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Introduction

In the last few years, urban development stratagiése Scandinavian countries
(Denmark, Norway and Sweden) have been stronglyanted by the beliefs of what
makes cities desirable in an increasingly globadisenomy, where knowledge, creativity
and innovation are the driving forces for econogrmwth and prosperity. Today, many
policy makers believe that for cities to prospeytimust be attractive f@eople. This is

in contrast to the former view that attracticapital andcompanies was the most
important criterion. The situation has been reviraa attractive “humane climate” will
lead to the establishment of the knowledge indusfityrant cities offering an array of
cultural qualities will be the most desirable pkte live, consume and produce,
accordingly, the most competitive in the knowleggenomy. In this paper | will argue
that whereas urban cultural policy-making usedewdstricted to a vertically organised
public arts sector, urban cultural policy-makindag is moving into a new direction in
order to support the competitiveness of citiehamknowledge-based economy: urban
cultural policy is becoming more comprehensive, eniaclusive and process-oriented,
and it takes economic and spatial effects and tondiinto account. This contrasts with
traditional urban cultural policy where economidapatial affects to a large extent was
regarded as “external”’. Furthermore, | will arghattonly a few cities in Europe and
Scandinavia stick to just one rationale in thebaur cultural policy. In most cities there is
a co-existence of several rationales. In my opimtiaindisputable that culture has
become well established as a central axis of bdthrueconomic and social development
strategies. These arguments will be based on agiigm about how urban cultural
policies in Europe have developed from the 19508nip today. This will be supported
by making references to the preliminary resultsffitase-studies conducted in a couple
of Scandinavian cities.

Embracing urban culture and creativity

In recent years there has been a growing intangsbbilising urban cultural resources
for economic revitalisation and in making money olutulture, consumption, spectacle
and urban buzz. These qualities are all assumid staples of the post-industrial
economy (Amin, 2006) and it is strongly believedttthey bring competitiveness to
cities and allow them to compete in a globaliseneoay. This interest is evident by the
vast literature on themes like “urban renaissamrel’ “creative cities” as well, a
literature which has been important in feeding mtstrong discourse about whole new
potentials for the wealth of cities if urban cuéibqualities get boosted: “The potential for
selling culture has been grasped eagerly by urbkaision makers after decades of
uncertainty about how to meet the needs of an ekpgmurban population against a
background of sustained urban deindustrialisatrahlass of economic rationale.
Interestingly, though, the new expectations areggmatic of more than new



possibilities for local renewal, in that urban cudt is coming to be seen as a driver of
new forms of capitalism such as the knowledge fmrmation economy, or the economy
of obsess ional consumption and libidinal driveh{is, 2006: 9).

According to Amin (2006) there are at least thremifestations in contemporary thought
and policy practice where thueban is scripted as a symptom of the new:

First, large cities provide a critical mass of emmic actors; a deep labour pool; firms in
related industries and associated institutions;athdr resources for firms to draw on in
order to increase their competitive advantage (&&araira, forthcoming; Porter, 2000).
Contact networks; particular skills and attitudedticational, cultural and leisure
facilities; meeting places for the hyper-mobilegegs to various institutions of influence
like the media and political bodies, etc. have bewaracterised as specific cultural
resources which predominantly can be accessee ioghtres of major world cities of.
Such “urbanity is standard of fast capitalism” (Ayn2006: 10; Sassen, 2001).

Second, artistic and creative communities are@d#deand energised by the cultuvaiz
of this urbanity. This buzz (Storper & VenablesQ2plubricates important relations
within design-intensive and knowledge-intensiveduction networks. It also offers a
compositional variety and redundancy that can sgtnmvation and new opportunity,
which is required by industries and organisatidrag thake up the knowledge economy
e.g. universities, media, entertainment, busineisstie creative sector, and arts
organisations (Grabher, 2004; Storper & Venablé842 The buzz is an economic force
of the city as it meets mundane needs of scieraifit technical communities, and as
such the cultural assets of the urbanity are intalstaining the new knowledge
capitalism (Amin, 2006). Policy-makers have alsmédl their focus on the buzz, which
means that along with investments in more convaatikinds of urban culture like high
and low culture, multi-cultural spaces, etc. theran increased interest in non-
mainstream groups and lifestyles (Amin, 2006). A®gample the claim made by
Florida (2002) of a correlation between high lewdldusiness creativity and innovation
with a high “gay index” has led to an interest mjigy-makers in gay districts and how
they can be supported (e.g. Toronto and Copenhagew;toronto.cawww.kk.dk).

A third way that the urban cultural-economy hasrbeenceptualised is as the space in
which money is made out of selling culture in aistycin love with consumption (Amin,
2006; Urry, 2002; Zukin, 1995). As will be illusted in depth below, urban development
strategies have been strongly influenced by a thgn&f selling culture for consumption
for at least the last two decades. In the “.. ndvan boosterism, all of city life has
become an opportunity for making money out of comstion and nourishing

commercial activity that perpetually feeds the desn an art of selling places for



pleasure” (Amin, 2006: 11). The urban landscapedfssbeen transformed in this
process as the urban makeover in a paradigmayitil@t Birmingham shows. Here,
massive investments in prestige projects and copgsamled urban regeneration have
been made as an attempt to refashion the citycasraopolitan hub and citadel of
spectacle (Amin, 2006: 11; Loftman & Nevin, 2003Aimin, 2006; Berg, 2003).

