together with the artists and the culture people.” We changed the whole structure at the ministry and flattened it, as in private companies. Instead of three directors, we now have only one, and we removed departments, going from 18 units to 11. They are co-working, project-wise, and it is more results orientated. We started by cleaning our home before going outdoors, so to speak, in the cultural fields, to make drastic changes. We want to make changes in the mindset, which is why our approach has many layers and aspects.

If you would like to hear more about our initiatives, we have plenty of time, and we can meet one by one. I would be really glad to share with you. Let us think about people and invest in people. This is about culture. Thank you. [Applause.]

The Presiding Officer: Thank you, minister. That is a message that we have heard from all our speakers this afternoon. I thank all our contributors for their fantastic presentations. Thank you very much.

Session closed at 15:50.