In a cultural-economy perspective (Amin & ThrifQ@®) these manifestations, or
symptoms, adds up in a “..re-branding of the (uylemonomy as a particular kind of
force-field, one based on the economics of cultomabilisation “(Gotham, 2005 in

Amin, 2006: 12). However, one of the very likelyneequences of this re-branding may
be attention to what is high-flown and sufficienglyectacular to get the city on the “radar
screen” of potential visitors and investors (Lan@§06), but at the same time a neglect
of the mundane: ”... the neglect or disappearanae ftiention of the very many
mundane activities and the various social groujpisesmities associated with them that
characterise urban economic life, such as manufatetail, reproduction, repair,
circulation, and welfare, as the spotlight fallsauttures of creativity, consumption and
spectacle” (Amin, 2006: 12).

Pointing to tensions of this kind within urban cwl policy between e.g. the spectacular
and mundane, the consumption-led and the produtdhrthe social inclusive arts versus
the social exclusive arts, etc. has been centralsinstained critical analysis of urban
cultural policies for decades (Harvey, 1989; Zulif95; Skot-Hansen, 2005b). The
elements which create tension and the charactensifon, however, seem to change over
time, and arguably will be different in space adl \ieg. in different cities). | will return

to this issue of tensions later in the paper.

Blurred boundaries between culture and economy

An important driving force behind the increasedrapmtion of urban qualities is the rise
of the “new economy” in which the creative abilityinnovate is a crucial precondition
for sustaining economic growth. The new economyéwer, radically alters the way
firms, cities and regions maintain competitive atage since innovative processes have
become dependent upon conditions beyond the sthtens (Florida, 2002; Scott, 2000;
Markusen, 2004). While locations in the “old econynvere selected by firms if they
provided e.g. cheap labour, low taxes, or low-tarst, then urban qualities which
stimulates innovative and creative individuals amtieus have become principal in the
new economy, although the production cost dimensiatill important of course. Today,
a tolerant urban atmosphere where a diversityf@gtlyles and communities coexist and
are enriched by high-art, experimental and altéraatrt-scenes, is therefore regarded as
crucial to attract the most important productioctda in an innovation-drive economy,
the creative and innovative labour force of thewdealge-economy (Florida, 2002).



While these urban qualities not necessarily diyeetéd into all innovative processes,
they have become regarded as indispensable eleméhesfeeding-chain of creativity.

This argument of proponents @kative cities (e.g. Florida, 2002; Landry, 2000; 2006)
does not only contrasts with classical innovat@amd growth theories, but it certainly
also contrasts with conventional urban culturatsigies, which for many years have
been concentrating on projects related to passimswmption (Mommaas, 2004).
Following this line of argument, then cities whisbuld like to be competitive in the
new economy should appreciated art and cultur@mnigtfor their aesthetic values or
because they contribute to the forming of iderdjtleut in particular because they inspire
processes of creativity that potentially end upammercialised products and services.
Similar observations have been made by numerowdasste.g. Scott (2000), Evans
(2001) and Amin & Thrift (2002), who argue thatgeaculture and economy have
become symbiotic categories in the post-fordisheaay: “The symbolic and political
economies of culture have arguably never beentediimked” (Evans, 2001: 2). This
implies that cultural advanced cities will takeosiy positions in the urban hierarchies of
the new economy.

This way of thinking increasingly strategic abottan cultural resources has been
embraced by local decision-makers in cities allrdkie world. Consequently “... more
than ever before, cities’ development strategiesoften embedded in urban cultural
policies as an integral element” (Kulonpalo, 208%:In the next section of the paper, |
intend to sketch out some general trends of howrudultural policies have developed in
the European countries in the last decades. Tliscese should make it possible for me
later on to discuss whether the strategic wayssifguculture so prevalent in
contemporary urban development strategies mayum&ntalise cultural policy in novel
ways and steer it away from its hitherto focus srea

Development of urban cultural policiesin Europe

While it is difficult to make generalisations abdlié development of cultural policies in
the European countries from the post-war periodwgndntil present time, a number of
common trends can be identified, which | will referbelow.

In their examination of cultural policies in therBpean countries Basset (1993) and
Bianchini (1993) illustrate how, in the 1950s ar@$Qs, culture was conceived very
narrowly as “pre-electronic arts” (Bianchini 1998Kong, 2000) and with only modest
sense about how culture could be a resource tapieieed for economic development
purposes. Instead, important goals of state culpaigcies in the post-war period was to
distribute national, prestigious and centrally agistrated common culture to groups in
society who, for social and geographical reasoad,rfo or only poor access to culture



(Bayliss, 2004). Following Skot-Hansen (2005; 1988umanistic rationale was most
evident in that period since policies aimed to deratise access to culture with an
underlying goal that people would become more étdiged through access to culture
(Bayliss, 2004).

In the 1970s and 1980s a wider definition of citwas adopted in cultural policies
across Europe as politicians began to see culiiersedlopment as an integral part of
urban policy and politics. Important goals includgdater access to cultural facilities;
activities for all citizens; the promotion of metanself-expression for individuals and
groups; and the promotion of community (re)buildingvhich, importantly, the city
centre was reasserted as a “... catalyst for ciwaatitly and public sociability”

(Bianchini, 1993). This broadening of cultural po#s has been interpreted as related to
the rise of new urban social movements which prechpbliticians to give greater
political and cultural autonomy to the grassroatsaciety.

The driving rationale of cultural policy of thisqed wassociological as policies focused
on empowering marginalised groups such as childvemen, homosexuals and
immigrants. The value of the culture and identityh@se groups could be confirmed by
their active participation in for instance localateur activities (Bayliss, 2004; Skot-
Hansen, 1999). Referring to Vestheim (1994) Bay2894: 6) notes that the sociological
rationale in this period may be seen as the figst of a partial instrumentalisation of
cultural policy, since cultural ventures and invesihts began to be used as instruments to
attain goals in others areas that purely cultisaé (@lso Skot-Hansen, 2005a). As in
earlier decades there was a general neglect @dbr@omic potential of cultural resources
in the European countries in the 1970s and up tirgimid-1980s (Kong, 2000; Skot-
Hansen, 2005b; Bianchini, 1993).

Since the mid-1980s, however, experiences from Ijm&intish cities highlighted the
potential contribution of cultural policy to urbaconomic and physical regeneration.
This partly replaced the emphasis on community ldgveent, participation, and
revitalisation of public social life which had grawtrong in the discourse of cultural
policies in the 1970s. The British experience @&téd a noticeable shift to an instrumental
use of culture for purposes related to urban deveént issues as cities throughout
Europe confronted collapse of their industrial b@asset, 1993). Attention also turned
to cultural industries (such as printing, music anshdcasting) which generated both
direct employment and income. These kinds of intesbften served to revitalise parts
of the city as they typically were located withimrginalised districts on the fringe of city
centres, where cheap rents and redundant buildeyed as useful conditions for work
studios, spaces for rehearsals, exhibitions, Bayliss, 2004). Planning and
establishment of cultural quarters/districts corteleith a production and consumption



infrastructure and ancillary promotional bodiesdrae the next obvious step to take in
urban cultural policies. Local decision makersiseal that cities could derive multiple
gains from cultural economic policies as growthodfs in the cultural industries sector
could stimulate other industries as well (Kong, @00

These strategies, however, were not always suct@ssgérms of creating wealth and
employment since many of the jobs in the cultueakar were (are) likely to be low-paid,
non-standard and often precarious service jobs(Biai, 1993). This included the
occupation for many artists who could be pushedbparts of the city due to the
increasing rents that gentrification often leadRaradoxically, their movement could
threaten the cultural attraction of city centregkid, 1995: 284). Alternatively, the
potential of culture in terms of creating indireftects were discovered as culture
increasingly gained an important role within plgcemotion strategies that sought to
reconstruct city images (Bayliss, 2004). This beeamereasingly important as global
tourism including cultural tourism expanded, butmeagining cities as places of
consumption of high-profile cultural events suclpeestigious arts festivals and other
flagship venues such as concert halls, were aléeved to attract investments,
inhabitants and labour (Bianchini, 1993). It wasoalecognised that qualified personnel
expected a certain supply of interesting educatjandtural and recreational
opportunities for themselves and their families whboosing residential locations
(Dziembowska-Kowalska & Funck in Bayliss, 2004) e®ignificant value of culture in
relation to the image of a city underscored thewyng importance of image
consciousness in the modern economy in which inh@game a currency in and of itself
(Kong, 2000: 5). This demand for cultural capitatiee new “service class” was
explained as a pursuit of prestige (Urry in Bayl&304), which is somewhat similar to
the observation made by Harvey (1990), who argaefdr the urban elite consumption
of high arts and culture is a form of economic alags distinction. As the consumption
model increased in popularity along with intenslfiater-urban competition, many cities
copied attractions and buildings that had provercassful elsewhere rather than
adopting a unique strategy tailored to their lazaitext (Bayliss, 2004).

Numerous cost-benefit studies criticised the corion strategies that were highly
influential in cultural policies throughout Europethe 1980s and early 1990s for not
having enough positive economic impact: althoughdgeation took place jobs were
fragile and did not help much in replacing jobg losthe industrial sector; and flagship
projects were costly and required a substantialodigeh entirely public sector funding
and revenue support (Bayliss, 2004). It also beocavigent that only a limited number of
cities could achieve success as major culturaresn$till, it was widely recognised that
although cultural facilities and resources of sitikd not determine entirely a city’s
appeal to investors compared to traditional locafaxtors like educational and skills



level or the tax level, culture was an “ ... increagy important complementary factor in
the competition between cities possessing simdaaatages” (Bianchini, 1993: 18).

As a consequence of the changing motivations amhedes in urban cultural policies
towards consumption-led rationales, potential mmswere detected between “old and
new, social and economic, community and elite-de@mpolicies” (Bianchini, 1993: 3).
Critical academics in the 1980s and 1990s highéidmumerous of these tensions of
consumption-led urban cultural strategies: Onsitenwas between strategies that
supported elite flagship projects in order to emeamban competitiveness, and
decentralised, community-based provision of mongupar cultural activities, targeted
particularly low income and marginalised groups1ig§o2000). Another was
incompatibility between social and economic pobarhich could cause conflict between
“...city centre and periphery ... tourists and resideatonomic development and quality
of life goals” (Parkinson & Bianchini in Baylissp@4: 8). Gentrification caused by an
improved image due to the cultural sector coulgldise indigenous communities and
businesses (Zukin, 1995). There was also a poteaindlict between the use of cultural
policy as a strategy emphasising growth and prgmktelopment, and the need to
protect and develop indigenous local identitiea(®hini, 1993). A preference for “safe”
art and big names that could attract commerciahspis and large audiences had the
power to marginalise local and regional cultured @entities (Bayliss, 2004). In a
radical critique Harvey (1989) accused culturalrexoic policies for being a “carnival
mask” because they allowed politicians to concealving social inequality, polarisation
and conflict within cities, and he continued: “Centration on spectacle and image rather
than on the substance of economic and social prebtan also prove deterious in the
long-run, even though political benefit can alktsily be had” (Harvey, 1989: 16).

The emphasis of an economic and consumption-léshedé over the social and political
role of cultural policies has been explained inlitezature as caused by a change in at
least two kinds of socio-structural conditionsstfjrchanges in cultural consumption and
social class lead to a general increase in consomet cultural products and services.
Related to this was a decline in working time andnarease in the proportion of
disposable income spent on leisure activities (B:24993; Bianchni, 1993: 1); second,
the shift from a fordist to a post-fordist reginfeaccumulation (Amin, 1994; Harvey,
1989) and the associated need for economic andgalhysstructuring of cities prompted
governments to re-examine cultural policies andentine potential role of cultures for
economic gain in order for the city to face thevgragg competition in the new post-
industrial service economy (Kong, 2000). Under ¢helsanging conditions urban cultural
policies became important to construct images st-fardist consumption-oriented cities
with a high quality of life, especially for the dgally mobile and attractive skilled
personnel of the new economy (Basset, 1993; Bianct®93). As a result, cities



constantly had to position themselves in relatmthe other cities in terms of urban
qualities. In that sense, culture more and morarneche business of cities (Zukin,
1995), and as pointed out by Kong (2000: 6), caltpolicy since the 1980s became a
response to the globalisation of capital.

According to Bayliss (2004: 8), however, a narr@gremic instrumentalism seems to
have been given less priority in urban culturaiges since the late 1990s, partly due to
a growing disillusionment with the regressive soaitural impacts of culture-led
economic development mentioned above. Insteack thees been a renewed concern for
social impacts of e.g. training and participatiomenunity-based cultural activities, and
spread of a new language of social capital, comiyuwaipacity and holistic approaches
(Griffiths in Bayliss, 2004; Landry, 2000; Bianchitn993). This turn has corresponded
with a rehabilitated general interest for socigleass of urban regeneration and a
dismissal of economic boosterism, property-ledatiites and place marketing as they
have often failed to deliver the anticipated soara economic benefits (Bayliss, 2004:
8). Skot-Hansen assert (2005; 1999) that thisihditates more attention to previous
rationales of cultural policies like empowermend &mlightment instead of the
preoccupation with economic impact rationales @&rgsmaking, entertainment and
enlivenment which was predominant in most yeaith@f1990s. Correspondingly,
Bayliss (2004) sees this turn as indicating a nesie$ instrumentalism within cultural
policy which matches a new discourse of urban gdqigayliss, 2004).

The social turn in cultural development has beedesi in the UK where it has been
supported by the central government since thell@®®s. Benefits from this policy,
which mainly builds on local and participatory cull activities, were argued to include
greater opportunities for socialisation and congatoss different sections of the
population encouraging greater understanding betyesups, and in that way
contributing to increased social cohesion. Thedb&dithat community empowerment can
be strengthened through e.g. participatory arigiies, which can reposition both the
external and internal identity of places (Bayl®304). Another attraction of such cultural
activities is that they are relatively cheap; tisap be set up quickly and flexibly in
response to local needs and ideas, and they adfengally high returns at a very low
risk. Managerial, administrative and organisatiasialls of community institutions and
voluntary skills may also be strengthened as thkg part in the process of planning and
implementation of cultural activities (Landry, 2Q@epartment of Culture, Media and
Sport, 1999 in Bayliss, 2004).

Multi-rationality of contemporary urban cultural policies
Above, the argument has been put forward thataanmedecades urban cultural policies
in the European countries have followed certainivatibns and rationales. While the



attachment to only one rationale seems to have theecase in the 1950s and 1960s (the
humanistic rationale), in the decades that followiés rarely attached to only one
rationale. Instead, a co-existence of severalmates has been the norm, especially in the
most recent decade. Today, urban cultural policfes contain goals that can be
explained by humanistic rationales, like promofiing arts and access to them; and a
sociological rationale where community is in foeusl where marginalised social groups
are endowed with an independent voice; as welhacanomic rationale manifest in
support for the cultural industries or culturalg&hip-events of which an important aim is
to reconstruct and highlight a new image of a city.

In what follows, attention turns to three approactvbich are very much used in
contemporary urban cultural policy and planniagtural planning, the talent-strategy,
andcultural cluster strategies. | will argue that within all of these strategibere is a co-
existence of several rationalitisisnultaneously as they are all aiming at contributing to
the development of cultural (artistic), economid aocial issues, although with different
methodologies.

Cultural planning

Thecultural planning approach is symptomatic for the social turn identified iretarban
cultural policy of the late 1990s. In this approdoé aim is to obtain a wide integration
og art and cultural expression as well as cultigsburces in revitalising cities and city-
life (Landry, 2006; 2000; Bianchini, 1993). Basedan anthropological concept of
culture as “a way of life”, cultural resources Imstapproach includes all those aspects
that contributes to “the making of a place”: targiand intangible qualities like the arts;
cultural heritage; local festivals; local rituaysuth culture; ethnic minorities and
communities; local products; local crafts and cotapeies; public spaces; architecture;
image, etc. Cities that wish to follow this stratestpould put culture at the centre of its
development strategies in order to use it as ambioa in all aspects of urban
development (Bianchini, 1993). Furthermore, cultptanning builds strongly on an
appreciation of indigenous recourses, entailingleebthat all places can do better if they
mobilise their intrinsic but perhaps undetecteduwal resources: “Every place has more
assets than first meets the eye, hidden in thergrmieth, invisible, unacknowledged or
under-acknowledged” (Landry, 2006: 272). As sudktucal planning contrasts a narrow
and sectoral conception of cultural policy whickseulture as high-culture and the fine
arts. Instead, cultural planning is a holistic artdrdisciplinary approach. Ghilardi
suggests (2004) that this approach descents fremathcal planning approach advocated
by Jane Jacobs in the 1960s. Here, the city waseptumalised as an ecosystem consisting
of physical-economical-ethical processes interniregatvith each other in a natural flow,
which was difficult for urban planners to understdoecause of their “sectoral thinking”
(Jacobs in Ghilardi, 2004).
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Furthermore, characteristic for the cultural plawgnapproach is its explicit focus on
space and place (e.g. on a part of the city oetttiee city). Importantly, cultural
planning is about strengthening cultural pluralisyrincreasing ways of expression for
all segments in society. As such it can be regaasesl democratic approach to cultural
policy (Skot-Hansen, 2005b), but it is also a sgat tool for development: “Cultural
planning is the strategic and integral use of calttesources of community
development” (Mercer, 2002: 172). In the UK thetardl planning has become highly
instrumental in terms of contributing to econonmc &ocial development
simultaneously.

This approach, however, has been criticized onrakgeounds including that the
anthropological approach to cultural policy applEtomes very broad and makes it
difficult to comply with narrower planning and pritisation of arts and culture (for an
elaborated critique, see Stevenson, 2004). Inta sfgure cultivation cultural planning
may bring the death to cultural policy, becauseéms very difficult to combine on the
one hand social and economic “needs of a city”,@nthe other hand support for the arts
and the cultural life (Skot-Hansen, 2005b). Funtihenre, the effect of such cultural
policies (e.g. investment in community arts) conepaio other areas of public and social
policy in terms of combating social exclusion, bagn much debated. The main point of
criticism in connection to this issue is that saahural policies, which target the nexus
of the economic, social and cultural spheres, daemove the structural conditions that
cause social deprivation and exclusion, like stmattpower-relations (Merli in Bayliss,
2004). A similar critique of structural blindnesancbe put forward against the talent-
model (below).

The talent mode

In policy and business circles “the talent modals¢ known as the theory of the
“creative class”) offered by Florida (2002) hasy®d highly influential as a prescript for
cities and city-regions to confront some of thellemges posed by the “new economy”.
The central argument put forward by Florida is thathighly mobile skilled worker of
the knowledge-economy is attracted to places ttiat certain employment opportunities
and “quality-of-life” amenities and lifestyle optie. This covers elements like good
public transport, fine public schools, universitiparks and places for jogging and
cycling, culture and the arts, like music and theedtlis notions of culture and the arts,
however, challenges conventional thinking: whilecimexplicit public funding in the
area of culture traditionally has been directedaials “capital-C” culture and arts
institutions like museums, galleries, symphony musperas, theatres, etc. Florida has an
expanded notion on how culture attracts talent¢&®araira, forthcoming). He draws
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attention to two aspects of the culture of andtieswhich are influential on the
economic competitiveness in the new economy:

The first iscultural vibrancy, which is defined as the whole cluster of amesitrainly
revolving around a vibrant street level cultureeni outdoor cafés and hip restaurants to
local level art galleries and a pulsating musicsc&Vhile many of these qualities
develop naturally, spontaneously and symbioticahd clearly cannot be manufactured
entirely through public policy, one of the policgtmns available to create the best
growing conditions for these qualities is urbampiag for the use of city space which
follows the lines of new urbanism (Landry, 2006rda & Gates in Graca Saraira,
forthcoming).

The second dimension of culturei@serance anddiversity, which he measures by a “gay
index” and a “foreign-born index” (as mentioned abbe finds a correlation between
high levels of business creativity and innovatidthva high “gay index”). Winning

cities, according to Florida, are cities with aetaint urban atmosphere in which a
diversity of lifestyles and communities coexist amd enriched by high-art, experimental
and alternative art-scenes. These urban qualiteesegarded as crucial in order to attract
the most important production factor in an innosatdrive economy, the creative
knowledge-worker (Florida, 2002).

These urban qualities, however, do not necesdagly directly into innovative processes
taking place in business or in research laboragphbat they have become regarded as
indispensable elements in the feeding-chain oftistigabecause they are qualities in the
urban environment which attracts the creative casktalents. This argument not only
contrasts with classical innovation- and growtloties, it certainly also contrasts with
conventional urban cultural strategies that for ynggars not have had their eyes open on
the value of street-level culture, but have bearceatrating on projects related to
passive consumption (Mommaas, 2004). Florida pamtslations between culture,
lifestyle and urban economies that goes againat@ctore instrumentalisation of culture
e.g. as it takes out with mainstream strategiesilikestments in cultural flagships and
specialisation (Skot-Hansen, 2000b).

Florida’'s ideas have travelled the world and hasenbadopted without too much change
in development direction in an endless amount banrdevelopment strategies, perhaps
because instead of being revolutionary his ideasrafact very modest (Peck, 2005: 19).
Typically what an operationalisation of his ideasud call for is “ ... that communities
focus their energies on events, cultural activiéied leveraging public and private funds
to revitalize historic districts through the comstion of lofts and bike paths, but most
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importantly, make sure they foster a “quality-o&g#” environment to young people”
(Florida, 2002: 294).

Critics have pointed out that much of the practwaik in this area conflates the notion
of quality-of-life, which is an individualized coapt, with quality-of-place which
suggests a consensus among people. This assuraptionsensus tends to favour certain
economic development strategies over others, atehtoliticizes the concept and makes
it harder for more marginalized voices to be hearthe quality of life debates (Graca
Saraira, forthcoming). As Jamie Peck, one of thrd Walorida-bashers” suggests, the real
ethos of the creative age is about “...nurturing @vadarding [a very narrow definition]

of creativity” (Peck in Graca Saraira, forthcomiig).

This criticism goes along with a body of recergritture which points to a contradiction
between urban entrepreneurialism on the one ham@aaial justice on the other which is
evident in increased social polarisation in fastgng cities (Harvey, 1989; Fainstein,
2001). Referring to the unprecedented proliferaiiotihe construction of high-arts
cultural institutions throughout the US in the 19'Harvey (1992) argues that this took
place due to structural changes in the global emgnavhich accentuated the desire of
urban elites to increase symbolic capital in tlegy. For the urban elite, the consumption
of high arts and culture is a form of economic alags distinction as well (Harvey,
1990). Others have argued that the increase ofrgment funding received by these
cultural institutions was made possible becauseriinded individuals in business, the
arts and government engaged in creating an imatieeafity as a place of global cultural
sophistication in which museums and opera housssasl important role (Strom, 2002).
Peck (2005) argues that the same group of decmigiers use Florida-like creativity
arguments to again justify government investmeamtbeir version of culture and the arts
over other more socially democratic cultural ingtdns like libraries, parks and
recreation (Graca Saraira, forthcoming).

Another critique put forward is that the talent-rebthkes it as natural thing, that what
seems to be beneficial for the talents and thetigszelass is good for everybody. It is
blind to the fact that the lifestyle of the creatislass may very well undermine the needs
of other groups. As an example, when a certainiaraaity becomes hip in the eyes of
creative consumers, it may push out (creative}tarivho stay there for relatively cheap
rents. This was observed already by Zukin in haaysbf gentrification in Soho: “People
with economic and political power have the greabggtortunity to shape public culture
by controlling the building of the city’s public ape in stone and concrete. Yet public
space is inherently democratic. The question of sdmoccupy public space, and so
define an image of the city, is open ended” (Zukiskot-Hansen, 2005b). Although
there is space for negotiation, the analysis mgdéulkin (1995) suggests that public
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space since the 1970s increasingly has been dedmethcro-level in the sense that
culture has become an instrument of city governsant their associated corporate
partners (Skot-Hansen, 2005b).

Taking Castells (1994) as a point of departure pttative notion of diversity in the
talent-model can be discussed as well. Castell#pto some of the conflicts arising
from the informational or dual city which “...leadsthe fundamental urban dualism of
our time. It opposes cosmopolitanism of the eliténg in a daily connection to the
whole world (functionally, socially, culturally) tive tribalism of local communities,
retrenched in their spaces that they try to corasatheir last strand against the macro-
forces that shape their lives out of their readie Tundamental dividing line in our cities
is the inclusion of the cosmopolitans in the malanghe new history while excluding the
locals from the control of the global city to whighimately their neighbourhoods
belong” (Castells, 1994: 30; Skot-Hansen, 2005)tHs Castells points to a potential
risk of social destabilisation because of the diigrof socially mutually excluded groups
that can be found within the city or parts of tlitg.cThis contrasts with Florida’s positive
view of diversity, including ethnical diversity, v he sees as a precondition for urban
development. Latent conflicts due to diversity ané of focus in the talent model, as
argued by Skot-Hansen (2005b). Consequently, pedpavout how to tackle these
conflicts are out of focus. A very likely outcometbe talent model then is the city as a
multicultural theme-park where diversity appearstigh consumption of exotic cultural
products (Harvey, 1989). As Skot-Hansen (2005kpa®)ts out, “... immigrant cultural
works should have the option to have multiple ides at the same time, and not just
being reduced to being ammigrant cultural worker contributing to the kind of diversity
wished by cultural policy”. A challenge is how tad ways to build frames for inter-
culturalism: “We need to move one step further tasanter-culturalism which builds
bridges, helps foster cohesion and conciliation@odiuces something new from the
multi-cultural patchwork of our cities. In this wéycal culture and ingenuity is reshaped.
Creativity may be encouraged by fragmentation deutainly not by marginalisation”
(Landry in Skot-Hansen, 2005b).

Cultural cluster strategies

Whereas urban cultural policy-making used to b&ioted to a vertically organised
public arts sector, today urban cultural policy-imgkhas gone into a new direction since
it has to be more comprehensive, it has to be inctasive, process-oriented and take
economic and spatial effects and conditions intmant. Economic and spatial affects
was to a large extent regarded as “external”’ taventional urban cultural policy-making.
In contrast to cultural flagship-projects and thecacular festivals and events that have
been mainstream-instruments as a way to promo#s eiith culture, theoultural

clustering strategies according to Mommaas (2004) represent the “nexggestior how
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culture and the arts can be used as resourceslian vegeneration since it implies a “...
shift from a policy aimed at organising occasiamsspectacular consumption, to a more
fine-tuned policy, also aimed at creating spaceartgrs and milieus for cultural
production and creativity” (Mommaas, 2004: 508)eTneation and nourishment of
cultural clusters, where mixtures of cultural fuons and activities are grouped together
in a great variety of spatial forms, from produntio presentation and consumption and
from theatre and the visual arts to pop music aechew media, has increasingly been
taken up as a new, alternative source for urbanm@lldevelopment (Mommaas, 2004).

Cultural clusters appear with a great variety afdgmounds and formats from stand-alone
buildings or larger complexes, to entire quarterseiworks of locations in a city
(Mommaas, 2004). Quite often, but not always, enfarindustrial complex is an
important building block for the cluster where aajrvariety of leisure and entertainment
from bars, restaurants, cultural retail, art cinenaend even sports facilities like a
climbing wall also are located. In that way theteafare shaped as entire
“experiencescapes” (O’Dell & Billing, 2005).

They may have started as left over places takenlpvequatters or informal groups of
cultural producers who turn the place into an aléve cultural site. Other cultural
clusters has been born by the drawings of a aatlotea planner with the intention to
revitalise urban quarters and to strengthen thal loeative economy, whereas again
other clusters are been nourished because privatstors knows how important a
cultural vibe in an area might be for attractingeatain segment of consumers and new
inhabitants. Some of the most well-known examplesifEurope of cultural clusters
include The Custard Factory in Birmingham, The Tengar in Dublin and The Cable
Factory in Helsinki.

According to Mommaas (2004) cultural cluster styas represents a new urban cultural
policy which includes a vertical perspective basedotions of artistic progress and the
refined are being complemented and in many caseseplaced by a more transverse
and developmental perspective (Mommaas, 2004: &@)sequently new actors with
new interest are crowding the urban cultural peiapsystem (Sabatier, 2006) like
economic development agencies, urban plannersraratginvestors. The collaborative
and developmental approach and the new agendasbian cultural policy-making that

Is being introduced along with this approach, hosvehas also raised debate and
uncertainty about the motives and rationales chnrtultural policy. This anxiety is
perhaps most predominant within established (heghtural milieus. What is feared is an
expulsion of the “real” artistic and cultural vatudue to a hyper-instrumentalisation
(Ellis, 2003) of the arts and culture implying atqplitation of “... culture for the sake

of a recentralised “landscape of consumption” aagefior new middle-class consumers
...[and] to what extent is the stress on culturategreneurship, underlying most of these
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projects, just a cover-up for a diminishing pulslipport for the arts, in the end handling
over artistic talent to the global creative indigsty tourism and the culture of
entertainment and the spectacle?” (Mommaas, 208). 5

The new approach to urban cultural policy-makirspakpresent the blurring of former
antagonistic dynamics between culture and the engramd the development of a new
and more complex interaction between the two sghénmerthermore, it may be a sign
indicating new relations between public policy andl society in which public-private
organisations in various hybrid forms have becomsé gs important as the state in
defining what cultural policy means (Looseley, 199®ommaas, 2004).

Therolesof cultureand creativity within urban development strategies. Notes from
Scandinavia

With the turn towards a post-fordist knowledge lblbseonomy driven by creativity and
innovation the landscape of urban cultural polityscandinavian countries has changed
in more or less the same way as in their fellowopean countries (see above).
Generally, urban cultural policy has gained anaased role in economy and policy
considerations, on national, regional and espgcaltity-level (De Paoli, 2005). In
various central policy-documents by the nationalegoments the importance afban
qualities including a rich cultural life has beaonmoted more intensively lately. Urban
qualities and the consumption of urban cultureggainment and experiences are
believed to be of growing interest generally inisbc As attractants for the highly
demanded labour force of the advanced sectiorfsedtriowledge economy the
importance of these qualities have been stressdaebyovernments as well (e.g. the
Danish National Report, 2005 and the Swedish “&dsitredning” in 1990). In that
way the importance of the cultufalzz found in the largest cities (Storper & Venables,
2004) has also been recognised by policy-makemrs pfédominance of major
investments in public cultural facilities in thepttal of Copenhagen by the Danish
government in recent years can be interpretediag Ipartly an outcome of this policy.

As in countries throughout all over the world, thBuence of thaalent-model on

national and local policy discourses has been m@asand has been adopted in policy-
documents at all levels in the three countries {§raMinistry of Culture & Danish
Ministry of Business and Economics, 2003). It imaekable that cities of all size have
adopted the talent-model in the policies: With refice to the Norwegian context De
Paoli (2005) observes that it is mainly politiciarsl policy makers in less populated
regions and towns such as Kristiansand, Namsoenkid Porsgrunn that have
embraced the talent-model and used it as a présoriprban planning with the intention
to attract the creative class.
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Thecultural planning approach has been promoted explicitly by the Norwegian
government lately. All Norwegian cities were tagget the promotion campaign
launched in 2004, although peripheral Norwegiaiesivere specially targeted as
cultural planning was seen as a way to mobilisddan” resources in even the most
remote city, and in that way it could be helpfukimpporting regional development.
Characteristic for the campaign, however, wasdhHatus of the campaign was to
mobilise local resources that potentially couldcbenmercialised, enrich city life, or
both. As promoted by the Norwegian government tireveas less about using cultural
planning as a mean to combat social exclusion.dnniark, the cultural planning
approach has not explicitly been promoted by theeganent, although various projects
targeted selected urban areas (e.g. the Kvartgnigjiects) in the late 1990s in many
ways had a holistic approach and was based orhitespphy of mobilising indigenous,
cultural resources. Since 2005, a network of cingte Copenhagen region in Denmark
has formed a network with the purpose of workinthveind promoting explicitly cultural
planning methodology. The efforts of this netwodvé gained much interest among
other Danish cities. A project like Bazar2 in Odetisat aimed at promoting ethnic
business and at the same time regenerating a fanchestrial area is another example of
explicit use of this approach which has gainedaeatible attention, especially from other
large cities in Denmark. As in Norway, the maindsof the Danish version of urban
cultural planning has so far concentrated on ifijgnt and mobilising “hidden”
resources of all kind to be commercialised or totgbute to the “liveability of place”,
and less to combat social exclusion or to promotéasinclusion. In Sweden the cultural
planning approach has been explicitly used to combaal exclusion in the largest cities
since the mid 1990s. Malmg, the third largest Saledity launched a comprehensive
urban development program in 2004 (Velfserdsprogratpmhich explicitly follows a
cultural planning approach. Lately, the culturamiing approach has been adopted by
smaller cities as well (e.g. the city of Lund).

There are numerous examples of the purswtieéiral cluster strategiesin Scandinavian
cities over the last decade. The status of thidesjly, however, has grown substantially in
recent years along with the growth of cultural isities as an economic sector on the one
side, and as the importance of culture as a dforea liveable urban environment
attractive for the creative class has been recedros the other side. Cultural clusters are
being promoted in various formats, with various lpuattentions, and with various

forces driving the projects. Quite often the essiphent of cultural clusters/districts is
being promoted as a flagship for the city. As aanegle this is the case of the cultural
cluster currently being promoted in the harbournarkthe fourth largest Danish city of
Aalborg. This cluster is going to comprise a Dre@mse (an incubator for cultural
industries), the House of Music (a new high-classi$¢ of Music) and Nordkraft (a
cultural factory housing various cultural instituis). As is very typical with projects of
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this size the project became highly debated inlloealia in 2006 after it was revealed
that the cost of the House of Music would be sigaiftly higher than what was first
approved by the politicians. In late 2006 the enpiroject was almost dropped.
Eventually, local decision-makers approved a nedget; however, implying a less
ambitious House of Music. In Trondheim (the fougtfgest city of Norway), a different
kind of cultural cluster is being promoted. Hetee basis of the cultural cluster is an
alternative squatter cultural milieu in the are&wértlamon close to the industrial
harbour. The squatters occupied a handful of smalbden houses in the mid 1990s and
their presence in the area has been approved diadiffiby the city government until
recently. Recently, the city government became awéthe creative environment
present in this area. In 2006 it was decided byityegovernment that the area should
develop into a cultural cluster, taking the presprdlities like small cultural industries,
studios, artist networks, etc. as the startingtpdinis decision has been approved and
applauded by the squatters who see this as a wagirg legitimised and a possibility of
staying in the area. Simultaneously, the city afnttheim is biding for the Winter
Olympics 2018, and in that way the city is follogia traditional attention-seeking
strategy aiming at putting the city of the worldpres well.

These cases indicate that city governments areeduigl multiple rationales in their
cultural policies. The case of Trondheim shows thatcity government is guided by
several rationales at the same time: a humanssiaplogical and economic rationale are
present in the Svartlamon-project where one ot#rgral aims is to provide conditions
for the squatters to develop the Svartlamon-areadan their own resources, although
with the “compromise” that the cultural industrieshe area feeds into the innovative
and creative milieu in Trondheim, and in that wagdme of value for the entire city.
The biding for the Olympics indicates that an ecursbic rationale certainly is present as
well in the cultural policy of the city. The sangethe case in Odense, where the Bazar2-
project follows a humanistic and sociological raate at the same time. Simultaneously,
the city government decided in 2006 to spend apd@®@ mio. Euro over the next 10
years on regenerating the central city by eredingmber of cultural flagships of bricks
and mortar. This indicates that a economic rateealtainly is guiding the cultural

policy of the city as well.

Summing up - and further studies

Only a few cities stick to just one rationale am@& @pproach in their urban cultural
policy. In many cities (and regions and countriéspughout Europe there is a co-
existence of more than just one instrumental ratem their cultural policies. The
simultaneous existence of a humanistic rationabenpting fine arts and access to them,;
a sociological rationale where community is in f@end where marginalised social
groups are endowed with an independent voice; aret@anomic rationales where
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economic as well as urban growth is in focus, @pbly the general rule instead of the
exception. In my opinion it is indisputable thattate has been firmly established as a
factor supporting economic growth, area regenaratiad in the re-imagining of cities.
Consequently culture has now been establisheaesteal axis of both economic and
social development strategies (Bayliss, 2004: 10).

Further studies of urban cultural policies in Seaadian cities will include a more fine-
tuned analysis of policy-making and the potentaadftict of various rationales
(humanistic, sociological, economic, etc). An intpot intention of my future studies is
to provide “.. a more detailed understanding ofdbmplex exchange of cultural and
economic values [which] opens up opportunitiesbietter informed model of urban
cultural governance, able to develop new intersastdf cultural and economic policies,
facilitating the attraction and (re)production otal cultural capital in the midst of an
expanding global cultural economy” (Mommaas, 2@D). This analysis will take into
account the contextual situation that local pobcyers navigate in, including the
influence of regional as well as national cultutalsiness and planning policies. The
arguments and rationales used by various locatypaofiakers and other relevant actors in
the cultural field to support and justify or to ederact urban cultural development
policies will have to be disentangled, partly byngsdiscourse-analysis. In connection to
this special attention will be given to the mixaoiltural, social, economic and spatial
justifications that are being put forward, and tbasons why. In particular, the relations
between new cultural cluster strategies and rekevational and regional policies
(cultural, business development and urban planrasgyell as structural transformations
in the global/local cultural industries, the charggcomposition of cities and new patterns
of consumption will be explored.
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